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Sur vey in for ma tion

The 2012 Fra ser Insti tute Global Petro leum Sur vey was dis trib uted to man ag ers and exec -

u tives of petro leum explo ra tion and pro duc tion com pa nies around the world and to

firms that pro vide sup port ser vices to such com pa nies.

The anal y ses con tained in this report are based on infor ma tion obtained from 623

respon dents rep re sent ing 529 com pa nies. The explo ra tion and devel op ment bud gets of

these par tic i pat ing com pa nies totaled about $ 265.6 bil lion in 2011. That rep re sents more

than 50 per cent of global upstream expen di tures last year, accord ing to infor ma tion

reported in the Inter na tional Energy Agency’s most recent World Energy Out look (Inter -

na tional Energy Agency, 2011).



Ex ec u tive sum mary

This report pres ents the results of the Fra ser Insti tute’s 6th annual sur vey of petro leum indus try

exec u tives and man ag ers regard ing bar ri ers to invest ment in upstream oil and gas explo ra tion and

pro duc tion in var i ous juris dic tions around the globe. The sur vey responses have been tal lied to

rank prov inces, states, and coun tries accord ing to the extent of the invest ment bar ri ers. Those bar -

ri ers, as iden ti fied by the sur vey respon dents, include high tax rates, costly reg u la tory schemes,

uncer tainty over envi ron men tal reg u la tions and the inter pre ta tion and admin is tra tion of reg u la -

tions gov ern ing the petro leum indus try, and secu rity threats.

A total of 623 respon dents par tic i pated in the sur vey this year, pro vid ing suf fi cient data to eval u -

ate 147 jurisdictions. By way of com par i son 135 juris dic tions were eval u ated in the 2011 sur vey,

133 in 2010, and 143 in 2009.

The juris dic tions were assigned scores for each of 18 fac tors that affect invest ment deci sions. The

scores are based on the pro por tion of neg a tive responses a juris dic tion received. The greater the

pro por tion of neg a tive responses for a juris dic tion, the greater were its per ceived invest ment bar ri -

ers and, there fore, the lower its rank ing.

An All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index derived from the scores of the 18 fac tors pro vides a com pre hen -

sive assess ment of each juris dic tion. On this index, the 10 least attrac tive juris dic tions for invest -

ment (start ing with the worst) were Bolivia, Ven e zuela, Iran, Rus sia—East ern Sibe ria, Libya,

Ecua dor, Uzbekistan, Argen tina—Santa Cruz, Iraq and Rus sia—other (i.e., all of Rus sia except for 

Off shore Arc tic, Off shore Sakhalin and East ern Sibe ria). Each of the juris dic tions in this group

except Argen tina—Santa Cruz were also among the 10 least desir able juris dic tions for invest ment

in oil and gas explo ra tion and devel op ment reported in the 2011 sur vey. (Rus sia, which was not

bro ken down into sub-regions in the 2011 sur vey, was among its 10 worst juris dic tions.)

Bar ri ers to invest ment have increased in a num ber of juris dic tions over the past year. In par tic u lar,

less attrac tive All Inclu sive Index val ues by as much as 15 points or more com pared with the cor re -

spond ing 2011 val ues are indi cated in the case of the Timor Gap Joint Petro leum Devel op ment

Area (JPDA), Chile, Bah rain, Uru guay, Alba nia, New Bruns wick, Côte d’Ivoire, Papua New

Guinea and Argen tina’s Mendoza, Salta, and Santa Cruz prov inces. The dete ri o ra tion was great est

in the case of Chile, Argen tina – Santa Cruz, New Bruns wick, Argen tina – Salta, Bah rain, Uru guay

and Côte d’Ivoire. New Bruns wick’s poor per for mance is due to explor ers’ con cern with the man -

ner in which petro leum indus try reg u la tions are being admin is tered, uncer tainty over the nature

of the envi ron men tal reg u la tions that will apply, and threats by anti-devel op ment activ ists.

The juris dic tions with All Inclu sive Index val ues in the first quintile (i.e., less than 20), sug gest ing

that obsta cles to invest ment are lower than in other juris dic tions, are all located in Can ada, the

United States, and Europe. Accord ing to this year’s sur vey, the 10 most attrac tive juris dic tions for

invest ment world wide are Oklahoma, Mis sis sippi, Texas, North Dakota, Man i toba, Neth er lands,
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New Mex ico, Kan sas, Den mark and West Vir ginia. Four new com ers to this pres ti gious

group—Man i toba, Neth er lands, New Mex ico, and Denmark—displaced Ohio, Neth er -

lands—North Sea, Hun gary, and Ala bama (which was not ranked this year).

This year, thir teen juris dic tions improved their rel a tive attrac tive ness for invest ment by at least 10

points on the All Inclu sive Index mea sure. Of those, the North west Ter ri to ries, Uganda, Guy ana,

Cal i for nia, Turkmenistan, and Azerbaijan improved by at least 20 points on the All Inclu sive Index 

mea sure and each achieved sig nif i cant gains in the global and regional rank ings. Other juris dic -

tions that improved sig nif i cantly on that index this year are New Mex ico, Col o rado, Penn syl va nia,

Brit ish Colum bia, US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico, Mau ri ta nia, and Alberta. 

Alberta’s global rat ing has improved steadily fol low ing a drop to 92nd place (of 143) in 2009 when

the so-called New Roy alty Frame work came into effect. In 2010, the gov ern ment announced that

by 2011 the roy alty struc ture would be adjusted to restore com pe ti tion with other juris dic tions.

While Alberta’s rank improved to 51 (of 135) in 2011, the results indi cated that inves tors were con -

cerned with aspects of the reg u la tory sys tem related to oil and gas explo ra tion and devel op ment,

espe cially the extent of unnec es sary dupli ca tion and the time it took to have pro ject appli ca tions

approved. This year, Alberta ranks 21st of 147 juris dic tions glob ally. The May 2011 gov ern ment

announce ment that it plans to stream line energy reg u la tory pro cesses and pro ce dures under a sin -

gle reg u la tor may have reduced some of the indus try’s con cern over reg u la tion.

A rel a tively large per cent age (25 per cent or more) of respon dents who answered ques tions about

South Sudan, Dem o cratic Repub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa), Bolivia, Soma li land, Uru guay, Iran,

Cyprus, Que bec, Libya, Brazil—Pre-salt Off shore, Nige ria, and New Bruns wick believe that explo -

ra tion and devel op ment activ ity in those juris dic tions would likely increase by more than 100 per -

cent if gov ern ments adopted “best prac tices.” The sur vey respon dents sug gest that activ ity could,

poten tially, be boosted the most (by the great est per cent age) in Kazakhstan, Cam bo dia, India,

Rus sia—other, Tur key, Iran, Alba nia, Bolivia, Papua New Guinea, Ven e zuela, Ukraine, Viet nam,

Nige ria, Indo ne sia, Myanmar, Rus sian—East ern Sibe ria, Mozam bique, and Gua te mala. The

results sug gest that many other coun tries, states, and prov inces could also enjoy con sid er able ben -

e fits by adopt ing best prac tices.

The polit i cal upheaval that occurred in var i ous Mid dle East and North Afri can Arab states dur ing

2011, and which con tin ues in some juris dic tions (such as Syria), appears to have had some effect

on sur vey respon dents’ per spec tives regard ing those coun tries’ rel a tive attrac tive ness for invest -

ment. Of all the Arab states that were ranked in 2011 except Qatar, Bah rain had the low est and

there fore more attrac tive All Inclu sive Index value. Now it is seen as pos ing greater bar ri ers to

invest ment than Oman, Tuni sia, Morocco, Kuwait, and Leb a non. The change in Bah rain’s rel a tive 

attrac tive ness, and that of some other Arab states that have been sub ject to unrest, is mainly due to

the impact that the upheaval has had on the sur vey par tic i pants’ per spec tives regard ing polit i cal

sta bil ity and secu rity.
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Respon dents’ com ments high light rea sons for the invest ment attrac tive ness (or not) of some

juris dic tions. Among other fac tors, inves tors indi cate that they con tinue to turn away from juris -

dic tions with oner ous fis cal regimes, polit i cal insta bil ity, land claim dis putes, and cor rup tion.

Sim i larly, inves tors pre fer to avoid juris dic tions with costly, time-con sum ing uncer tain reg u la -

tions. Other fac tors being equal, com pet i tive tax and reg u la tory regimes can attract invest ment

and thus generate substantial economic benefits. 
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Sur vey methodology

Sam ple design

This sur vey is designed to iden tify the prov inces, states, and coun tries with the great est bar ri ers to

invest ment in oil and gas explo ra tion and pro duc tion. Juris dic tions assessed by inves tors as

relatively unat trac tive may there fore be prompted to con sider reforms that would improve their rank -

ing. Pre sum ably, petro leum com pa nies use the infor ma tion that is pro vided to cor rob o rate their own

assess ments and to iden tify juris dic tions where the busi ness con di tions and reg u la tory envi ron ment

are most attrac tive for invest ment. The sur vey results are also a use ful source of infor ma tion for the

media, pro vid ing inde pend ent infor ma tion as to how par tic u lar juris dic tions com pare.

The sur vey was dis trib uted to man ag ers and exec u tives in the “upstream” petro leum indus try.

This includes explo ra tion for oil and gas reserves, and the pro duc tion of crude oil, bitu men, and

both con ven tional and non-con ven tional forms of nat u ral gas. It does not include the refin ing and

pro cess ing of crude oil and raw nat u ral gas, or the trans por ta tion and mar ket ing of petro leum

prod ucts.

The names of poten tial respon dents were taken from pub licly avail able mem ber ship lists of trade

asso ci a tions and other sources. In addi tion, some indus try asso ci a tions and non-profit think tanks 

(e.g., the Cen tral Asian Free Mar ket Insti tute in Kyrgyzstan and the New Eco nomic School in the

coun try of Geor gia) pro vided con tact infor ma tion. 

The sur vey was con ducted from Feb ru ary 8, 2012, until May 2, 2012. A total of 623 responses were

received from indi vid u als work ing with 529 com pa nies. As fig ure 1 illus trates, about half of the respon -

dents iden ti fied them selves as either a man ager or hold ing a higher-level posi tion. The com pa nies that
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Fig ure 1: The position survey respondents hold in their company, 2012
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par tic i pated in the sur vey account for more than 50% of the annual spend ing on petro leum explo ra -

tion and pro duc tion by the inter na tional oil com pa nies (Inter na tional Energy Agency, 2011). 

Fig ure 2 shows the prin ci pal focus of the petro leum explo ra tion and devel op ment activ i ties of

com pa nies whose man ag ers or other rep re sen ta tives par tic i pated in the sur vey. The focus of most

of these com pa nies (80 per cent) is on find ing and devel op ing con ven tional oil and gas reserves.

Uncon ven tional nat u ral gas explo ra tion and devel op ment rep re sented 11 per cent of the focus. 

Nine per cent of the upstream activ ity that par tic i pants employed by petro leum firms reported

involves uncon ven tional oil resources. This focus is assumed to be largely related to Alberta’s oil

sands and to the tar sands in Ven e zuela’s Orinoco Belt, since pro duc tion of oil from kerogen found 

in shale rock is not yet com mer cially via ble. Part of the focus on “uncon ven tional” oil sources may

reflect grow ing inter est in the appli ca tion of hydrau lic fracking tech niques to release and pro duce

oil found in shale for ma tions. How ever, the ques tion naire did not iden tify that activ ity as

uncon ven tional.
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Fig ure 2: Company focus in the petroleum exploration and
development business, as indicated by respondents
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Sur vey ques tion naire

The sur vey was designed to cap ture the opin ions of man ag ers and exec u tives regard ing the level of

invest ment bar ri ers in juris dic tions with which their com pa nies were famil iar. Respon dents were

asked to indi cate how each of the 18 fac tors listed below influ ence com pany deci sions to invest in

var i ous jurisdictions. 

1.  Fis cal terms—gov ern ment require ments per tain ing to roy alty pay ments, pro duc tion shares,

and licens ing fees.

2.  Tax a tion regime—the tax bur den (other than for oil pro duc tion), includ ing per sonal, cor -

po rate, pay roll, and cap i tal taxes, and com plex ity of tax com pli ance.

3.  Uncer tainty con cern ing the basis for and/or antic i pated changes to envi ron men tal   reg u la tions.

4.  Uncer tainty regard ing the admin is tra tion, inter pre ta tion, and enforce ment of exist ing reg u -

la tions and con cern with the frequency of changes to reg u la tions.

5.  Cost of reg u la tory com pli ance—re: fil ing per mit appli ca tions, par tic i pat ing in hear ings,

etc.

6.  Uncer tainty over what areas can be pro tected as wil der ness or parks, marine life pre serves,

or arche o log i cal sites.

7.  Socio-eco nomic agree ment/com mu nity devel op ment con di tions—includes local pur chas ing,

pro cess ing require ments, or sup ply ing local infra struc ture such as schools and hos pi tals.

8.  Trade bar ri ers—tar iff and non-tar iff bar ri ers to trade and restric tions on profit  

repa tri a tion.

9.  Labor reg u la tions, employ ments agree ments, labor mil i tancy/work dis rup tions, and local

hir ing require ments.

10. Qual ity of infra struc ture—includes access to roads, power avail abil ity, etc.

11. Qual ity of geo log i cal data base—includes qual ity, detail, and ease of access to geo log i cal

 infor ma tion.

12. Labor avail abil ity and skills—the sup ply and qual ity of labor, and the mobil ity that work ers

 have to relo cate.

13. Dis puted land claims—the uncer tainty of unre solved claims made by aboriginals, other

 groups, or indi vid u als.

14. Polit i cal sta bil ity. 

15. Secu rity—the phys i cal safety of per son nel and assets. 

16. Reg u la tory dupli ca tion and incon sis ten cies (includes fed eral/pro vin cial, fed eral/state, 

 inter-depart men tal over lap, etc.)

17. Legal sys tem—legal pro cesses that are fair, trans par ent, non-cor rupt, effi ciently adminis-

 tered, etc.

18. Cor rup tion of gov ern ment offi cials—brib ery, extor tion, etc. increas ing the cost and reduc-

 ing the like li hood of obtain ing licenses and approvals.
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Ques tion 18, on cor rup tion, was added to the sur vey this year. The other ques tions were

unchanged from 2011.

For each of the 18 fac tors, respon dents were asked to select one of the fol low ing five responses that

best described each juris dic tion with which they were famil iar:

1. Encour ages invest ment

2. Is not a deter rent to invest ment

3. Is a mild deter rent to invest ment

4. Is a strong deter rent to invest ment

5. Would not invest due to this cri te rion

The 2012 sur vey included a list of 156 juris dic tions that respon dents could select for eval u a tion,

includ ing all of the Cana dian prov inces and ter ri to ries except Ontario, Prince Edward Island, and

Nunavut, many US oil and gas pro duc ing states (as well as the US Alaska, Pacific and Gulf Coast

off shore regions), all six Aus tra lian states, the Aus tra lian off shore and the Timor Gap Joint Petro -

leum Devel op ment Area (JPDA), and coun tries with cur rent or poten tial petro leum pro duc tion

capac ity. For the first time Rus sia was split into four cat e go ries: Off shore Arc tic, Off shore Sakhalin, 

East ern Sibe ria, and the rest of the coun try. The Argen tine prov ince of Tierra del Fuego was also

added to the list, bring ing the total num ber of juris dic tions in that coun try that respon dents could

select to six. Brazil was again rep re sented by three sep a rate cat e go ries: onshore con ces sions, off -

shore con ces sions and off shore “pre-salt” regions. Mex ico and Saudi Ara bia, where invest ment in

upstream petro leum explo ra tion and devel op ment is mostly con fined to gov ern ment-owned

facil i ties, were again excluded from the list of juris dic tions that respon dents could rank.

Scor ing the sur vey responses

For each juris dic tion, we cal cu lated the per cent age of neg a tive scores for each of the 18 fac tors.1 We 

then devel oped an index for each fac tor by assign ing the juris dic tion with the high est per cent age

of neg a tive responses a score of 100, and cor re spond ingly lower scores to the other juris dic tions

accord ing to their rat ings. Juris dic tions with the low est scores are con sid ered the most attrac tive

by the upstream inves tors and thus rank above juris dic tions with higher, more neg a tive scores. 

Only juris dic tions eval u ated on all 18 fac tors by at least five respon dents are included in the rank -

ings. This cri te rion resulted in 147 juris dic tions being ranked. The median num ber of responses to

all ques tions across all juris dic tions was 15.
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invest” in the jurisdiction because of issues related to that factor.



In addi tion to rank ings for each of the 18 fac tors, juris dic tions were ranked on the basis of four

com pos ite indi ces, as fol lows. 

All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index

The All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index is derived from the equally-weighted scores earned by juris dic -

tions on all 18 fac tors. This index is the most com pre hen sive mea sure of the invest ment bar ri ers

within each juris dic tion and most of the dis cus sion that fol lows is based on the juris dic tional

scores and rank ings obtained using it. A large score on this mea sure indi cates that inves tors regard

the juris dic tion in ques tion as rel a tively unat trac tive for investment.

Com mer cial Envi ron ment Index 

The Com mer cial Envi ron ment Index ranks juris dic tions on six fac tors that affect after-tax cash

flow and the cost of under tak ing petro leum explo ra tion and devel op ment activ i ties:

· fis cal terms

· tax a tion re gime

· trade bar ri ers

· qual ity of in fra struc ture

· la bor avail abil ity

· corruption

The index rank ing was cal cu lated by aver ag ing the neg a tive scores for each of these six fac tors. A

high index value indi cates that indus try man ag ers and exec u tives con sider that the com mer cial

con di tions reflected in this mea sure con sti tute sig nif i cant barriers to investment.

Reg u la tory Cli mate Index

The Reg u la tory Cli mate Index reflects the scores assigned to juris dic tions for the fol low ing six

fac tors:

· the cost of reg u la tory com pli ance

· un cer tainty re gard ing the ad min is tra tion, in ter pre ta tion, and en force ment of

regulations

· un cer tainty con cern ing the ba sis for and/or an tic i pated changes in en vi ron men tal reg -

u la tions

· la bor reg u la tions, em ploy ment agree ments, and lo cal hir ing re quire ments

· reg u la tory du pli ca tion and in con sis ten cies

· le gal sys tem fair ness and trans par ency
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A rel a tively high value on the Reg u la tory Cli mate Index indi cates that reg u la tions, require ments,

and agree ments in a juris dic tion con sti tute a sub stan tial bar rier to invest ment, result ing in a rel a -

tively poor rank ing. 

Geopolitical Risk Index

The Geopolitical Risk Index rep re sents the scores gar nered by juris dic tions for polit i cal sta bil ity

and secu rity. These fac tors are con sid ered to be more dif fi cult to over come than either reg u la tory

or com mer cial bar ri ers because a change in the polit i cal land scape is usu ally required for sig nif i -

cant prog ress to be achieved. A high score on the Geopolitical Risk Index indi cates that invest ment

in that juris dic tion is rel a tively unat trac tive because of polit i cal insta bil ity and/or secu rity issues

that threaten the phys i cal safety of per son nel or present risks to an investor’s facilities.

Best practices

Inclu sion of a ques tion in this year’s sur vey per tain ing to “best prac tices” allowed us to mea sure the 

poten tial impact of the adop tion of best prac tices on the attrac tive ness for invest ment.
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Global results

All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index 

Table 1 com pares the 2012, 2011, 2010, and 2009 scores and rank ings on the All-Inclu sive Com -

pos ite Index. The first col umn pres ents the 2012 rank ing, and the sec ond col umn indi cates how

the juris dic tion ranked in the 2011 sur vey, etc. The sec ond set of col umns pres ents the abso lute

scores for each juris dic tion in each of the 4 years, respec tively, based on the per cent age of neg a tive

responses to each of the sur vey ques tions. Those at the top of the list are regarded as hav ing rel a -

tively few invest ment bar ri ers and, there fore, as being attractive for investment.

The 10 juris dic tions with the high est per cent age of neg a tive responses, indi cat ing the great est bar -

ri ers to invest ment, are: 

1. Bolivia

2. Ven e zuela

3. Iran

4. Russia—Eastern Sibe ria

5. Libya

6. Ecua dor

7. Uzbekistan

8. Argentina—Santa Cruz

9. Iraq

10. Rus sia—other

Rus sia, which was among the group of 10 least desir able juris dic tions for invest ment in the 2011

sur vey, has been replaced by Rus sia—East ern Sibe ria and Rus sia—other. The two other Rus sian

juris dic tions bro ken out this year, Rus sia—Off shore Arc tic and Rus sia—Off shore Sakhalin, came

in as the 12th and 15th least attrac tive juris dic tions. Given that there now are two Rus sian juris dic -

tions in the list of 10 worst juris dic tions instead of one, the only real new comer to the group is the

Argen tina prov ince of Santa Cruz. The two coun tries dis placed from this group were Kazakhstan

and the Dem o cratic Repub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa). Both coun tries improved their scores, but

the improve ment was more marked in the case of the Congo (Kinshasa), which now ranks as the

28th least attrac tive juris dic tion (of 147) com pared with 7th worst (of 135) in 2011.

Fig ure 3 pres ents the All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index rank ings for the147 juris dic tions ranked this

year. Among the 3 Bra zil ian juris dic tions, “CC” and “PSC” refer to con ces sion con tracts and pro -

duc tion shar ing con tracts, respec tively.

Respon dents ranked the fol low ing 10 juris dic tions as the most attrac tive for invest ment in petro -

leum explo ra tion and devel op ment:
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2012
rank in
group
of 147

2011
rank in
group
of 135

2010
rank in
group
of 133

2009
rank in
group
of 143

2012
score

2011
score

2010
score

2009
score

US—Oklahoma 1 4 9 9 4.71 11.81 13.00 11.30

US—Mis sis sippi 2 1 6 5 6.30 4.89 11.65 9.88

US—Texas 3 5 2 8 8.03 12.17 9.53 10.97

US—North Da kota 4 10 24 28 9.88 17.44 19.65 22.37

CAN—Man i toba 5 12 8 21 11.05 17.52 12.48 20.98

Neth er lands 6 24 25 25 11.42 22.11 20.02 21.63

US—New Mex ico 7 41 54 43 11.92 28.79 34.27 26.75

US—Kan sas 8 3 19 3 12.32 11.70 18.80 8.93

Den mark 9 17 33 40 13.09 20.47 23.99 25.53

US—West Vir ginia 10 6 49 58 13.64 13.35 31.93 32.34

US—Wy o ming 11 27 4 16 13.87 23.38 10.25 17.35

Neth er lands—North Sea 12 7 26 18 14.30 15.88 20.26 19.16

CAN—Sas katch e wan 13 11 17 38 14.60 17.48 17.63 25.02

US—Ohio 14 2 12 36 14.97 10.16 13.76 24.06

US—Lou i si ana 15 14 15 15 15.26 18.87 16.62 16.18

US—Col o rado 16 53 61 81 16.85 33.47 37.35 40.42

Ire land 17 N/A N/A 27 18.26 N/A N/A 21.88

Faroe Is lands 18 26 N/A N/A 19.59 23.33 N/A N/A

Nor way—North Sea 19 31 47 37 19.95 24.89 31.47 24.81

New Zea land 20 16 18 30 20.59 20.33 18.32 23.19

CAN—Al berta 21 51 60 92 21.08 32.73 36.70 47.46

United King dom—North Sea 22 22 29 39 21.44 21.77 21.23 25.02

US—Montana 23 43 35 41 22.17 29.74 24.26 25.74

US—Utah 24 18 7 13 22.65 21.28 12.04 15.45

Malta 25 N/A N/A N/A 22.86 N/A N/A N/A

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 26 60 11 14 22.89 36.38 13.44 15.96

Cy prus 27 N/A N/A N/A 24.43 N/A N/A N/A

Hun gary 28 9 43 91 24.79 17.06 29.82 46.62

AUS—South Aus tra lia 29 21 14 17 24.83 21.50 15.74 18.73

US—Mich i gan 30 29 38 22 24.87 23.87 27.27 21.00

Nor way 31 54 51 46 25.31 33.52 32.69 28.28

Qa tar 32 33 30 35 25.42 25.73 21.47 23.90

Aus tra lia—Off shore 33 40 31 N/A 25.86 28.61 21.93 N/A

US—Penn syl va nia 34 65 66 51 26.04 40.37 40.44 29.56

CAN—Nova Sco tia 35 34 53 54 26.17 26.64 33.28 30.37

Ger many 36 35 39 50 26.27 27.04 27.48 28.90

Ja pan 37 56 69 74 27.37 33.96 42.06 38.53

United King dom 38 32 32 45 27.63 25.35 23.55 27.87

CAN—Brit ish Co lum bia 39 69 52 71 27.73 41.44 33.16 37.66

Table 1: Juris dic tional rank ings accord ing to the extent of invest ment bar ri ers
(based on All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index val ues)



2012
rank in
group
of 147

2011
rank in
group
of 135

2010
rank in
group
of 133

2009
rank in
group
of 143

2012
score

2011
score

2010
score

2009
score

AUS—West ern Aus tra lia 40 37 21 56 28.78 28.18 19.13 31.25

Po land 41 36 37 93 29.12 27.24 26.84 47.53

United Arab Emirates 42 39 41 47 30.65 28.59 28.89 28.29

AUS—Vic to ria 43 19 20 57 31.78 21.40 18.96 31.52

AUS—North ern Ter ri tory 44 30 16 32 32.12 24.87 17.14 23.46

US—Cal i for nia 45 91 87 79 32.47 55.99 49.35 40.13

Oman 46 57 44 52 32.77 34.18 30.03 29.78

CAN—Nfld. & Lab. 47 50 50 82 33.78 32.34 32.39 40.87

Guy ana 48 97 N/A 125 34.12 58.48 N/A 65.99

Geor gia 49 N/A N/A N/A 35.04 N/A N/A N/A

AUS—Queensland 50 42 34 49 35.40 29.12 24.06 28.80

AUS—Tas ma nia 51 28 23 44 35.74 23.66 19.61 27.13

US Off shore—Alaska 52 78 57 72 35.92 47.23 36.20 37.92

Ro ma nia 53 63 95 65 36.57 38.56 53.96 36.09

Is rael 54 81 N/A N/A 37.06 48.73 N/A N/A

France 55 46 58 48 37.23 30.65 36.43 28.61

Tu ni sia 56 62 62 20 37.66 36.93 38.95 20.42

Mo rocco 57 61 67 61 37.72 36.58 40.97 33.49

CAN—Yu kon 58 N/A 36 105 38.04 N/A 25.50 54.05

Green land 59 44 56 83 38.60 30.08 36.04 41.44

CAN—North west Ter ri to ries 60 103 74 120 39.62 64.84 44.08 62.84

US—Alaska 61 83 68 78 40.16 50.84 41.80 39.75

Bul garia 62 55 86 84 40.93 33.94 49.21 41.54

AUS—New South Wales 63 45 40 62 41.50 30.14 28.05 33.77

Ku wait 64 74 83 77 42.23 43.76 46.10 39.71

Co lom bia 65 48 42 66 43.36 31.81 29.60 36.16

Tur key 66 70 84 101 43.56 41.51 48.15 51.57

Namibia 67 49 48 19 43.72 32.09 31.88 19.80

US—New York 68 N/A 102 29 44.08 N/A 59.34 22.73

Trin i dad and To bago 69 58 59 59 44.79 34.18 36.54 32.81

Azerbaijan 70 104 108 86 45.58 65.45 64.33 43.91

Leb a non 71 N/A N/A N/A 45.61 N/A N/A N/A

Ethi o pia 72 N/A 119 134 47.07 N/A 76.15 74.24

Timor Gap (JPDA) 73 47 72 63 47.34 30.75 42.52 34.82

Brazil Off shore CC 74 68 * * 48.08 41.22 * *

Brazil—Off shore presalt area
PSC

75 66 * * 48.36 40.79 * *

Chile 76 20 22 23 49.51 21.45 19.55 21.46

Gua te mala 77 N/A N/A 97 49.57 N/A N/A 49.69

Bah rain 78 38 46 24 49.71 28.37 30.81 21.62

Niger 79 N/A 112 142 50.88 N/A 65.46 99.03

Ghana 80 72 89 73 51.27 41.89 50.33 37.95

Table 1: Juris dic tional rank ings continued ...



Fra ser In sti tute Global Pe tro leum Sur vey, 2012 17
www.fraserinstitute.org

2012
rank in
group
of 147

2011
rank in
group
of 135

2010
rank in
group
of 133

2009
rank in
group
of 143

2012
score

2011
score

2010
score

2009
score

Uru guay 81 52 27 67 51.31 32.76 21.10 36.26

Cam er oon 82 98 76 108 51.49 59.82 44.70 55.27

Ma lay sia 83 79 63 75 51.77 47.47 39.71 39.06

Thai land 84 64 73 64 51.82 39.90 43.42 35.77

Brunei 85 71 45 55 52.56 41.51 30.46 31.15

Kenya 86 N/A N/A N/A 52.58 N/A N/A N/A

Uganda 87 122 94 N/A 52.66 77.72 53.41 N/A

Brazil—On shore CC 88 67 * * 52.72 40.83 * *

Tan za nia 89 89 82 96 54.67 54.95 45.66 49.09

Mo zam bique 90 75 97 80 55.54 45.22 55.19 40.32

Phil ip pines 91 86 55 90 55.56 53.31 35.68 45.65

Viet nam 92 84 64 104 55.73 51.23 40.29 53.95

Greece 93 N/A N/A 106 55.80 N/A N/A 54.26

Peru 94 76 85 102 57.01 46.37 48.36 51.60

Al ba nia 95 73 81 85 57.19 42.34 45.64 42.90

It aly 96 77 78 103 57.42 46.91 45.01 52.83

Mau ri ta nia 97 111 N/A N/A 57.69 70.56 N/A N/A

Turkmenistan 98 124 128 115 58.79 80.31 87.41 60.57

Jor dan 99 N/A 75 87 58.86 N/A 44.40 44.56

Ga bon 100 99 91 95 59.15 60.23 52.10 48.74

CAN—Que bec 101 92 77 68 60.53 56.24 44.89 36.89

CAN—New Bruns wick 102 59 N/A N/A 62.08 35.80 N/A N/A

China 103 90 90 88 62.53 55.43 51.66 44.86

Egypt 104 93 79 69 62.70 56.47 45.32 37.15

Mad a gas car 105 100 98 N/A 63.54 62.66 55.54 N/A

South Af rica 106 85 88 99 63.75 51.55 49.95 50.36

Equa to rial Guinea 107 121 101 124 63.85 76.85 59.16 65.15

Cote d’Ivoire 108 80 99 128 64.04 47.74 55.79 69.76

Kyrgyzstan 109 105 123 117 64.21 66.34 79.74 61.04

Soma li land 110 N/A N/A N/A 65.22 N/A N/A N/A

Ar gen tina—Neuquén 111 102 * * 65.49 63.88 * *

Ar gen tina—Chubut 112 95 * * 65.55 57.48 * *

Rep. of the Congo
(Brazzaville)

113 113 104 116 67.29 70.71 60.90 61.04

Ban gla desh 114 118 115 137 67.75 72.99 68.75 74.99

Myanmar 115 108 113 133 68.82 68.42 66.59 73.60

Ukraine 116 119 130 126 69.12 74.16 88.73 69.16

South Su dan 117 ** ** ** 69.15 ** ** **

An gola 118 117 93 112 69.84 72.70 52.65 58.72

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 119 88 N/A N/A 69.99 54.66 N/A N/A

Table 1: Juris dic tional rank ings continued ...



2012
rank in
group
of 147

2011
rank in
group
of 135

2010
rank in
group
of 133

2009
rank in
group
of 143

2012
score

2011
score

2010
score

2009
score

Dem. Rep. of the Congo
(Kinshasa)

120 129 106 130 71.03 85.14 62.81 70.68

Timor Leste 121 112 118 N/A 71.63 70.68 76.06 N/A

Ar gen tina—Tierra del Fuego 122 * * * 72.58 * * *

Pa pua New Guinea 123 96 110 94 72.96 57.68 65.11 48.29

In dia 124 109 107 107 72.98 69.56 63.34 54.71

Al ge ria 125 125 109 118 73.23 80.93 64.37 61.83

Ar gen tina—Salta 126 82 * * 73.50 49.56 * *

In do ne sia 127 114 111 114 74.14 71.57 65.12 59.66

Mali 128 N/A N/A N/A 74.23 N/A N/A N/A

Pa ki stan 129 107 105 119 74.43 67.70 62.17 62.77

Ye men 130 120 116 100 74.50 75.25 69.66 51.46

Syria 131 106 96 109 74.66 67.69 55.17 56.27

Chad 132 115 114 132 74.92 71.94 66.98 73.46

Rus sia—Off shore Sakhalin 133 * * * 77.31 * * *

Kazakhstan 134 131 124 135 78.64 89.27 80.45 74.43

Cam bo dia 135 110 92 123 79.97 70.38 52.35 64.08

Rus sia—Off shore Arc tic 136 * * * 80.94 * * *

Ni ge ria 137 123 126 136 81.31 79.36 83.38 74.85

Rus sia—other 138 * * * 82.33 * * *

Iraq 139 128 125 129 82.60 83.95 81.41 70.09

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 140 94 * * 84.00 57.13 * *

Uzbekistan 141 130 122 110 84.97 88.37 78.37 56.91

Ec ua dor 142 134 127 140 85.34 96.27 85.59 87.80

Libya 143 127 121 113 85.55 83.69 76.60 58.95

Rus sia—East ern Si be ria 144 * * * 85.91 * * *

Iran 145 132 129 127 88.44 92.50 87.93 69.29

Ven e zuela 146 135 132 141 97.09 100.00 97.18 91.86

Bolivia 147 133 133 143 100.00 96.18 100.00 100.00

US—Al a bama N/A 8 10 2 N/A 17.00 13.41 8.88

US—Il li nois N/A 13 3 12 N/A 17.75 9.65 15.26

US—Ar kan sas N/A 15 13 1 N/A 19.16 15.62 6.73

Aus tria N/A 23 5 4 N/A 22.06 10.35 9.81

CAN—On tario N/A 25 28 60 N/A 22.57 21.22 33.30

Su ri name N/A 87 70 111 N/A 54.19 42.26 57.52

US Off shore—Pa cific N/A 101 103 33 N/A 63.17 60.66 23.55

Su dan ** 116 120 139 ** 71.96 76.23 82.64

Rus sia * 126 131 138 * 81.24 91.45 78.69

Ar gen tina * * 117 131 * * 71.07 71.51

Brazil * * 80 89 * * 45.58 45.43

* = Bro ken down into re gions
** = Su dan be came two coun tries; South Su dan was ranked in 2012, but not Su dan.

Table 1: Juris dic tional rank ings continued ...



Figure 3: All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index
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* JPDA = Joint Petroleum Development Area; PSC = profit sharing contracts;  CC =  concession contracts



1. Oklahoma 

2. Mis sis sippi

3. Texas

4. North Dakota

5. Manitoba

6. Neth er lands

7. New Mexico

8. Kan sas

9. Denmark

10. West Vir ginia

Six of these juris dic tions—Oklahoma, Mis sis sippi, Texas, North Dakota, Kan sas, and West Vir -

ginia—also ranked among the top 10 juris dic tions world wide in 2011. Oklahoma, Mis sis sippi, and 

Texas were also among the top 10 in 2010.

Fifth-ranked Man i toba moved into the top 10 (of 147) from 12th (of 135) in 2011. Sixth-ranked (of 

147) Neth er lands rose from 24th posi tion (of 135) in the 2011 sur vey. More remark ably, New Mex -

ico climbed into 7th place (of 147) from 41st spot (of 135) in 2011. Den mark improved its stand ing

from 17th posi tion (of 135) last year to 9th (of 147) in the 2012 sur vey. Both Kan sas and West Vir -

ginia slipped a bit in the rank ings this year but still main tained envi able top-ten posi tions.2

New Mex ico, Col o rado, Alberta, the US Gulf of Mex ico, Penn syl va nia, Brit ish Colum bia, Cal i for -

nia, Guy ana, Can ada’s North west Ter ri to ries, Azerbaijan, Uganda, Mau ri ta nia, Turkmenistan,

and the Dem o cratic Repub lic of Congo (Kinshasa) all scored much lower (by at least 11 points)

and there fore sig nif i cantly improved their scores and received higher rank ings this year. The

improve ments in scores were most remark able for the North west Ter ri to ries (-25.2), Uganda

(-25.1), Guy ana (-24.4), Cal i for nia (-23.5), Turkmenistan (-21.5), Azerbaijan (-19.9), New Mex -

ico (-16.9) and Col o rado (-16.6). The improved scores enabled each of these juris dic tions to move

up con sid er ably in the rank ings, indi cat ing that sur vey respon dents now regard them more favor -

ably for upstream petro leum invest ment than they did in 2011. For exam ple, Uganda now ranks as

the 45th (of 147) most attrac tive juris dic tion world wide com pared with 91st place (of 135) in 2011,

and Guy ana is 48th (of 147) com pared with 97th (of 135) a year ago. The rea sons under ly ing these

and other sig nif i cant improve ments are exam ined in the intraregional anal y sis that is pre sented

later in the report.

On the other hand, respon dents awarded higher (i.e., less favor able) over all scores to a num ber of

juris dic tions, indi cat ing that bar ri ers to invest ment there have become greater dur ing the past
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2 Unfortunately we were unable to evaluate Alabama this year because of insufficient data. Alabama

achieved top-ten rankings in 2009, 2010, and 2011.



Figure 4:  2012 GLOBAL INVESTMENT CLIMATE for petroleum upstream development

Most attractive                         2nd Quintile         3rd Quintile      4th Quintile      Least attractive              Unmeasured



year. Dete ri o ra tion (i.e., higher val ues) of 15 points (when rounded) or more in the scores this year

com pared with 2011 occurred in the Timor Gap (JPDA), Chile, Bah rain, Uru guay, Alba nia, New

Bruns wick, Côte d’Ivoire, Papua New Guinea, and the Argen tina prov inces Mendoza, Salta, and

Santa Cruz. The increases were great est in Chile (+28.1), Argen tina—Santa Cruz (+26.9), New

Bruns wick (+26.3), Argen tina—Salta (+23.9), Bah rain (+21.3), Uru guay (+18.6) and Côte

d’Ivoire (+16.3).

Fig ure 4 illus trates the rel a tive attrac tive ness of juris dic tions around the globe for invest ment

based on scores from the All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index. The scores, from 0 to 100, have been

divided equally into five ranges (quin tiles). Those in the 0 to 19.99 range (first quintile) are rated as

most attrac tive for invest ment while juris dic tions with scores rang ing from 80.0 to 100 (fifth

quintile) are the least attrac tive.

First quintile

In addi tion to the 10 most attrac tive juris dic tions noted above, the fol low ing nine juris dic tions

also scored in the top range (first quintile, light blue):

· Wy o ming

· Neth er lands—North Sea

· Sas katch e wan

· Ohio

· Lou i si ana

· Col o rado

· Ire land

· Faroe Is lands

· Nor way—North Sea

Nine teen juris dic tions obtained first quintile scores this year com pared with 15 in 2011. Eleven of

the juris dic tions in the first quintile this year also scored in the first quintile in 2011. Ire land was

not eval u ated last year. The Neth er lands, Neth er lands—North Sea, New Mex ico, Wyo ming, Col o -

rado, the Faroe Islands, and Nor way—North Sea all migrated to the first quintile this year from the 

sec ond quintile in 2011.

US juris dic tions account for 11 of the 19 juris dic tions with first quintile scores this year. Two juris -

dic tions (Man i toba and Sas katch e wan) are in Can ada. The remain ing 6 are in Europe: the Neth er -

lands, Den mark, Neth er lands—North Sea, Ire land, Faroe Islands and Norway—North Sea.

Sec ond quintile

The 41 juris dic tions with scores from 20 to 39.99 (sec ond quintile) accord ing to the All-Inclu sive

Com pos ite Index are iden ti fied in dark blue. Geo graph i cally this group is con cen trated in North

Amer ica (with 7 US and 6 Cana dian juris dic tions), Europe (10 coun tries), New Zea land, and 7
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Aus tra lian juris dic tions. Eight juris dic tions in the sec ond quintile are in the Mid dle East and

Africa. The 2 other are Japan and Guy ana.

All of the juris dic tions with scores in the sec ond quintile are listed below in the order of their rank

(i.e., best to worst score). Due to their improved (lower) scores, the seven juris dic tions marked

with an aster isk moved into the sec ond quintile this year from the third quintile in 2011.  Malta,

Cyprus, Geor gia and the Yukon were not eval u ated in 2011. The thirty other juris dic tions in the

sec ond quintile this year also fell in the 2nd quintile group in 2011. 

Third quintile

Inves tors gen er ally per ceive juris dic tions with All-Inclu sive Index scores from 40 to 59.99 (i.e., in

the third quintile) as some what less attrac tive than those with scores in the first and sec ond quin -

tiles. The 40 juris dic tions that achieved third quintile scores this year (up from 34 in 2011) are

listed below.

One rea son for the increased num ber of juris dic tions fall ing in the third quintile this year is that

eight of those listed (New York, Leb a non, Ethi o pia, Gua te mala, Niger, Kenya, Greece and Jor dan)

were not eval u ated in 2011. Of the 32 juris dic tions with scores in the third quintile range this year

that were eval u ated in 2011, the 10 that are marked with an aster isk dropped to the third quintile
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· New Zea land
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this year from the sec ond in 2011. Of these, the dete ri o ra tion in per for mance was par tic u larly

severe in Chile, Bah rain, Timor Gap (JPDA), and Uru guay (see table 1). Five juris dic tions rose to

the third quintile from the sec ond thanks to improved (i.e., lower) scores this year. For Uganda,

Turkmenistan, and Azerbaijan, the improve ment was con sid er able.  The remain ing 17 juris dic -

tions scored in the third quintile both this year and in 2011. 

Fourth quintile

Juris dic tions scor ing from 60 to 79.99 (the fourth quintile) all received a rel a tively high per cent age

of neg a tive scores, which indi cates that inves tors regard them as less attrac tive than juris dic tions

with lower scores, i.e., those in the first, sec ond, or third quin tiles. Thirty-five juris dic tions have

scores in the fourth quintile this year com pared with 26 in 2011.

The fourth quintile juris dic tions are listed below. Soma li land, South Sudan, Argen tina—Tierra

del Fuego, Mali, and Rus sia—Off shore Sakhalin were not eval u ated in 2011. The nine juris dic tions 

that slipped into the fourth quintile this year from the third last year, and New Bruns wick, which

tum bled all the way from the sec ond quintile, are flagged with an aster isk. Of those that fell from

the third quintile, the dete ri o ra tion was espe cially severe for Argen tina—Salta, Côte d’Ivoire,

Argen tina—Mendoza, and Papua New Guinea. Alge ria, Kazakhstan, and the Dem o cratic Repub -

lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) improved their scores and moved up to the fourth quintile from the

fifth.
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· Brazil—Offshore
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· Chile*

· Gua te mala
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· Niger

· Ghana

· Uru guay*

· Cam er oon

· Ma lay sia
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· Kenya

· Uganda

· Brazil—On shore
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· Tan za nia
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· Phil ip pines

· Viet nam
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· Peru

· Al ba nia

· It aly

· Mau ri ta nia

· Turkmenistan

· Jor dan

· Ga bon



The 17 juris dic tions in the fourth quintile that are nei ther flagged nor men tioned above were also

in this quintile in 2011. Gen er ally, this group’s scores were remark ably sta ble. How ever, Equa to rial 

Guinea improved con sid er ably, mov ing from the upper to the lower part of the fourth quintile. On 

the other hand, Cam bo dia nearly dropped into the fifth quintile from a mid-fourth-quintile per -

for mance in 2011, sug gest ing that inves tors believe that bar ri ers to invest ment in that country are

increasing.

Fifth quintile 

The fifth quintile (shown on the map in red) is reserved for juris dic tions rated as the least attrac tive

to inves tors. Their scores range from 80 to 100. This year there are 12 juris dic tions are in this cat e -

gory, as there were last year.  They are:
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The 2 coun tries marked with an aster isk dropped from the third and fourth quin tiles in 2011.

Nige ria’s change from a high fourth to a low fifth quintile score was mar ginal. The change was

much more severe for Argen tina’s Santa Cruz prov ince, which saw its score tum ble from a high

third quintile value to well into the fifth quintile.

As men tioned ear lier, Rus sia per se, which fell in the fifth quintile in 2011, has been replaced by 4

sep a rate Rus sian juris dic tional areas, three of which scored in the unde sir able fifth quintile this

year: Rus sia—Off shore Arc tic, Rus sia—other, and Rus sia—East ern Sibe ria. The other juris dic -

tions in the list were also in the fifth quintile in 2011. Three fifth-quintile scor ers last year (Alge ria,

Dem o cratic Repub lic of the Congo—Kinshasa, and Kazakhstan) scored better and migrated to the 

fourth quintile this year. Turkmenistan improved even more, mov ing from a low fifth quintile

score last year to the upper part of the third quintile.

Con se quences of turmoil in Arab countries

As Fig ure 5a illus trates, the polit i cal upheaval that occurred in var i ous Mid dle East and North Afri -

can Arab coun tries dur ing 2011 (and which con tin ues in Syria and else where), appears to have had

an adverse effect on sur vey respon dents’ views of the rel a tive attrac tive ness of those juris dic tions

for petro leum invest ment. Whereas among all of the Arab nations Bah rain had the low est and

there fore most attrac tive All Inclu sive Index value in 2011, it is now in sixth place—less attrac tive

than Oman, Tuni sia, Morocco, Kuwait, and Leb a non. How ever, obsta cles to invest ment are still

regarded as lower in Bah rain than in the eight other Arab coun tries included in the fig ure.

Of those eight, Egypt and Syria have both become less attrac tive to inves tors. How ever, Egypt is still 

regarded as hav ing lower bar ri ers to upstream petro leum invest ment than Alge ria, Yemen, Syria,

Iraq, and Libya. Petro leum explor ers and devel op ers are even less enthu si as tic about Syria and

Libya than they were a year ago, in spite of the over throw of the Gadhafi regime in Libya. The

degree of polit i cal uncer tainty sur round ing efforts to over throw the Syr ian gov ern ment makes

that coun try espe cially unpal at able for most inves tors at this time.

One rea son for the dete ri o ra tion in the rel a tive attrac tive ness of some of the Arab coun tries, such

as Bah rain, Libya, Syria, and Kuwait, is the effect that the tur moil has had on polit i cal sta bil ity, one

of the impor tant driv ers of invest ment. Fig ure 5b dem on strates that Syria has lost con sid er able

ground on this fac tor; 100 per cent of the sur vey respon dents indi cated that polit i cal sta bil ity is a

prob lem for Syria (com pared with 74 per cent in the 2011 sur vey). In fact, the major ity indi cate that 

they sim ply would not invest in the coun try in view of the polit i cal sit u a tion. Sur vey respon dents

also scored Bah rain much more poorly on polit i cal sta bil ity; the neg a tive views of the coun try on

this fac tor are up to 62.5 percent from only 30 percent a year ago.

In Yemen and Libya, con cern over polit i cal sta bil ity was already high in 2011. The per cent age of

neg a tive responses for those two coun tries increased in the 2012 sur vey, but only mar gin ally. In
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Yemen’s case, the per cent age of “would not invest” responses due to the polit i cal sta bil ity issue

increased from 8 to 22 per cent, whereas it dropped slightly for Libya. 

Iraq’s over all polit i cal uncer tainty score did n’t change, but the per cent age of respon dents who

indi cated that they “would not invest” in that coun try increased. 

Jordan and Leb a non have no com pa ra ble polit i cal sta bil ity scores for 2011. How ever, their 2012

scores on this ques tion indi cate that the level of con cern on this fac tor for Leb a non is about the

same it is for Mau ri ta nia, Tuni sia and Bah rain, while the con cern over Jor dan as about the same as

it is for Egypt.

Con cern about polit i cal sta bil ity appears to have less ened sig nif i cantly in Alge ria, and to some

degree in Egypt, Tuni sia, Mau ri ta nia, Morocco, and Oman.

The change in the Arab coun tries over the other ele ment of geopolitical risk addressed in the sur -

vey, namely, the secu rity of per son nel and phys i cal assets, is very sim i lar to that for polit i cal

sta bil ity.
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Fig ure 5a: All Inclu sive Index Val ues for Selected Arab Coun tries

Note: 2011 val ues are not avail able for Leb a non or Jor dan.
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Fig ure 5b: Political Stability

Note: 2011 val ues are not avail able for Leb a non or Jor dan.
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Com mer cial Envi ron ment Index find ings

Fig ure 6 ranks juris dic tions based on the six com mer cial envi ron ment index fac tors: fis cal terms,

tax a tion regime, trade bar ri ers, qual ity of infra struc ture, labor avail abil ity, and corruption.

Based solely on the responses to 6 these fac tors, the 10 least attrac tive juris dic tions are Ven e zuela,

Uzbekistan, Iran, Libya, Rus sia—other, Uru guay, Cam bo dia, Rus sia—East ern Sibe ria, Bolivia,

and Yemen. This year, the two Rus sian juris dic tions named, Uru guay, Cam bo dia, and Yemen dis -

placed Ecua dor, Kazakhstan, Alge ria, Dem o cratic Repub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) and

Turkmenistan in this group.3 Although Kazakhstan’s score with respect to the com mer cial envi -

ron ment remained in the unde sir able fifth quintile, Ecua dor and the Congo (Kinshasa) each

improved to the upper part of the fourth quintile range.

Oklahoma ranks as the most com mer cially attrac tive juris dic tion this year, fol lowed closely by

Texas, Ire land, and Mis sis sippi. The 6 other juris dic tions among the 10 with the most attrac tive

scores, accord ing to the Com mer cial Envi ron ment Index are Man i toba, New Mex ico, Neth er -

lands, Sas katch e wan, Wyo ming, and North Dakota. Alto gether, 30 juris dic tions achieved envi able 

first quintile rat ings for their com mer cial envi ron ment, includ ing Can ada’s four west ern prov -

inces, 15 US states, the US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico, seven Euro pean juris dic tions, Japan, New

Zealand, and Australia—Offshore.

Reg u la tory Cli mate Index results

The Reg u la tory Cli mate Index (fig ure 7) ranks juris dic tions accord ing to inves tors’ per cep tions of

the reg u la tory hur dles they impose, includ ing reg u la tory uncer tainty and dupli ca tion, labor reg u -

la tions, fair ness and trans par ency of the legal sys tem, and the cost of com pli ance. Poor per for -

mance on reg u la tory issues is a major rea son why many juris dic tions are regarded as rel a tively

unat trac tive for invest ment

Based on the responses to these fac tors, the 10 least attrac tive juris dic tions on the reg u la tory cli -

mate index are Ven e zuela, Bolivia, Rus sia—East ern Sibe ria, Argen tina—Santa Cruz, Iran,

Kazakhstan, Rus sia—other, Rus sia—Off shore Sakhalin, Ecua dor, and Nige ria. This group is sim i -

lar to that reported in the 2011 sur vey except that the three Rus sian juris dic tions iden ti fied, along

with Argen tina—Santa Cruz and Nige ria, replaced Rus sia (the coun try), Uzbekistan, Iraq,

Turkmenistan, and the US Off shore—Pacific. In addi tion to the 10 worst juris dic tions accord ing

to this mea sure already men tioned, Uzbekistan and Iraq, Rus sia—Off shore Arc tic, Libya, Italy,

Indo ne sia, Alge ria and Argen tina—Tierra del Fuego were also awarded unde sir able fifth quintile

rat ings with respect to the reg u la tory cli mate.
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3 It should be noted that, for any jurisdiction, comparison of the 2011 and 2012 values for this Index is

affected by the fact that scores on the corruption question are only included in the calculation for

2012.



Figure 6: Com mer cial Envi ron ment Index
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Figure 7: Reg u la tory Cli mate Index
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The 10 most attrac tive juris dic tions on the Reg u la tory Cli mate Index this year are Oklahoma,

North Dakota, Mis sis sippi, Texas, West Vir ginia, Man i toba, Den mark, Kan sas, Ohio, and Sas -

katch e wan. All achieved first quintile rat ings on the Regulatory Climate Index mea sure except Sas -

katch e wan, which achieved the best sec ond quintile value on this index. Sur pris ingly, four

juris dic tions that had first quintile rat ings on the Reg u la tory Climate Index in 2011 (Bah rain,

Chile, Qatar and Uru guay) slipped con sid er ably this year. Chile dete ri o rated the most; its score

tum bled to the upper (worst) end of the third quintile range. Bah rain and Uru guay dropped to the

lower end of the third quintile and Qatar, to the mid-second quintile range. 

Geopolitical Risk Index

The Geopolitical Risk Index focuses on polit i cal risk, secu rity of per son nel, and phys i cal assets.  As

fig ure 8 indi cates, 10 juris dic tions (Syria, Iraq, Yemen, Paki stan, South Sudan, Bolivia, Ven e zuela,

Nige ria, Libya, and Papua New Guinea) scored in the fifth quintile this year on this mea sure. This

com pares with 18 juris dic tions in 2011. How ever, Iran, the Dem o cratic Repub lic of the Congo

(Kinshasa), Ecua dor, Chad, Côte d’Ivoire, and sev eral oth ers were rated in the upper end of the

fourth quintile range on this mea sure, indi cat ing that upstream inves tors also regard them as pos -

ing con sid er able polit i cal and/or secu rity risks.

A rel a tively high per cent age of the neg a tive responses some juris dic tions received on the polit i cal

sta bil ity and secu rity issue ques tions indi cated that respon dents sim ply “would not pur sue invest -

ment” due to this fac tor. Those juris dic tions for which the sur vey responses used in the eval u a tions 

con tained the larg est per cent ages of this type of response are: Syria, Iran, Ven e zuela, Dem o cratic

Repub lic of Congo (Kinshasa), Soma li land, Liby,a and New Bruns wick. In New Bruns wick’s case,

a high per cent age of “would not pur sue invest ment” responses was received on the ques tion

regard ing secu rity of per son nel and equip ment and appar ently reflect acts of van dal ism.

Poten tial for improve ment

In this year’s sur vey, respon dents were again asked, “How much do you think oil and gas explo ra -

tion and devel op ment in each of the juris dic tions with which you are famil iar might increase if a

full and com plete tran si tion to ‘Best Prac tices’ in rela tion to the main driv ers of invest ment deci -

sions—such as roy al ties, envi ron men tal reg u la tions, cost of reg u la tory com pli ance, profit repa tri -

a tion, a fair and trans par ent legal sys tem, and secu rity of per son nel and assets—were to occur?”

Respon dents were asked to answer to the ques tion for each juris dic tion with which they are famil -

iar by select ing from one of five pos si ble responses: 1) Not at all; 2) Only slightly; 3) 20 to 50 per -

cent; 4) 50 to 100 per cent; and 5) More than 100 per cent.

The results indi cate that a rel a tively large per cent age (25% or more) of respon dents believe that

explo ra tion and devel op ment could increase by more than 100 per cent in South Sudan, Dem o -

cratic Repub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa), Bolivia, Soma li land, Uru guay, Iran, Cyprus, Que bec,
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Figure 8: Geopolitical Risk Index
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Figure 9: Transition to best practices
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Libya, Brazil—Pre-salt Off shore, Nige ria and New Bruns wick if best prac tices were adopted. 

Com bin ing all the responses that indi cate that best prac tices could increase explo ra tion and devel -

op ment by at least 20 per cent (i.e., the type 3, 4 and 5 responses) shows that sur vey respon dents

believe that activ ity could poten tially be boosted by the great est per cent age in Kazakhstan, Cam -

bo dia, India, Rus sia—other, Tur key, Iran, Alba nia, Bolivia, Papua New Guinea, Ven e zuela,

Ukraine, Viet nam, Nige ria, Indo ne sia, Myanmar, Rus sia—East ern Sibe ria, Mozam bique, and

Gua te mala (fig ure 9). More over, as the fig ure indi cates, the adop tion of best prac tices would likely

lead to greater upstream invest ment in many other juris dic tions as well.
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Figure 10:  NORTH AMERICA                                             2012
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Re sults by continental region

North Amer ica

Com pared to other regions of the world, many juris dic tions in Can ada and the United States are

rated as attrac tive for upstream invest ment.

Can ada

As fig ure 11 illus trates, Man i toba regained the posi tion of most attrac tive Cana dian juris dic tion

for upstream petro leum invest ment which it relin quished to Sas katch e wan in 2011. At the other

end of the scale, New Bruns wick and Que bec stand out as the Cana dian juris dic tions pos ing the

great est bar ri ers to invest ment. Both prov inces, but espe cially New Bruns wick, received sig nif i cant 

per cent ages of “would not pur sue invest ment” responses.  

New Bruns wick tum bled from 7th place (of 10) to last place as the result of a marked dete ri o ra tion

in its All Inclu sive Index value from the sec ond to the 4th quintile, which cor re sponded to a drop in

its global rank ing to 102nd (of 147) from 59th (of 135). New Bruns wick’s poor show ing is related to

three main areas of con cern: 1) The man ner in which reg u la tions gov ern ing explo ra tion and devel -

op ment of shale gas resources are being admin is tered; 2) Uncer tainty over the envi ron men tal reg -

u la tions that will apply to a shale gas indus try; and 3) Anti-devel op ment activ ism that sur faced in
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Fig ure 11: All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index—Can ada
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the sum mer of 2011 and resulted in acts of van dal ism against a com pany pur su ing shale gas

activ i ties. 

Table 2 sum ma rizes this year’s shifts in the rel a tive attrac tive ness of Cana dian juris dic tions com -

pared with 2011. As in 2009, 2010, and 2011, Man i toba and Sas katch e wan are the top 2 Cana dian

juris dic tions, though they swapped posi tions once again. Their con tin ued strong posi tions reflect

sus tained strong scores on both reg u la tory and com mer cial issues. Both prov inces improved their

All Inclu sive Index val ues this year by improv ing fac tors affect ing both the reg u la tory cli mate and

the com mer cial envi ron ment. While Sas katch e wan out per formed Man i toba on some impor tant

fac tors (e.g., fis cal terms), Man i toba’s over all scores were the stron ger on both com mer cial and

reg u la tory fac tors.

Alberta moved up to third place in Can ada, from 6th. The prov ince now ranks 21st in the world (of

147) com pared with 51st (of 135) in 2011, and 60th (of 133) in 2010. The improved per for mance is

attrib ut able to some improve ment in com mer cial fac tors but, more impor tantly, to fac tors affect -

ing the uncer tainty and cost of reg u la tion. In par tic u lar, respon dents expressed less con cern than a

year ago about uncer tainty over reg u la tory admin is tra tion and enforce ment (includ ing envi ron -

men tal reg u la tion), the cost of reg u la tory com pli ance, and reg u la tory dupli ca tion and incon sis -

tency. This appears to reflect the gov ern ment’s announce ment in May 2011 that it planned to

sim plify the reg u la tory pro cesses and pro ce dures for obtain ing drill ing per mits, under tak ing site

remediation, etc. (Alberta, 2011).

Nova Sco tia main tained its 4th place posi tion among Cana dian juris dic tions; that prov ince’s All

Inclu sive Index value and global rank ing exhib ited only small changes.
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Ta ble 2: Rank ings of Ca na dian Ju ris dic tions for 2012 and their
All-In clu sive In dex Scores

Rank in 2012 Ju ris dic tion Value Rank in 2011

1 Man i toba 11.05 2

2 Sas katch e wan 14.60 1

3 Al berta 21.08 6

4 Nova Sco tia 26.17 4

5 Brit ish Co lum bia 27.73 8

6 Nfld. & Lab. 33.78 5

7 Yu kon 38.04 N/A

8 North west Ter ri to ries 39.62 10

9 Que bec 60.53 9

10 New Bruns wick 62.08 7



Brit ish Colum bia moved up to 5th place in Can ada from 8th in 2011, and to 39th place (of 147) over -

all from 69th (of 135).  This resulted from a much improved All Inclu sive Index value thanks

mainly to improved scores on var i ous ques tions per tain ing to the com mer cial envi ron ment and

the broad range of fac tors affect ing the reg u la tory cli mate.

Although there was lit tle change in its over all per for mance, New found land & Lab ra dor dropped to 

6th place in Can ada from 5th because of Alberta and Brit ish Colum bia’s improved All Inclu sive

Index val ues.

Respon dents’ com ments about Can ada gen er ally, and the prov inces and ter ri to ries spe cif i cally,

ranged from com pli men tary to crit i cal, as fol lows:

Can ada in gen eral

“Un der cap i tal ized re source base well con nected to mar kets”

“Skilled workforce and trans par ent pro cesses”

Brit ish Colum bia

“In con sis tency in terms of what is doc u mented ver sus how the reg u la tory pro cesses ac -

tu ally work”

“Reg u la tory en vi ron ment is dif fi cult to ne go ti ate, even for rou tine ap pli ca tions”

“Un cer tainty sur round ing time re quired for reg u la tory ap prov als for rou tine ac tiv i ties,  

ab orig i nal rights and land claims is sues, and new ap peal pro cesses for reg u la tory and

land ac qui si tion pro cesses”

Alberta

“Good reg u la tions; pro-in vest ment pol i cies”

“High qual ity in fra struc ture”

“Con stantly shift ing reg u la tory and ap proval frame work”

“High de gree of gov ern ment bu reau cracy”

“In ef fi cient oil well site in spec tion pro ce dures”

Sas katch e wan

“Sta ble and at trac tive fis cal terms”

“Less red tape in con duct ing busi ness than in other ju ris dic tions”
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“The in vest ment cli mate is bright. Costs of do ing busi ness are rel a tively low be cause of

com pet i tive pric ing of sup port ser vices”

Man i toba

“Gov ern ment has been fo cus ing on at tract ing new in vest ment”

Que bec

“No cer tainty on fis cal terms or con di tions”

“Cap ture of opin ion by those who do not want pe tro leum-re lated de vel op ment at any

cost” [com men ta tor also re ferred to New Bruns wick in this re gard]

“En vi ron men tal in ves ti ga tion in im pacts of shale gas de vel op ment bi ased to wards spe -

cial in ter est groups”

New Bruns wick

“Sin gu larly un fair and cor rupt gov ern ment”

“Bu reau cracy ca pa ble of mak ing ar bi trary and uni lat eral de ci sions that can vir tu ally de -

stroy a com pany’s oil and gas ex plo ra tion ac tiv i ties”

“New Bruns wick cra zies are de stroy ing seis mic equip ment with no ap par ent le gal con -

se quences. No real sup port from gov ern ment of fi cials and pol i ti cians for the in dus try

and their le gal rights. In abil ity / re luc tance of po lice / ju di cial au thor i ties to dis pose of

their re spon si bil i ties”

The United States

Oklahoma sur passed Mis sis sippi this year as the most attrac tive US juris dic tion for petro leum

explo ra tion. As fig ure 12 illus trates, in addi tion to those states, 9 oth ers placed in the first quintile

accord ing to their All Inclu sive Index val ues. New Mex ico and Col o rado achieved the most

remark able changes among this year’s group of US first quintile per form ers. Fifth place New Mex -

ico (7th place glob ally of 147) moved into the first quintile from a value in the mid-sec ond-quintile

range and a global rank ing of 41st in 2011. Col o rado also moved up from the sec ond quintile, rank -

ing 16th (of 147) glob ally com pared with 53rd (of 135) a year ago. In both states, the improve ment

came from a wide range of fac tors. Both New Mex ico and Cal i for nia’s Reg u la tory Cli mate Index

and Com mer cial Envi ron ment Index val ues were considerably more attrac tive than in 2011. Ohio, 

although still in the first quintile, dropped from sec ond place over all to 14th because of increased
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reg u la tory cli mate con cerns, spe cif i cally the cost of com pli ance, uncer tainty over envi ron men tal

reg u la tions, and the interpretation and administration of regulations.

Seven US juris dic tions recorded All Inclu sive Index val ues in the sec ond quintile range. Of these,

Cal i for nia improved the most, achiev ing a global rank ing of 45th (of 147) com pared with 91st (of

135) in 2011. Cal i for nia’s improve ment was most pro nounced with regard to var i ous com mer cial

envi ron ment fac tors includ ing fis cal terms, tax a tion in gen eral, and labor avail abil ity. How ever,

the state also improved on a num ber of reg u la tory issues, such as the cost of com pli ance and the

admin is tra tion and inter pre ta tion of reg u la tions. Fur ther, sur vey respon dents found polit i cal fac -

tors to be less of a con cern than a year ago.

The Index val ues for US Gulf of Mex ico, Penn syl va nia, and US Off shore—Alaska also improved

mark edly. The US Gulf, which lost con sid er able ground in 2011 in the wake of the Deep water

Hori zon oil leak, moved up to 26th posi tion (of 147) glob ally from 60th (of 135), in part because

respon dents are now appar ently less con cerned about reg u la tory dupli ca tion, the admin is tra tion

and enforce ment of reg u la tions, and uncer tainty regard ing envi ron men tal reg u la tions and pro -

tected areas.
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Fig ure 12: All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index—United States
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Penn syl va nia ascended to 34th (of 147) glob ally from 65th (of 135). That state’s improve ment is

partly related to improved scores on a range of com mer cial envi ron ment and reg u la tory cli mate

issues includ ing, for exam ple, gen eral tax a tion, labor avail abil ity, the cost of reg u la tory com pli -

ance, and the inter pre ta tion and con sis tency of reg u la tory admin is tra tion. The level of con cern

about uncer tainty sur round ing envi ron men tal reg u la tion in the state improved slightly; this issue

con tin ues to be impor tant in Penn syl va nia, most likely due to the debate over hydrau lic fracking.

US Off shore—Alaska now ranks as the 52nd (of 147) most attrac tive juris dic tion for upstream

invest ment com pared with 78th (of 135) a year ago. Here the improve ment was most nota bly

related to reg u la tory admin is tra tion in gen eral, and uncer tainty over pro tected areas spe cif i cally.

The least attrac tive of the 20 US juris dic tions that were rated this year accord ing to All Inclu sive

index val ues are Alaska and New York. New York was not eval u ated in 2011. Alaska, how ever,

improved nota bly from 2011 when its Index value fell in the mid-third quintile range. Alaska now

rates as 61st (of 147) glob ally, com pared with 83rd (of 135) in 2011.

Mis sis sippi, Kan sas, West Vir ginia, Ohio, Utah, and Mich i gan all scored slightly worse this year

than last on the All Inclu sive Index, but the changes in the index val ues were not large. Only Utah,

Cal i for nia, Alaska, and New York received “Would not pur sue invest ment” responses, but in each

case, the per cent ages of total responses indi cat ing this were very small.

Sur vey par tic i pants’ com ments for a num ber of Amer i can juris dic tions are pre sented below.

USA in gen eral

“Good da ta base”

“En cour ages in vest ment”

“Keen to sup port and work with com pa nies”

Alaska

“Pu ni tive gov ern ment reg u la tions; anti-busi ness en vi ron ment in press and gov ern -

ment; ex ces sive tax a tion”

“Ri dic u lously high pro duc tion taxes. Con stant gov ern ment in ter fer ence in our busi ness”

“Heavy NGO in volve ment—law suits to pre vent/de lay pro ject de vel op ments”

Cal i for nia

“Op por tu ni ties for ex plo ra tion suc cess”
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Kan sas

“Low cost, good tech ni cal data avail able and ex ist ing in fra struc ture”

Lou i si ana

“Taxes are too high”

Montana

“Slow pace or reg u la tory ap prov als”

New York

“Bur den some leg is la tion”

North Da kota

“Ac tive, oily, rea son able mar gin for prof it abil ity”

Ohio

“In creased reg u la tions within the past year to year-and-a-half (Fed eral EPA, State EPA,

Corps of En gi neers, etc.) have made it much more dif fi cult to do busi ness in the oil and 

gas in dus try in our ju ris dic tion. In ad di tion to these new reg u la tions, Ohio’s gov er nor

is pro pos ing a dras tic in crease in the sev er ance tax rate. The tax in crease is based on an

emerg ing Utica Shale play that has yet to be proven eco nomic. The re cent pro posed tax 

in crease and new reg u la tions make in vest ment in Ohio much less de sir able”

Penn syl va nia

“No le gal his tory to in ter pret leases and ob li ga tions”

Texas

“Po lit i cal sta bil ity and po ten tial plays”

“Reg u la tory en vi ron ment is not an ob sta cle”

“Good data avail able, good in fra struc ture and sup port ser vices”

US—Gulf of Mex ico

“Pre dict able en vi ron ment, good in fra struc ture”

“Over bur den some reg u la tions and un cer tainty of reg u la tions”
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Figure 13:   EUROPE                                                                                                 2012                      
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Europe

Fig ure 14 shows rel a tive rank ings for Euro pean juris dic tions based on this year’s All Inclu sive

Com pos ite Index val ues. We were able to eval u ate 28 juris dic tions in this region com pared with 21

in 2011. Rus sia per se was replaced by the four sep a rate areas which, like Rus sia alone last year,

appear at the bot tom of the fig ure with unde sir able fifth quintile place ments except for Rus -

sia—Off shore Sakhalin, which lies in the fourth quintile along with Ukraine, which also ranked in

the fourth quintile in 2011.

Five Euro pean coun tries were rated in the third quintile this year com pared with three in 2011. 

Italy, Alba nia, and Tur key fell in the third quintile again, although the rat ings for Italy and Alba nia

dete ri o rated quite sig nif i cantly due to poorer scores on both the com mer cial envi ron ment and

reg u la tory cli mate fac tors. In fact, Italy’s rat ing on the Reg u la tory Cli mate Index dropped to the

low fifth quintile range from near the bot tom of the fourth quintile and that coun try’s per for -
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Fig ure 14: All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index—Europe
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mance on the Com mer cial Envi ron ment Index wors ened con sid er ably. Alba nia’s dete ri o ra tion in

the com mer cial envi ron ment was less marked. 

Bul garia’s All Inclu sive Index value dropped this year to the third quintile from the sec ond. This

was entirely the result of dete ri o ra tion in the coun try’s reg u la tory cli mate as seen, for exam ple, in

mark edly worse scores for reg u la tory dupli ca tion and incon sis tency and the cost of reg u la tory

com pli ance. The other third-quintile juris dic tion this year, Greece, was unranked in 2011.

This year 18 (of 28) Euro pean juris dic tions rated in the attrac tive first and sec ond quin tiles com -

pared with 16 (of 21) in 2011. Three coun tries that were not eval u ated last year—Malta, Cyprus

and Geor gia—rated in the respect able sec ond quintile along with nine other juris dic tions, includ -

ing Hun gary, which slipped to the sec ond quintile after receiv ing a first quintile rat ing in 2011.

Ire land, also added this year, received a first quintile rat ing, along with Neth er lands, Den mark,

Neth er lands—North Sea, the Faroe Islands, and Nor way—North Sea. Of these juris dic tions, only

Neth er lands—North Sea was in the first quintile in 2011. 

Sur vey par tic i pants’ com ments for a num ber of Euro pean juris dic tions are pre sented below.

Al ba nia

“Fis cal re gime and con tract in con sis tency”

Bul garia

“Very bu reau cratic pro ce dures, mul ti ple traces of cor rup tion”

“Bul garia’s ‘frac’ ban ended up halt ing all ac tiv ity”

Cy prus

“Part of the at trac tive Lev ant Ba sin”

Den mark

“Sta bil ity of terms, ex cel lent in fra struc ture, la bor, sup pli ers/ven dors, at trac tive mar kets”

France

“The le gal sit u a tion in France re gard ing shale-gas/shale-oil ex plo ra tion changes ev ery

month”

Geor gia

“Open, non cor rupt, best prac tices adopted”
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Greece

“Poor data ac cess, lack of ex pe ri ence with the in dus try and cur rent coun try fis cal prob -

lems”

Green land

“Though erod ing strongly over the last two years, there is still a good com pet i tive po si tion”

Hun gary

“Ease of data ac cess, reg u la tory trans par ency, tech ni cal op por tu nity”

Ire land

“Underexplored, good fis cal terms”

It aly

“The off shore drill ing ban in It aly has forced us to sus pend our planned drill ing un til

such time as the law is amended”

“Im ple men ta tion of en vi ron men tal reg u la tions that are at odds with in dus try de vel -

op ment”

“Pro longed en vi ron men tal ap proval pro cess”

Nor way

“Fis cal sta bil ity, tax in cen tives for ex plo ra tion and ap praisal ac tiv ity”

“En cour ages in vest ment via fast track de pre ci a tion or ex plo ra tion costs re fund”

“Small but eco nom i cally at trac tive off shore ex plo ra tion op por tu ni ties”

Po land

“Very good cur rent cli mate for up stream in dus try in vest ment in Po land con cern ing

both con ven tional and un con ven tional gas. En vi ron men tal mat ters are not seen as a

big is sue and cur rently are not hin der ing shale gas ex plo ra tion, as Po land wants to be

in de pend ent from the sup plies of Rus sian gas. New geo log i cal and min ing law may

slow down new in vest ments for a pe riod un til prac tice un der the new law is de vel oped”

“Lo cal gov ern ments en cour age for eign in ves tors to ex plore oil and gas de pos its (new or 

old) in re spect to which geo log i cal data is avail able”
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“De vel op ment of shale gas may slow as a re sult of con cerns raised by en vi ron men tal -

ists; Rus sia’s Gazprom is al leg edly fuel ing the op po si tion.”

Ro ma nia

“Ro ma nia has larg est yet-to-find po ten tial in on shore (EU) Eu rope”

Rus sia in gen eral

“Un pre dict able reg u la tion changes”

Po lit i cal in sta bil ity, cor rup tion in gov ern ment sec tor”

“Fis cal terms are con sis tently pro hib i tive. Dif fi cult to prog ress large scale pro jects with -

out po lit i cal sup port”

“Po lit i cal and fis cal un cer tainty; safety and se cu rity; threat of na tion al iza tion”

Ukraine

“Tax terms were chang ing each quar ter”

“Poor ac cess to tech ni cal data, lack of reg u la tory trans par ency and en demic cor rup tion

at all lev els of gov ern ment”

United King dom

“In March 2012, the gov ern ment an nounced pos i tive changes to tax re gime per tain ing

to pe tro leum ex plo ra tion and pro duc tion”

“Avail abil ity of min eral rights and low cost to ac quire large blocks of land”

“Well-es tab lished, well-de vel oped and flex i ble in terms of in vest ment le gal re gime”

“It takes a very long time to get the nec es sary ap prov als to drill a well (over 16 months). 

The pre vi ous gov ern ment uni lat er ally changed the fis cal re gime with out con sult ing or

warn ing in dus try”
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Figure 15:   ASIA                                                                                                      2012 
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Asia

Fig ure 16 ranks the Asian juris dic tions that were eval u ated this year accord ing to their All-Inclu sive

Com pos ite Index values.

Japan, again with an attrac tive sec ond quintile rat ing, is still rated by petro leum explor ers and

devel op ers as the most attrac tive juris dic tion for invest ment in Asia. Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan

are still among the three least attrac tive coun tries in the region. Once again, most Asian juris dic -

tions have rel a tively unat trac tive third or fourth quintile rat ings. How ever, there have been some

nota ble changes in the rel a tive attrac tive ness of some of the 14 Asian juris dic tions (the same group

of coun tries as in 2011).

Most obvi ous is Turkmenistan’s ascen dance from the fifth quintile to the third, and to 5th place in

Asia from 12th, and to 98th place (of 147) glob ally com pared with 124th (of 135) in 2011. Azerbaijan

also improved, mov ing up to sec ond place in Asia from fifth as the result of a third quintile Index

value com pared with a fourth quintile rat ing in 2011. Sim i larly, Ban gla desh improved to 8th posi -

tion in Asia, from 11th.

Turkmenistan reg is tered marked improve ments in both Reg u la tory Cli mate and Com mer cial

Envi ron ment Index val ues as a result of improved scores on a wide range of ques tions includ ing 

labor avail abil ity, cost of reg u la tory com pli ance, uncer tainty with regard to envi ron men tal reg u la -

tions, and  dupli ca tion and incon sis tency in reg u la tory pol icy and reg u la tions. A marked reduc -

tion in the level of con cern over secu rity with respect to per son nel and equip ment also helped to

improve the coun try’s All Inclu sive Index value. 
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Fig ure 16: All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index—Asia
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Azerbaijan bene fited from reduc tions in geopolitical con cerns as well as improve ments in scores

on a num ber of reg u la tory issue and com mer cial envi ron ment ques tions includ ing fis cal terms,

labor avail abil ity and skills, the cost of reg u la tory com pli ance, reg u la tory dupli ca tion and incon -

sis tency, and the inter pre ta tion and admin is tra tion of reg u la tions.

In Ban gla desh, reduced con cern over fis cal terms helped to improve the over all com mer cial envi -

ron ment a lit tle. But the improve ment in the coun try’s All Inclu sive Index value was due mainly to

some what less con cern over the coun try’s reg u la tory issues, espe cially the inter pre ta tion and

enforce ment of exist ing reg u la tions, uncer tainty related to envi ron men tal reg u la tion, and reg u la -

tory dupli ca tion and incon sis tency.

On the other hand, sur vey respon dents now see Paki stan and Cam bo dia as less attrac tive for

invest ment than in 2011. Paki stan’s index value dete ri o rated from the lower half of the fourth

quintile to the upper half. As a result, that coun try now ranks 11th in Asia com pared with 7th in

2011. Sim i larly, Cam bo dia fell from 10th place to 13th, sec ond only to Uzbekistan as the least attrac -

tive Asian juris dic tion for upstream invest ment. China also lost ground this year, fall ing to 6th

place in Asia from 4th, as its All Inclu sive Index value slipped into the unde sir able fourth quintile

from the third.

Below are some of the com ments received about the petro leum indus try invest ment envi ron ment

in var i ous Asian coun tries

Azerbaijan

“Sta ble, trans par ent, low state tax take, rea son able en vi ron men tal re quire ments”

In dia

“Stat u ary ap prov als are de layed due to bu reau cratic hur dles”

“Bu reau cracy, lack of plan ning and vi sion, cor rup tion”

“It is too hard to do busi ness with all of the gov ern ment and part ner in ter ac tion. We

have not been able to move the work pro grams for ward and the red tape has be come

too much to han dle. We are see ing di min ish ing re turns on our in vest ments in the re gion”

Kazakhstan 

“Sta bil ity is sues”

“Non-trans par ent le gal and reg u la tory sys tems”

“Cor rup tion and ob struc tion in per mit ting ap proval pro cess”

“Bu reau cracy and lo cal con tent causes de lays and in crease costs”
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“Play ing field has been ma nip u lated to fa vor lo cals and make them ben e fi cia ries of new 
and ex ist ing pro jects”

“Case we won against the lo cal tax com mit tee was ap pealed to Su preme Court which
held a hear ing and ruled against us with out our be ing in vited to the hear ing or to par -
tic i pate in court pro ce dure. We were sub se quently in formed about de ci sion with out
op por tu nity to ap peal”

Myanmar

“The open ing up of the po lit i cal sys tem to be come more trans par ent will help re move
sanc tions and trade re stric tions”

“Lift ing of sanc tions will pro vide op por tu ni ties”

“Sub stan tial re main ing be low-ground po ten tial”

Pa ki stan

“Un clear tax a tion”

Thai land

“Thai land has great fis cal terms and good work ing en vi ron ment”

“Thai gov ern ment is more sta ble than in the past sev eral years and has a good re la tion -
ship with the Cam bo dian gov ern ment. There is there fore a good chance to have an
agree ment to de velop pro ject in the Gulf of Thai land in the next few years”

Turkmenistan

“You can do noth ing with out pay ing bribes”

“The cur rent cli mate for up stream pe tro leum in dus try in vest ment in Turkmenistan is
pos i tive in the whole, but be fore start ing an in vest ment pro cess one needs to care fully
study the lo cal pe tro leum leg is la tion as well as other lo cal laws”

Viet nam

“Viet nam is well struc tured and has sta ble gov ern ment/workforce”

“Prospectivity and bar ri ers to en try are low and the gov ern ment is pro-de vel op ment to
shore up their econ omy”

“Non-sep a ra tion of the reg u la tor from the NOC and its con tract ing sub sid iar ies”

“PetroVietnam is forc ing op er a tors to use their seis mic boats or boats of a pre ferred
con trac tor”
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Africa

This year we were able to rate five addi tional coun tries in Africa: Ethi o pia, Kenya, Mali, Niger and

Soma li land. This increased the total num ber to 28 from 23 in 2011. 

As in 2011, Africa had no first quintile per form ers. The num ber of juris dic tions with All Inclu sive

Index val ues in the sec ond quintile fell to two as Namibia slipped into the lower end of the 3rd

quintile, leav ing just Tuni sia and Morocco in the rel a tively supe rior sec ond clas si fi ca tion. Tuni sia

moved to top spot in the con ti nent from 3rd place in 2011. Morocco remained in sec ond posi tion.

As fig ure 18 shows, 11 Afri can coun tries were in the 3rd quintile this year, includ ing three of the

coun tries that were added to the list: Ethi o pia, Niger, and Kenya. The great est improve ment in

per for mance over 2011 came from Uganda. Its All Inclu sive Index value improved from the upper
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Fig ure 18: All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index—Africa
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half of the fourth quintile to close to the mid dle of the third quintile. Largely because of that

improve ment, Uganda moved to 9th posi tion (of 28) in Africa from 19th (of 23).  

Uganda’s improved index value mainly comes from its marked improve ment on reg u la tory issues

such as legal sys tem trans par ency and fair ness, uncer tainty over envi ron men tal reg u la tion, reg u la -

tory incon sis tency and dupli ca tion, and the inter pre ta tion and admin is tra tion of reg u la tions. But

the coun try also per formed better on a num ber of com mer cial envi ron ment fac tors includ ing fis -

cal terms, labor avail abil ity, and gen eral tax a tion. More over, this year Uganda improved its score

sig nif i cantly on dis puted land claims, and sur vey respon dents also rated geopolitical risk as less of a 

con cern.

Although the coun try con tin ued to per form in the third quintile, Mozam bique’s index value dete ri -

o rated con sid er ably. As a result, the coun try fell from 5th place in Africa (of 23) in 2011 to 11th (of 28).

Thir teen Afri can juris dic tions had index val ues in the fourth quintile, includ ing South Sudan

(replac ing Sudan on the list), and the two of the other coun tries that were included this year:

Soma li land and Mali. Egypt, South Africa and Côte d’Ivoire fell into the fourth quintile from the

third because of poorer rat ings than in 2011. The dete ri o ra tion was great est in the case of Côte

d’Ivoire where increased con cern over trad ing agree ment require ments, the avail abil ity of skilled

labor, labor reg u la tions, require ments of socio-eco nomic agree ments, legal sys tem trans par ency

and fair ness, and reg u la tory incon sis tency and dupli ca tion, among other fac tors, reduced the

attrac tive ness of the coun try for explo ra tion and devel op ment com mit ments. 

Two coun tries, Nige ria and Libya, stand out as being the only two with All Inclu sive Index val ues in 

the fifth quintile. Libya was in this group last year, while Nige ria missed fifth quintile noto ri ety in

2011 by a very small mar gin.

Some of the respon dents’ com ments con cern ing var i ous Afri can juris dic tions are pre sented below.

Af rica in gen eral

“Un set tled reg u la tions and gov er nance”

Cam er oon

“Un der-ex plored with some good po ten tial”

“The role of the na tional oil com pany in con tract ne go ti a tions seems un clear. For eign

com pa nies, es pe cially gas com pa nies, are not com fort able with the bind ing char ac ter of 

the rules set be tween them and the na tional oil com pany”

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of Congo

“Ar bi trary can cel la tion of con tracts in Dem o cratic Re pub lic of Congo”
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Egypt

“Po lit i cal in sta bil ity”

Ga bon

“Many bid rounds are sched uled there and there also is a strong will ing ness to pro mote 

rule of law 

Ghana

“Ex cel lent prospectivity, fis cal terms, ease of do ing busi ness”

Kenya

“The ex plo ra tion and up stream in dus try is fledg ling; how ever, the gov ern ment’s de ter -

mi na tion and sup port is im mense”

Libya

“Af ter be com ing more sta ble, op por tu ni ties are avail able for the gov ern ment to in -

crease pro duc tion”

“Con tin ued vi o lence”

Mo rocco

“Gas po ten tial, close to Eu rope, less trou ble than the rest of North Af rica”

Mo zam bique

“Evolv ing re source na tion al ism, lack of con sis tency in le gal re gime, re luc tance to grant

sta bi li za tion”

Ni ge ria

“Bu reau cratic sys tems. The Pe tro leum In dus try Bill pro motes in vest ment un cer tainty.

Lo cal con tent pro vi sions are un work able”

“So cial un rest and un cer tainty of pe tro leum reg u la tions”

South Af rica

“Gov ern ment placed a mor a to rium and stopped all de vel op ment of shale gas”
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South Su dan

“The new coun try of South Su dan has a sig nif i cant un tapped re serves po ten tial, yet the

big oil and gas com pa nies are ab sent due to US uni lat eral em bargo”

Tan za nia

“Friendly gov ern ment ap proach to in vest ment”

Tu ni sia

“Tu ni sia is a rel a tively sta ble North Af ri can coun try with at trac tive fis cal terms and a

rel a tively sup port ive re gime”

“Un cer tainty around post rev o lu tion pro cesses and un rea son able ex pec ta tions of lo cal

com mu ni ties with re spect to in stant em ploy ment”
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Figure 19:   MIDDLE EAST                                                                                2012 
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The Mid dle East

The 12 Mid dle East coun tries that were eval u ated this year are pre sented in fig ure 20, ranked

accord ing to their rel a tive attrac tive ness for invest ment as mea sured by the All-Inclu sive Com pos -

ite Index. Two coun tries were added this year: Leb a non and Jor dan.

Again this year, none of the region’s juris dic tions scored in the first quintile of the All Inclu sive

Index val ues, but four did rate in the rel a tively attrac tively in the sec ond quintile. Includ ing new -

com ers Leb a non and Jor dan, four coun tries fell into the medi o cre 3rd quintile. 

As in 2011, Yemen and Syria ranked in the fourth quintile. But while in 2011 inves tors obvi ously

pre ferred Syria over Yemen, the two are now regarded as more or less equally unat trac tive.

As in 2010 and 2011, the two least attrac tive Mid dle East coun tries for upstream petro leum indus -

try are Iran and Iraq, both again fall ing in the fifth quintile and appar ently pos ing greater bar ri ers

to invest ment than any of the other coun tries in region. 

Nota bly this year, Bah rain tum bled from 2nd place (of 10) in the region to 7th place (of 12) as the

coun try’s All Inclu sive Index value dete ri o rated, drop ping from the lower half of the sec ond

quintile range to the mid dle of the third quintile. There are sev eral rea sons for Bah rain’s sud den

drop in attrac tive ness, Some, such as increased con cern over the secu rity of per son nel and equip -

ment, polit i cal uncer tainty, and geopolitical risk appear to be directly related to the events of the
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Fig ure 20: All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index—Middle East
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trou bled Arab Spring and sum mer of 2011. Much poorer scores on other ques tions this year, such

as those per tain ing to the avail abil ity of skilled labor, trade agree ment require ments, the cost of

reg u la tory com pli ance, reg u la tory dupli ca tion and incon sis tency, and legal sys tem fair ness and

trans par ency may some how be related to the recent tur moil. How ever, that Bah rain was graded

much poorly over a broader range of ques tions than those per tain ing to polit i cal uncer tainty and

secu rity sug gests that the juris dic tion has been gen er ally down graded by respon dents. What ever

the expla na tion, Bah rain now rates as the 78th (of 147) most attrac tive juris dic tion in the world

com pared with 38th (of 135) in 2011.

Israel, with an improved rat ing over 2011, has replaced Bah rain in the sec ond quintile group of

four juris dic tions that also includes Qatar, the United Arab Emirates, and Oman. Qatar is again in

the top posi tion. The United Arab Emirates and Oman each moved up a notch fol low ing Bah rain’s

depar ture.

Respon dents gave the fol low ing com ments about var i ous coun tries in the Mid dle East

Iraq

“The re gion should be po lit i cally sta ble enough, and the re sources may be there off -

shore”

“Lack of prom ised in fra struc ture, lack of clear gov ern men tal re spon si bil ity; no one

wants to make a wrong de ci sion and much is in stale mate”

“Dif fi cul ties in deal ing with the na tional oil com pany; un cer tainty over pol i cies and

law; pay ment is sues”

Iran

“Poor terms, cor rup tion, po lit i cal tur moil, sanc tions. Reg u la tory night mare”

“Sanc tions make it dif fi cult to in vest and in ter nal pol i tics make ne go ti a tions with in ter -

na tional oil com pa nies prob lem atic”

Is rael

“Great op por tu nity pro ex pan sion as the in dus try is just be gin ning. A small com pany

like mine has the op por tu nity to es tab lish a strong foot print and ex pand rap idly for lit -

tle cap i tal ex pen di ture with hope fully a big up side as there have been large fields found

over the past two years”

“Large-scale dis cov er ies and po ten tial dis cov er ies”
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Ku wait

“Fa vor able fis cal re gimes, high pe tro leum pros pects, and po lit i cal sta bil ity”

Leb a non

“New pe tro leum code is pos i tive and great off shore po ten tial”

Qa tar

“Highly or ga nized and well-struc tured, safe, sta ble, proven oil and gas prov ince”

“Rea son able lo cal con tent reg u la tions (and ap pli ca tion)” 

“Re spect agree ments; good in fra struc ture”

Syria

“Po lit i cal risk”

“Sanc tions pro hibit ac cess”
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Figure 21:  LATIN AMERICA & CARIBBEAN BASIN     2012
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Latin Amer ica and the Carib bean

Fig ure 22 pres ents the Latin Amer i can and Carib bean juris dic tions that were eval u ated this year on 

the All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index. Again this year, Brazil was bro ken out into three dis tinct juris -

dic tions: Onshore Con ces sion Con tracts (CCs), Off shore Con ces sion Con tracts, and Off shore

Pre-salt Area Profit Shar ing Con tracts (PSCs). Argen tina is bro ken down into six petro leum-pro -

duc ing prov inces: the five that were eval u ated last year—Chubut, Mendoza, Neuquen, Salta, and

Santa Cruz—plus Tierra del Fuego. Gua te mala was rated this year, but not Suri nam, bring ing the

num ber of juris dic tions evaluated to 19 from 18 in 2011.

Bolivia, Ven e zuela, and Ecua dor rank as the least attrac tive juris dic tions for invest ment in the

region again this year. All three coun tries, together with Argen tina—Santa Cruz have 5th quintile

index val ues. Although their rel a tive posi tions have changed, with Bolivia now seen as the worst

loca tion in Latin Amer ica and the Carib bean for petro leum invest ment instead of Ven e zuela, the

dif fer ence between their rat ings is small and, along with Ecua dor and with Argen tina—Santa

Cruz, they are seen as four of the ten least attrac tive juris dic tions in the world. The com mer cial

envi ron ment (espe cially fis cal terms) and the reg u la tory cli mate, as well as polit i cal sta bil ity and

socio-eco nomic require ments con tinue to pose con sid er able bar ri ers to invest ment in these coun -

tries. Fur ther, Bolivia and Ecua dor con tinue to be plagued with land claims issues.
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Fig ure 22: All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index—Latin Amer ica and the Carib bean
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Argen tina—Santa Cruz tum bled into the fifth quintile from a more accept able third quintile rat -

ing last year. The five Argen tine prov inces other than Santa Cruz are the only juris dic tions in the

region with fourth quintile rank ings. With the excep tion of Neuquen, which also fell in the fourth

quintile in 2011, and Tierra del Fuego, which was added this year, the fourth quintile Argen tine

prov inces and Santa Cruz all saw their index val ues dete ri o rate in the cur rent sur vey com pared with

2011. Based on com ments pro vided by a num ber of respon dents from Argen tina, this may in part

reflect the impact which the deci sion by the re-elected pres i dent of Argen tina to pun ish com pa nies

that don’t appear to be pur su ing explo ra tion and devel op ment with suf fi cient vigor—as exhib ited

by the gov ern ment’s recent deci sion to take con trol of YPF Repsol— is hav ing on inves tors.

As in 2011, more Latin Amer i can and Carib bean coun tries had index val ues in the third quintile

than in any other quintile this year. Colom bia, Trin i dad & Tobago, the Bra zil ian juris dic tions,

Chile, Gua te mala, Uru guay, and Peru now all fall in that zone.

Last year four coun tries in the region had sec ond quintile index val ues: Chile, Colom bia, Uru guay,

and Trin i dad & Tobago. This year, how ever, each of those coun tries expe ri enced at least some

dete ri o ra tion in their rat ings and slipped into the third quintile. As a result, Chile has slipped from

first place in the region to sixth and Uru guay from third to eighth place.

The change in Chile’s All Inclu sive Index value and global rank ing from a low sec ond quintile value 

and a rank of 20th (of 135) to a mid-third quintile value and a global attrac tive ness rank ing of 76th

(of 147) resulted from higher per cent ages of neg a tive responses to many of the sur vey ques tions

than in 2011. In par tic u lar, the coun try did not per form as well as in the past on ques tions per tain -

ing to var i ous aspects of reg u la tion such as the cost of com pli ance, reg u la tory dupli ca tion and

incon sis tency, uncer tainty over envi ron men tal reg u la tions, and the inter pre ta tion and admin is -

tra tion of reg u la tions. Chile’s scores for labor and socio-eco nomic agree ments were also less

robust than pre vi ously. 

Uru guay’s poorer regional and global rat ings reflect worse scores this year across many of the sur -

vey ques tions, but espe cially for fis cal terms, gen eral tax a tion, the cost of reg u la tory com pli ance,

the inter pre ta tion and admin is tra tion of reg u la tion, and reg u la tory dupli ca tion and

incon sis tency.

Colom bia still ranks as the sec ond most attrac tive juris dic tion in the region. Although Trin i dad &

Tobago’s score on the All Inclu sive Index lost some ground, the coun try moved to third place from

fourth because of the greater dete ri o ra tion in Chile and Uru guay.

The one Latin Amer i can and Carib bean juris dic tion with a sec ond quintile per for mance this year

is Guy ana. It improved from 15th place in the region in 2011 to top place and from a global attrac -

tive ness for invest ment of 97th (of 135) to 48th (of 147). The gov ern ment’s re-elec tion in Novem -

ber 2011 for a fifth con sec u tive term removed the coun try’s loom ing polit i cal uncer tainty, which

may explain Guy ana’s improve ment on geopolitical risk fac tors. One respon dent indi cated that
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the fis cal regime is “excel lent” and that a new off shore area that has been opened offers con sid er -

able poten tial.  

Respon dents’ com ments on juris dic tions in Latin Amer i can and the Carib bean Basin are pro vided 

below.

Ar gen tina in gen eral

“Ab orig i nal claims to self-gov ern ment”

“The na tion al iza tion of 51% of YPF SA shares be long ing to Spain’s Repsol will have a

sub stan tial neg a tive im pact on pri vate pe tro leum in vest ment in the coun try”

Ar gen tina—Neuquén

“Best fa cil i ties and in fra struc ture”

“The Vaca Muerta for ma tion—the world’s third larg est shale gas field—could, with US 

$42 bil lion in vest ment, in crease Ar gen tina’s nat u ral gas pro duc tion by 50%”

“With im proved reg u la tory as pects (par tic u larly prices) the large bas ins could be more

ex ploited”

Bolivia

“Has low de gree of in fra struc ture de vel op ment”

Brazil

“Po lit i cal sta bil ity makes in vest ment at trac tive”

“Brazil is a nearly a closed shop with dice loaded in fa vor of the do mes tic com pa nies;

non-trans par ent gov ern ment over sight work ing with lo cal com pa nies; ris ing cor rup -

tion”

Co lom bia

“Co lom bia is a coun try that has de vel oped strat e gies to at tract for eign in vest ment to

de velop oil and gas ac tiv ity”

“Po lit i cal sta bil ity, clear tax reg u la tions, ac cess to ser vices and com pe tent peo ple, im -

prov ing se cu rity”

“Good ex plo ra tion and pro duc tion model con tract; fair gov ern ment take; on-go ing

2012 ANH bid ding round; newly re leased un con ven tional blocks; neigh bor ing coun -

tries not per form ing well; anti-cor rup tion laws in place”
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“Very slow en vi ron men tal li cens ing pro cess”

Ec ua dor

“Ab sence of sta bil ity, rule of law, trans par ency”

“Po ten tial li a bil ity with re spect to en vi ron men tal costs is un clear as ev i dent by the gov -

ern ment’s claim against Chev ron”

Gua te mala

“Cor rup tion, lack of le gal pro cess, un cer tainty of ac cess”

“Overt so lic i ta tion of il le gal pay ments and/or in ter ests by cor rupt gov ern ment of fi cials”

Guy ana

“New ex plo ra tion ba sin in the Equa to rial At lan tic Mar gin play; very high po ten tial; ex -

cel lent fis cal re gime”

“US Geo log i cal Sur vey ranks coun try as sec ond most pro spec tive underexplored ba sin

in world ~ 15 bil lion bar rel re source po ten tial. At trac tive profit shar ing con tract tax

struc ture”

Peru

“En vi ron men tal is sue de lays”

“Peru is strug gling with en vi ron men tal per mit ting and this is af fect ing the in vest ment

cli mate. Can’t get any thing ac com plished. Too much force ma jeure”

Ven e zuela

“This coun try has the big gest and most im por tant re source base out side of the Mid dle

East”

“Be cause the gov ern ment is in a down ward spi ral, hav ing a pres ence there will be come

im por tant to any com pany wish ing to se cure re serves of cheap hy dro car bons stra te gi -

cally lo cated in the West ern hemi sphere once po lit i cal, le gal, and eco nomic sta bil ity are 

reached.”

“Na tion al iza tion risk, bu reau cratic bot tle necks, lack of in fra struc ture, late pay ments

from Petroleos de Ven e zuela S.A. (the na tional oil com pany)”
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Figure 23:  OCEANIA                                                            2012
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Oceania

Oceania con sists of the six Aus tra lian states, the North ern Ter ri tory, and the Aus tra lian Off shore

(both of which fall under Aus tra lian fed eral juris dic tion), the Timor Gap Joint Petro leum Devel -

op ment Area (JPDA), Timor Leste, New Zea land, Brunei, Malay sia, the Phil ip pines, Papua New

Guinea, and Indo ne sia.

As fig ure 24 illus trates, the results for this region fall into three quite dis tinct cat e go ries again this

year: three fourth quintile coun tries (Indo ne sia, Papua New Guinea, and Timor Leste); five third

quintile juris dic tions (Phil ip pines, Brunei, Malay sia, the Timor Gap JPDA, and New South

Wales); and eight juris dic tions with rel a tively attrac tive sec ond quintile rat ings, includ ing New

Zea land and all of the Aus tra lian juris dic tions except New South Wales.

Lit tle dif fer en ti ates the three juris dic tions in the group that are least attrac tive for invest ment. Of

the five coun tries with third quintile results, two—New South Wales and Timor Gap

(JPDA)—slipped into that quintile from the sec ond as the result of sig nif i cantly poorer rat ings.

The three other juris dic tions in this group also per formed less favor ably than in 2011. The dete ri o -

ra tion was more pro nounced in Brunei than in Malay sia and the Phil ip pines.
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Fig ure 24: All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index—Oceania
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Again this year, New Zea land, the Aus tra lian juris dic tions, and the Timor Gap (JPDA) out per -

formed all other juris dic tions in Oceania. New Zea land remained the most attrac tive juris dic tion

in the region for invest ment, but oth ers in the group changed posi tion. Most nota bly, Aus tra -

lia—Off shore moved up from 7th place in the region to 3rd. On the other hand, Vic to ria slipped

from 2nd place to 5th, and Tas ma nia from 4th place to 8th. 

The improve ment in Aus tra lia—Off shore’s regional stand ing is partly due to slightly improved

scores on sev eral sur vey ques tions includ ing labor avail abil ity, trade agree ments, and polit i cal

uncer tainty. But the improve ment also comes from this year’s poorer All-Inclu sive Index val ues

for Vic to ria, Tas ma nia, West ern Aus tra lia, and the North ern Ter ri tory, all of which out per formed

Aus tra lia—Off shore in 2011. The declines in rel a tive attrac tive ness were great est in Tas ma nia and

Vic to ria. In both states, sur vey respon dents indi cated that gen eral tax a tion, avail abil ity of skilled

labor, the cost of reg u la tory com pli ance, the admin is tra tion of reg u la tions, and, in par tic u lar,

uncer tainty over envi ron men tal reg u la tions, were of con sid er ably greater con cern than a year ago.

Last year we reported that New Zea land and all of the Aus tra lian juris dic tions had some what

poorer scores than in 2010 and that all of them except for New Zea land had slipped in the global

rank ings, albeit mar gin ally. With the excep tion of Aus tra lia—Off shore, this trend has con tin ued

this year. As a result, New Zea land and each of the Aus tra lian juris dic tions, includ ing the Timor

Gap JPDA, but exclud ing Aus tra lia—Off shore, slipped in the global stand ings to at least some

degree this year.   

Respon dents offered both pos i tive and neg a tive com ments about con di tions in the Oceania

region. These are pro vided below.

Aus tra lia in gen eral 

“In Aus tra lia, na tive ti tle is an is sue. So, ob vi ously, is the in tro duc tion of the re source

Rent Tax and the way it was done, dam ag ing a well-earned rep u ta tion for sta bil ity”

Aus tra lia Off shore

“With the de vel op ment of nat u ral gas ex ports us ing float ing nat u ral gas liquifaction

ter mi nals hav ing been suc cess fully dem on strated in the off shore Pluto Gas Field, there

are now many prom is ing off shore struc tures to be drilled”

In do ne sia

“In creas ingly dif fi cult to op er ate there due to la bor re quire ments, trade re stric tions,

and busi ness prac tices/be hav iors”
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“Try to find data in In do ne sia! Older ma te rial is usu ally only avail able from com pa nies

that ar chived their own cop ies (which un der In do ne sian law may be long to In do ne -

sia)!”

“The Makassar Strait has rel a tively huge po ten tial for hy dro car bon re sources. However, 

the main ob sta cle for de vel op ment is the oil and gas law. It is very bad”

“My cli ent has to pay ‘im port duty tax’ (around US$50,000,000) on all cap i tal goods

brought into In do ne sia that will be used for ex plo ra tion pur poses”

Ma lay sia

“Dif fer ent con trac tual terms to pro mote in vest ment are be ing of fered”

New South Wales

“Over lap ping and con flict ing ju ris dic tions”

“Pub lic and po lit i cal ig no rance (even hos til ity) of the in dus try”

“In ex pe ri enced and con fused gov ern ment em ploy ees who ap pear to lack suf fi cient di -

rec tion”

New Zea land

“Good fis cal sys tems”

“Lack of bu reau cracy, gen eral gov ern ment sup por tive ness, and speed of de ci sion mak -

ing by gov ern ment”

Pa pua New Guinea

“Very at trac tive fis cal re gime with sup port ive, al beit oc ca sion ally dys func tional bu reau -

cracy”

“Lack of skilled la bor, cost pres sures, and in ef fec tive gov ern ment”

Phil ip pines

“Gen er ous fis cal terms, rel a tively sta ble”
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Queensland

“Un cer tain reg u la tory en vi ron ment in re la tion to green house gas emis sions; anti-de vel -

op ment tac tics not based on sci ence. Ap proval of a ques tion able de sign for emis sions

tax fol lowed by trad ing scheme that does not re duce emis sions, but raises costs—i.e., is

sim ply a dif fer ent form of rev e nue tax”

South Aus tra lia

“Best or ga nized. Only ju ris dic tion that an tic i pates prob lems. Most com pe tent and

knowl edge able staff”

“Ease of deal ing with gov ern ment de part ments and ac quir ing the nec es sary in for ma -

tion”
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Op tional sur vey ques tions

Op tional Ques tion One 

Par tic i pants were asked, “If Saudi Ara bia were to allow for eign direct invest ment in upstream

petro leum explo ra tion and devel op ment, how much do you think invest ment in explo ra tion and

devel op ment there would be likely to increase dur ing the next five years from what would have

been the case?” Their responses fol low (see fig ure 25).

More than 100 per cent

“Mas sive re source base”

“There is great un ex plored po ten tial in Saudi Ara bia, es pe cially given that ex plo ra tion

and pro duc tion ac tiv i ties here are not very tech no log i cally chal leng ing. The cost of pro -

duc tion of Saudi oil is not very high”

50-100 per cent

“All things be ing equal (for eign di rect in vest ment be ing com pletely lais sez faire) that’s

where large amounts of oil and gas can be found rel a tively cheaply”
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Fig ure 25: Amount exploration and development would increase in Saudi
Arabia were it to open to Foreign Direct Investment



“Tell me: are there any op tions for eas ier oil other than this?”

“Good pros pects shad owed by geopolitical con straints”

“There is a lot that can be done through the in tro duc tion of tech nol ogy to ex ist ing

fields to im prove re cov ery. This has a tre men dous fi nan cial up side and the Sau dis

should give con trol to out side ser vice and de vel op ment com pa nies”

20-50 per cent

“There is likely sig nif i cant geo log i cal po ten tial, but Saudi Aramco is al ready in vest ing

large amounts of cap i tal and skilled la bor is lim ited. Po lit i cal risk would also be a de ter -

rent.”

“Fresh in volve ment brings new ideas and tech nol ogy most likely not be ing ap plied

now. In creased op er at ing ef fi cien cies”

“I think Saudi Ara bia in vests ap pro pri ately. They do not wish to overexploit so as to as -

sure a lon ger term cash flow. Open ing up to FDI would po ten tially let in some of the

big ger play ers to get their foot in the door and they would need to spend money, or at

least be seen to spend money. How ever, I doubt this would re sult in in creased pro duc -

tion lon ger term be cause that is not the Saudi strat egy”

“I would put the in crease at 20%. Off-take is sues and OPEC quo tas would greatly

dampen mar ket en thu si asm. That said, more than an in sig nif i cant num ber of com pa -

nies would at tempt in vest ment, both for profit and for fu ture re la tion ship”

“Well es tab lished pe tro leum pro duc ing re gion where smaller play ers could po ten tially

cre ate value”

“It is con trolled now but with mar ket-based ac tiv ity to drive in no va tion and fu ture ex -

plo ra tion this would likely be come a very at trac tive area”

Only slightly

“Most of the pe tro leum to a depth of 15,000 ft (Late Ju ras sic equiv a lent) is al ready well

ex plored; deeper ex plo ra tion pros pects are yet to be as sessed”

“As long as they are com mit ted to pro duc tion lim its by OPEC, there is lit tle in cen tive

for the de vel op ment of smaller fields un til their super-gi ants are fur ther along the de -

cline curve”

“Ar eas likely to be made avail able to for eign in vest ment are high-risk”
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“Saudi Ara bia is de lib er ately man ag ing its re serves to en sure a cash flow into the fu ture

and for fu ture gen er a tions. They will not open up new fields un til they need to. The

Saudi gov ern ment wants to en sure that the price of oil is sta ble in the US $100 range”

“Sup ply de ci sions in Saudi Ara bia are not con strained by lack of FDI, but by how they

want to price”

“Risk-ad justed re turns are al ready fairly ad e quate. Sig nif i cant in creases in ac tiv ity

might com pro mise the abil ity to fully de velop re sources over the long run”

Not at all

“OPEC mar ket man age ment will be the main gov ern ment driver, re gard less of po ten -

tial ca pac ity ex pan sion by for eign com pa nies”

In gen eral, the petro leum explor ers and devel op ers expressed inter est in becom ing involved in

Saudi Ara bia because of the geo log i cal poten tial. How ever, some observed that OPEC quo tas

could limit the poten tial for invest ment in increased pro duc tion capac ity.

Op tional Ques tion Two

Par tic i pants were also asked to indi cate how much explo ra tion and devel op ment in Mex ico would

likely increase dur ing the next five years if the gov ern ment were to allow for eign direct invest ment

in that coun try. Their responses fol low (see fig ure 26).

More than 100 per cent

“Sim i lar ge ol ogy to US. Prox im ity to US could lead to tre men dous ben e fits”

“Mas sive on shore de vel op ment and deep water Gulf of Mex ico po ten tial”

“Geo log i cally, this area has a lot to of fer. Only the tip of the ice berg has been ex ploited”

“Per cep tion that Mex ico does n’t have the money and bu reau cratic struc ture to ei ther

prop erly main tain its cur rent in fra struc ture or to ex plore for new hy dro car bons”

50-100 per cent

“Too long in the hands of the State”

“Ex plo ra tion ac tiv i ties have lagged in Mex ico for years. New think ing and tech nol ogy

could re sult in sig nif i cant new finds”

74 Fra ser In sti tute Global Pe tro leum Sur vey, 2012

www.fraserinstitute.org



“The PEMEX mo nop oly has led to in ef fi cien cies, lack of new in vest ment and even

some en ergy im ports and de clin ing oil pro duc tion. Same deep water po ten tial as US

and un tapped shale gas po ten tial”

“PEMEX is far from adopt ing best prac tices. Much of their hoped-for gains could be

eas ily achieved by the in ter na tional oil com pa nies (IOCs) with to day’s tech nol o gies”

“Cur rent con tracts do not en cour age in vest ment by oil com pa nies”

“Good po ten tial but bu reau cracy and cor rup tion would act as a brake”

20-50 per cent

“For eign in vest ment would bring ef fi cien cies and better tech nol ogy to open up deeper

and more chal leng ing bas ins. PEMEX is cap i tal con strained so they are not able to fully

de velop their ex ist ing op por tu ni ties”

“Be cause it is con trolled now and with mar ket-based ac tiv ity to drive in no va tion and

fu ture ex plo ra tion, this is likely a very at trac tive area”

“Yet, seen as a very dan ger ous place to work with drug car tels at war”

“Mex ico’s off shore has large hy dro car bons po ten tial”
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Fig ure 26: Amount exploration and development would increase in Mexico
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“Un like Saudi Aramco, PEMEX has stalled, pro duc tion has de clined, and their re source 

has not been op ti mally fi nanced”

“Prospectivity of the re source is af fected by se cu rity con di tions”

“PEMEX has poorly man aged the Mex i can pe tro leum sec tor. They have failed to re-in -

vest and will have to re sort to ex ter nal and more ef fi cient cap i tal”

Only Slightly 

“Un sta ble po lit i cal en vi ron ment and un safe con di tions”

“In sta bil ity of le gal sys tem; sanc tity of con tracts an is sue; lack of prop erty rights”

“Cor rup tion”

“Mex ico has prob lems with trans par ency and se cu rity which must be ad dressed”

“Most of Mex ico’s oil re serves are off shore, which can be de vel oped only by high pro -

file IOCs. At the mo ment, only a few IOCs have been de vel op ing this ba sin (but the US 

por tion of the Gulf of Mex ico)”

Not at all

“Un til PEMEX is com pletely re moved from gov ern ment in ter ven tion and in su lated

from po lit i cal con trol, the coun try’s oil pro duc tion will con tinue to be largely de ter -

mined by PEMEX”

In gen eral, it appears that petro leum explor ers and devel op ers would wel come the oppor tu nity for

direct for eign invest ment in Mex ico rather than being merely sub con trac tors to PEMEX.  They are

enthu si as tic about the geo log i cal poten tial (con sid ered sim i lar to the US part of the Gulf of Mex -

ico). How ever, poten tial inves tors need to have cer tainty with respect to con tracts, prop erty rights, 

labor issues and the legal sys tem. The open ing to for eign invest ments would need to be accom pa -

nied by gov ern ment trans par ency and the rule of law.  
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Op tional Ques tion Three

Re spon dents were asked to com ment on the con se quences of the re vo ca tion by the

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of Congo (Kinshasa, the “DRC”) of an agree ment with Tullow

Oil, and of Uganda’s de ci sion to levy a cap i tal gains tax on pe tro leum com pa nies, for

in vest ment in those coun tries and in Af rica as a whole.

A. Im pli ca tions for the DRC and Uganda

In di ca tions that any “dam age” will be lo cal ized and short-lived

“There is an in ev i ta ble ner vous ness of larger com pa nies to fol low where it is dif fi cult to

have a sta ble re la tion ship with the gov ern ment to get a re turn. But smaller en tre pre -

neur ial com pa nies will still fol low the ex plo ra tion suc cess of Tullow”

“Uganda—not much ef fect as the is sues ap pear to have been am i ca bly re solved”

Neg a tive com ments

“Typ i cal story in 3rd world coun tries—good ini tial terms fol lowed by con fis ca tion of

the big prize and a re duc tion or halt in ex plo ra tion un til con fi dence is re stored”

“Re source na tion al ism and rent-seek ing will al ways de ter in vest ment, but some times

they don’t if the prize looks big enough to ei ther the naïve or the cor rupt”

“Any time there is un cer tainty around who truly has rights to the re source, it puts

doubt in the minds of in ves tors. Why would a for eign com pany in vest money,

know-how, and time into a re gion in which it may be taken from them once the re -

source be comes proven all in the name of na tional se cu rity?”

“Only a lu na tic would go any where near the DRC. Uganda has done great dam age to

their rep u ta tion: a ‘car crash’ in slow mo tion”

“In vest ment will de crease sig nif i cantly from new play ers. Ex ist ing play ers will con tinue

to de velop and not look to ‘cash out,’ but go to pro duc tion”

“In Uganda, it is gov ern ment pos tur ing borne form jeal ousy about Tullow’s ex plo ra -

tion suc cess. Nec es sar ily it will change the game from Uganda be ing a pro spec tive spec -

u la tive play with a wel com ing gov ern ment to one of be ing an im mi nent pro duc ing play 

with a jeal ous gov ern ment that may pe ri od i cally squeeze the in ves tors for fi nan cial and

po lit i cal gain. This will trans late into a slow down of ex plo ra tion at worst, or a more

cau tious ap proach to in vest ment oth er wise. This will cause com pa nies to think, but the 

scope of the re sources will nev er the less still bring in large amounts of cap i tal and more

spec u la tive ex plo ra tion in vest ment”
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“In the DRC, the ex pro pri a tion for Tullow’s li censes means that there is lit tle to no se -

cu rity of ten ure. That makes in vest ment very dif fi cult other than for fa vored and com -

pli ant op por tun ists. In vest ment will con tinue but it will not nec es sar ily have quality”

By way of sum mary, in ves tors were crit i cal about DRC’s de ci sion to re voke Tullow

Oil’s con tract, but had rel a tively lit tle to say re gard ing Uganda’s ac tion to levy a cap i tal

gains tax.

B. Im pli ca tions for in vest ment in Af ri can
coun tries in gen eral

Pos i tive re sponses

“Our in dus try has al ways func tioned in po lit i cally un sta ble and un friendly ju ris dic -

tions. It goes with the ter ri tory. There is al ways some one will ing to step in and take

over the risk”

“Af rica is in creas ingly be com ing a fo cus for more in vest ment, not less. The is sues en -

coun tered by Tullow are not unique and can be seen in Latin Amer ica and else where as 

high com mod ity prices re sult in gov ern ments be com ing aware of wind fall values”

“Tre men dous re sources are be ing re vealed in Af rica; it is hard for com pa nies to re sist

in vest ment in ex plo ra tion in the underexplored ar eas, though they may be more cau -

tious in light of the be hav ior of some gov ern ments in the region”

“Ob vi ous at trac tion of new plays; the fact that com pa nies like Tullow have made it

work with min i mal in-place in fra struc ture and only grad ual im prove ment in reg u la -

tory re gimes makes Af rica in ter est ing”

“In vest ments will in crease with the de vel op ments in North Af rica and else where”

Neg a tive re sponses

“Af rica will al ways at tract a larger risk pre mium. Sta bil ity of rul ers and rules could lead

to tre men dous op por tu ni ties. Un til then, I will not in vest”

“Se cu rity cli mate in sub-Sa ha ran coun tries does not al low se cure in vest ment with the

ex cep tion of Ga bon and An gola”

“Sim i larly, com pa nies will nat u rally shy away from risky re gions where po lit i cal in sta -

bil ity could make op er at ing un ten a ble. Again, the risk to in vest ing en ti ties is that they

may de velop a field and in fra struc ture only to have the as sets seized and na tion al ized,

thus los ing their sig nif i cant in vest ment with no chance of re cov ery. Af rica gen er ally has 

been an un sta ble re gion and un til there is sta bil ity, any in vest ment un der taken there is

at significant risk”
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“Re duc tion in in vest ment: 10-20%. Coun tries in this re gion share ideas. We learned

this the hard way in terms of an ar bi trary ‘exit’ tax as so ci ated with the sale of Verenex

En ergy in 2009, where the gov ern ment of Libya blocked a Chi nese pur chase and ef fec -

tively forced a sale to Libya’s sov er eign wealth fund at a 34% dis count”

“Oil ex plo ra tion ac tiv i ties will still be high for a long time, what ever the de ter rent ac -

tions of Af rica’s coun tries may be. China, and now a days In dia, at least, will keep high

in ter est in ex plor ing Af rica in the next de cades”

Neu tral  re sponses

“Can’t gen er al ize across a con ti nent. Some coun tries have better rep u ta tions for gov er -

nance than oth ers. Com pa nies need to study op por tu ni ties on case-by-case ba sis”

“The ac tions in the DRC have di rectly put me off in vest ing in that coun try. As for in -

vest ment as a whole, it will not af fect it as there is such mas sive com pe ti tion for new

pro spec tive bas ins”

“Lim ited, but all are aware of these risks. It will be in ter est ing to see, for ex am ple,

whether Mo zam bique fol lows Uganda’s ex am ple and lev ies a cap i tal gains tax on Cove

En ergy PLC should the com pany, which has valu able gas re serves in the Mo zam bique

off shore, suc ceed in find ing a buyer”

It appears that most inves tors believe that what has hap pened in Uganda and the DRC will gen er -

ally not affect invest ment in the rest of Africa, at least not in those coun tries that have rel a tively low

geopolitical risk, effi cient reg u la tory pro ce dures, and com pet i tive tax regimes.
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Optional Ques tion Four

Sur vey par tic i pants were asked to indi cate the extent to which for eign invest ment in petro leum

explo ra tion and devel op ment in Rus sia will be affected by the coun try’s nation al iza tion of Yukos

Oil, which cul mi nated with the trans fer of that com pany’s assets to gov ern ment-owned Rosneft in

2006.  

The responses per tain first to the likely impact on Rus sia, and sec ond, to the effect on for mer

repub lics of the Soviet Union.

A. In Rus sia

Pos i tive re sponses

“Com pa nies will as sess the po lit i cal im pli ca tions of in vest ments and joint ven tures

more closely, but in vest ments will con tinue due to the size and qual ity of the re source

base”

“Will not have a sig nif i cant neg a tive ef fect be cause there is n’t ac cess to coun tries with

the same po ten tial as Rus sia (i.e., gi ant fields wait ing to be dis cov ered or de vel oped)”

“Yukos was a one-off event that will not be re peated”

“I think that the ac tions taken were not strong and in tru sive enough to cause panic

among in ves tors and make them mi grate given the im por tant re source base that is still

avail able”

“I think the ef fects of the Yukos deal ings have largely worn off, so in vest ment is on an

uptick in Rus sia gen er ally”

Neg a tive re sponses

“Risk of ex pro pri a tion (di rect or in di rect) is so great in Rus sia that few pro jects have a

high enough in ter nal rate of re turn (IRR) to jus tify de vel op ment”

“Rus sia is cor rupt and com pa nies are back ing off or back ing out of there be cause of

that and the high gov ern ment take leaves lit tle rent for the con trac tor”

“The Yukos take over was un for tu nate. I had many deal ings with Yukos in the early

nine ties and found it to be a good com pany. Its prob lems stemmed from be ing too suc -

cess ful with a na tional as set. I be lieve that folks will think twice be fore in vest ing in the

Rus sian Fed er a tion”

“The prob lem is not just the Yukos is sue, but the way the Rus sian gov ern ment taxes oil. 

With the ef fec tive sell ing price US$29-30 per bar rel, there is not much in cen tive to in vest”
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“If you find any thing in ter est ing in Rus sia you pop up on their ra dar. Then they WILL

steal it from you, the only vari able be ing whether or not you go to jail in the pro cess”

“It will lower in vest ment, but not only in the oil and gas busi ness, be cause the Rus sian

gov ern ment has shown the world that if a com pany does not agree with Putin, he could 

take their money!”

“Rus sia is no to ri ous for giv ing with one hand and then tak ing it back with the other.

There fore, if com pa nies are aware of this, then in vest ment will most likely re main at

cur rent lev els”

“Growth in in ter na tional in vest ment will be im peded, but not sig nif i cantly. Rus sia’s

less-than-con sis tent ap pli ca tion of law is well known, and likely al ready im pounded in

pres ent in vest ment rates”

“Yukos was an en cap su la tion of many is sues seen in Rus sia. The gen eral busi ness en vi -

ron ment is poor and a con sid er able bar rier”

“One is crazy to in vest in Rus sia, un less one wants to ... face na tion al iza tion un der the

guise of false ac cu sa tions or dreamed-up en vi ron men tal al le ga tions”

“Smart for eign in vest ment money will avoid a kleptocracy”

“Shows that the power of the state is not to be ques tioned and even pow er ful oil com -

pa nies can be de stroyed quickly”

“Yukos was a clear-cut case of not just gov ern ment in ter ven tion, but po lit i cal in ter ven -

tion. Very neg a tive sig nal for in ves tors”

Neu tral

“Look at the Rosneft—ExxonMobil deal”

“It will not af fect the cap i tal spend ing; many are will ing to in vest. Just stay out of pol i tics”

B. In For mer Soviet Union (FSU) repub lics other
than Rus sia

Pos i tive re sponses

“The for mer Com mu nist coun tries have com pletely dif fer ent pol i cies from Rus sia”

 “FSU states don’t seem too bur dened by what is go ing on in Rus sia. In dus try would

pre fer do ing busi ness in FSU states over Rus sia. So, in vest ments in FSU states (other

than Rus sia) will not be af fected”
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“The for mer So viet Un ion is not the Rus sian Fed er a tion. I see great prom ise in the FSU 

coun tries. And they need the rev e nue”

“Sit u a tion in Rus sia does not au to mat i cally trans late into Cau ca sus and Cen tral Asia,

so not that rel e vant, es pe cially with al ter nate tran sit routes be com ing avail able”

“No sig nif i cant ef fect, since al ready per ceived as higher risk ar eas and the other FSU

coun tries have much less power than Rus sia in global pol i tics”

“Less, as the other coun tries are more open to for eign ers as a coun ter bal ance to Rus -

sian in flu ence”

“I think that com pa nies can dis tin guish be tween the dif fer ent coun tries so Rus sia’s

mess may be Kazakhstan’s bless ing”

“Most of the for mer So viet re pub lics would be at trac tive, al though po lit i cal in ter ven -

tion by some re pub lics and neigh bor ing ju ris dic tions re mains a se ri ous threat and a

source of risk and un cer tainty”

“Rus sia’s ap proach may not have di rect im pli ca tions for the FSU re pub lics which gen -

er ally don’t have Rus sia’s oli garch prob lem”

Neg a tive re sponses

“The other FSU gov ern ments make Rus sia look good”

“Kazakhstan is fol low ing the Rus sian model of al low ing lo cal clans to be come oligarchs 

and force them selves onto for eign firms as part ners or sim ply take them over”

“To the ex tent that the FSU re gimes im i tate their for mer So viet mas ters, that will be

cause for con cern”

“Gen er ally bad pub lic ity amongst in ves tors across the FSU. You need solid lo cal roots

and con nec tions (Azerbaijan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan, etc....) to safely

nav i gate in these coun tries and to ef fec tively cre ate value with your in vest ment”

“Those FSU coun tries that re main aligned with Mos cow con tinue to act in very sim i lar

ways to Rus sia and send out all the same neg a tive sig nals to in vest ment”

“Smaller na tions of the for mer USSR have sim i lar prob lems to Rus sia, but even more

po lit i cal and eco nomic un cer tainty, all things con sid ered”

Neu tral  re sponses

“De pends on each coun try. I think a lot of FDI will head into Kazakhstan”
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“Again, have to look at op por tu ni ties on a case-by-case ba sis as ev ery coun try’s rep u ta -

tion is dif fer ent”

“De pends. Azerbaijan is OK ; the rest are some where in be tween”

In gen eral, it appears that invest ment in Rus sia has suf fered and will con tinue to suf fer because of

the Yukos affair. How ever, the FSU repub lics are not likely to be affected nearly so much.

Optional Ques tion Five

Finally, sur vey par tic i pants were asked to indi cate how much the estab lish ment of joint fed -

eral/state reg u la tory bod ies might reduce the time required to have appli ca tions for explor atory

drill ing in the US approved accord ing to the three fol low ing choices:

1) None; 

2) Lit tle (no more than 20 per cent); or 

3) Sub stan tially (from 20 to 50 per cent)

 Fig ure 27 shows the per cent age com po si tion of the responses that were received.
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Nearly 50 per cent of those who responded to this ques tion felt that joint reg u la tory bod ies could

reduce the time for drill ing approv als some what, but not by more than 20 per cent. About

one-third indi cated that the time reduc tion would likely fall in the 20 to 50 per cent range. How -

ever, some respon dents indi cated that joint bod ies would n’t make any dif fer ence.

The fol low ing com ments were received on this ques tion:

“Pres ent pro ce dures in over lap ping state/fed eral ju ris dic tions call for as sem bling a

multi-party ap proval pro cess un der the guid ance of a lead agency. The in ef fi cien cies

(and hence op por tu ni ties to stream line) are driven largely by socio-po lit i cal ad vo cacy,

which will not be di min ished by the ap proval pro cess, ex cept to the ex tent that op po si -

tion re course is lim ited.”

“The usual ar gu ment is that du pli ca tive en vi ron men tal reg u la tions are a de ter rent. But

a worse de ter rent was Deep water Ho ri zon, which re sulted in a pro duc tion mor a to -

rium. If the in dus try quit try ing to skate on costs, and just ac cepted a tough en vi ron -

men tal re gime, how ever run, they would be much better off.”

“The ‘not in my back yard’ cul ture will re main in the US and slow things down.”
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Sin gle-factor results

The rank ings for the spe cific fac tors addressed by the 18 sur vey ques tions pro vide detailed infor -

ma tion about each juris dic tions’ rel a tive attrac tive ness for invest ment (see fig ures 28 through 45). 

The results for each fac tor are illus trated by the rank ings, and the com plete data set is pro vided in

the tab u lar appen dix. The juris dic tions with a rel a tively low pro por tion of neg a tive scores appear

near the top of the rank ings and are gen er ally regarded as more attrac tive for upstream petro leum

invest ment.

The sin gle-fac tor rank ings are self-explan a tory. How ever, we high light some find ings of par tic u lar

inter est below.

Fis cal terms

Accord ing to the sur vey respon dents, fis cal terms pose a greater obsta cle to invest ment in Ven e -

zuela, Libya, Rus sia, Iran, Alge ria, Bolivia, Iraq, Uzbekistan, Kuwait, and Ecua dor than in most

other juris dic tions. In pre vi ous sur veys, inves tors have been espe cially crit i cal of Iran because of

the Iran buy back agree ment (which requires an oil pro ducer to sell its pro duc tion to the national

oil com pany at a con tract price that pre vents the pro ducer from ben e fit ting from any increases that 

occur in the world mar ket oil price), and Iraq and Ecua dor because of ser vice con tracts, which are

con sid ered very risky and offer no upside poten tial.

Juris dic tions with the low est per cent ages of neg a tive responses on the fis cal terms ques tion (which

sug gests that this issue is not of great con cern) include Malta, Ire land, Oklahoma, Texas, Sas katch -

e wan, North Dakota, Man i toba, Ohio, Lou i si ana, and New Zea land.

Sur vey respon dents see Que bec as the least pref er a ble Cana dian juris dic tion for its fis cal terms,

rank ing just above Argen tina—Salta and below Ban gla desh. Alberta has improved, but is still not

as attrac tive as Man i toba or the top-ranked Cana dian juris dic tion on this issue, Sas katch e wan. In

the US, New York had the worst score on the fis cal terms question, just below that for South Sudan.

Uncer tainty con cerning envi ron men tal reg u la tions

The 10 juris dic tions that in 2012 had the worst scores for uncer tainty con cern ing envi ron men tal

reg u la tions were New South Wales, Argen tina—Santa Cruz, Tan za nia, Italy, Cal i for nia, France,

Vic to ria, US Off shore—Alaska, Rus sia—Other, and Que bec. Cal i for nia and the US Off shore—Alaska

were also in this group last year.

In New South Wales, the low score is likely partly related to coal seam gas devel op ment, which is

pres ently on hold until envi ron men tal con cerns have been exam ined. In France and Que bec, there

are mor a to ria on shale gas devel op ment. 
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Uncer tainty con cern ing envi ron men tal reg u la tions is of least con cern to sur vey respon dents in the 

United Arab Emirates, Kenya, Côte d’Ivoire, Morocco, Oman, North Dakota, Man i toba, Cyprus,

Bah rain, Ethi o pia and Somaliland.

Interpretation and administration of regulations

The 10 juris dic tions with the worst scores on the ques tion regard ing the inter pre ta tion and con sis -

tency of the admin is tra tion of reg u la tions this year were New Bruns wick, Iran, Argen tina—Santa

Cruz, Ven e zuela, Bolivia, Rus sia—other, Rus sia—East ern Sibe ria, Argen tina—Tierra del Fuego,

Libya, and Argen tina—Salta. New Bruns wick is now the low est ranked juris dic tion in the world on 

this issue, hav ing fallen from 89th (of 135). This appears to reflect inves tor unhap pi ness over the

man ner in which shale gas pol icy is being admin is tered. As in 2011, Ven e zuela, Bolivia, Iran, Libya, 

and Rus sia were again among the 10 least attrac tive juris dic tions on this fac tor.

Both Rus sia—Off shore Arc tic and Rus sia—Off shore Sakhalin are not quite as unat trac tive on this

mea sure as the two other Rus sian juris dic tions that were ranked this year. Que bec fell to 120th place 

(of 147), tied with Argen tina—Neuquén, but worse than Paki stan, Myanmar, Turkmenistan,

Chad, China and Soma li land. New York, which has the low est rat ing of the US juris dic tions on this 

issue, placed 99th (of 147), about the same as the Dem o cratic Repub lic of the Congo. Like New

Bruns wick, New York is strug gling with pol icy and reg u la tions related to shale gas devel op ment;

this may be driv ing the state’s poor show ing on this ques tion.

The most attrac tive juris dic tions on this issue, all with scores in the lower half of the first quintile,

are Den mark, North Dakota, Oklahoma, New Mex ico, Kan sas, Neth er lands, Mis sis sippi and

Texas.

Cost of reg u la tory com pli ance 

Twenty-nine juris dic tions had unflat ter ing fourth and fifth quintile scores on the cost of reg u la -

tory com pli ance. The worst, all in the fifth quintile, were Iran, Bul garia, Bolivia, Rus sia—Off shore

Sakhalin, and Ecua dor. Those in the fourth quintile with the high est and worst scores on this issue

(in the upper half of the quintile) were Ven e zuela, Alge ria, US Offshore—Alaska, Chile, India,

Russia—Eastern Sibe ria, Ukraine, and Kazakhstan.

High reg u la tory com pli ance costs often also mean that the time required for pro ject appli ca tions

to be approved is unduly long. As a result, poten tially via ble pro jects are often sub ject to long

delays or not under taken at all. In such cases, the fore gone eco nomic and social ben e fits may be

large.
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Labor avail abil ity and skills

The 10 worst juris dic tions on this sur vey for labor avail abil ity and skills are Green land, Cam bo dia,

Bolivia, Papua New Guinea, Uzbekistan, Ban gla desh, Brunei, Yukon, Greece, and Alba nia. The

rat ing is not sur pris ing for Green land on account of its small pop u la tion and remote ness. Yukon

has sim i lar con di tions.

The 10 most attrac tive juris dic tions labor avail abil ity and skills are Nor way, Neth er lands, Japan,

United King dom, Penn syl va nia, United King dom—North Sea, US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico,

Neth er lands—North Sea, Lou i si ana, and Texas.

Juris dic tions with high unem ploy ment rates per se are not nec es sar ily attrac tive to oil and gas

explor ers and devel op ers; they require skilled work ers and spe cial ists for many posi tions and while

the unem ploy ment rate may be high, there may none the less be a defi ciency in the avail abil ity of

skilled labor. Fur ther more, international mobil ity of skilled work ers is impor tant to the upstream

oil and gas indus try so it can meet its require ment for skilled work ers with out being con strained by

the size and qual ity of the local work force.

Trade bar ri ers

All six Argen tin ean prov inces (with Salta the worst), along with Bolivia, Iran, Ven e zuela, and

Uzbekistan, scored in the unde sir able fifth quintile on the issue of trade reg u la tions and cur rency

con trols. The poor per for mance of the Argen tine prov inces is not sur pris ing, given the extreme

nation al ist and pop u list rhet o ric of the Kirchner admin is tra tion. Even before the Repsol nation al -

iza tion in April 2012, the gov ern ment had begun impos ing cur rency restric tions and import con -

trols. These actions have cre ated uncer tainty, cap i tal flight, and more cap i tal con trols. Mean while,

in Iran, the cur rent eco nomic sanc tions make profit repa tri a tion from that coun try dif fi cult. Ven e -

zuela and Uzbekistan also have cap i tal and cur rency flow restric tions.

The Rus sian juris dic tions scored in the fourth quintile on this issue, except for Sakhalin, which

placed in the third quintile. This place ment sug gests that its smaller size and, there fore, fewer gov -

ern ment offi cials, makes it eas ier for com pa nies doing busi ness in the Sakhalin region to clear cus -

toms there than in other parts of the coun try. (This anal y sis para phrases com ments by S. Borrel,

2012.)

Dis puted land claims 

The land claims issue con tin ues to haunt Can ada’s North west Ter ri to ries and Yukon, which tied

with Bolivia this year as hav ing the worst score on this issue. South Sudan also had a fifth quintile

score on this ques tion, which may reflect uncer tainty over land claims fol low ing its recent sep a ra -

tion from the North. Peru, the Argen tin ean prov inces of Santa Cruz, Salta, and Mendoza, Aus tra -

lia’s North ern Ter ri tory, Ecua dor, the Dem o cratic Repub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa), Nige ria,
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Brit ish Colum bia, and nine other juris dic tions fell in the 4th quintile. Like Bolivia and Can ada’s

ter ri to ries, many of these juris dic tions have indig e nous pop u la tions with land claims (often

multiple) that threaten development. 

Legal system fairness and transparency

Sur vey respon dents indi cate that legal sys tem fair ness is a major con cern in three regions of Rus sia: 

East ern Sibe ria, Off shore Sakhalin and Off shore Arc tic, as well as in Bolivia, Kazakhstan, Cam bo -

dia, Ven e zuela, Repub lic of Congo (Brazzaville), Uzbekistan, and Iraq. The other for mer Soviet

repub lics (except Geor gia) also scored in the unat trac tive fifth quintile on this issue, along with

South Sudan, Nige ria, Ukraine, Libya, Angola, Myanmar, Chad, Soma li land, Alge ria, Alba nia,

Indo ne sia, Gabon, Mali and Mau ri ta nia, and Paki stan.

A fair and sta ble legal sys tem is essen tial for the devel op ment of the upstream oil and gas indus try.

Oil and gas explor ers and devel op ers often spend years invest ing in explo ra tion before real iz ing

any return on their invest ment. They need to be cer tain that if they dis cover and develop resources

in accor dance with the exist ing laws and reg u la tions, they will ben e fit more or less as planned, sub -

ject, of course, to market conditions.

Dupli ca tion and incon sis tency of reg u la tions

Rus sia—East ern Sibe ria, Iraq, Rus sia—Off shore Sakhalin, Ven e zuela, and Argen tina—Santa

Cruz scored in the fifth quintile scores on the ques tion of reg u la tion dupli ca tion and incon sis -

tency. The other Argen tin ean prov inces had scores in the fourth quintile except for Neuquén,

which scored in the third quintile. Rus sia—Arc tic, Rus sia—Other, and 28 other juris dic tions also

ranked in the rel a tively unat trac tive fourth quintile.

Juris dic tions with no neg a tive responses on this issue this year are Kan sas, Oklahoma, West Vir -

ginia, Den mark, Faroe Islands, Geor gia, Malta, Neth er lands, Neth er lands—North Sea, Nor -

way—North Sea, Kuwait, and Guy ana. Twenty other juris dic tions also had first quintile scores on

the reg u la tory dupli ca tion question.

Cor rup tion of gov ern ment offi cials

This ques tion was added to the sur vey ques tion naire for the first time this year. The two Congo

repub lics and Soma li land tied for worst over all on this issue. Nige ria, Paki stan, Ukraine, Rus -

sia—East ern Sibe ria, South Africa, and Syria also scored in the upper half of the fifth quintile.

Remark ably, 29 other juris dic tions also had unat trac tive fifth quintile scores! The wide spread con -

cern over cor rupt gov ern ment offi cials under scores the extent to which this issue poses a prob lem

for inves tors in petro leum explo ra tion and devel op ment.
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Fig ure 28: Fis cal terms
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Fig ure 29: Tax a tion regime
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* JPDA = Joint Petroleum Development Area; PSC = profit sharing contracts;  CC =  concession contracts



Fig ure 30: Envi ron men tal reg u la tions
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* JPDA = Joint Petroleum Development Area; PSC = profit sharing contracts;  CC =  concession contracts



Fig ure 31: Uncer tainty con cern ing the admin is tra tion, inter pre ta tion
 and enforce ment of reg u la tions 
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* JPDA = Joint Petroleum Development Area; PSC = profit sharing contracts;  CC =  concession contracts



Fig ure 32: Cost of reg u la tory com pli ance
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* JPDA = Joint Petroleum Development Area; PSC = profit sharing contracts;  CC =  concession contracts



Fig ure 33: Uncer tainty regard ing pro tected areas
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* JPDA = Joint Petroleum Development Area; PSC = profit sharing contracts;  CC =  concession contracts



Fig ure 34: Socio-eco nomic agree ments
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* JPDA = Joint Petroleum Development Area; PSC = profit sharing contracts;  CC =  concession contracts



Fig ure 35: Trade bar ri ers
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* JPDA = Joint Petroleum Development Area; PSC = profit sharing contracts;  CC =  concession contracts



Fig ure 36: Labor reg u la tions and employ ment agree ments
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* JPDA = Joint Petroleum Development Area; PSC = profit sharing contracts;  CC =  concession contracts



Fig ure 37: Qual ity of infra struc ture
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* JPDA = Joint Petroleum Development Area; PSC = profit sharing contracts;  CC =  concession contracts



Fig ure 38: Geo log i cal data base
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* JPDA = Joint Petroleum Development Area; PSC = profit sharing contracts;  CC =  concession contracts



Fig ure 39: Labor avail abil ity
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* JPDA = Joint Petroleum Development Area; PSC = profit sharing contracts;  CC =  concession contracts



Fig ure 40: Dis puted land claims
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* JPDA = Joint Petroleum Development Area; PSC = profit sharing contracts;  CC =  concession contracts



Fig ure 41: Polit i cal sta bil ity
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* JPDA = Joint Petroleum Development Area; PSC = profit sharing contracts;  CC =  concession contracts



Fig ure 42: Secu rity

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Argentina—Neuquén 
Timor Gap (JPDA)

Brunei
Malaysia
Georgia

Azerbaijan
Argentina—Salta

China
Quebec

Yukon
Northwest Territories

Chile
Vietnam
Romania

Nova Scotia
Oman

Manitoba
Hungary

Kuwait
Germany
Tasmania

New South Wales
Poland
France

Italy
Qatar

Western Australia
Victoria

Northern Territory
South Australia

United Arab Emirates
Alberta

Saskatchewan
New Zealand

Queensland
Australia—Offshore

British Columbia
Newfoundland & Labrador

Alaska
California
Colorado

Kansas
Louisiana
Michigan

Mississippi
Montana

New Mexico
New York

North Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma
Pennsylvania

Texas
Utah

West Virginia
Wyoming

US Offshore—Gulf of Mexico
US Offshore—Alaska

Bulgaria
Cyprus

Denmark
Faroe Islands

Greece
Greenland

Ireland
Malta

Netherlands
Netherlands—North Sea

Norway
Norway—North Sea

United Kingdom
United Kingdom—North Sea

Japan

Mild deterrent to investment

Strong deterrent to investment

Would not pursue investment due
to this factor

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Pakistan
Syria
Iraq

Yemen
Nigeria

Papua New Guinea
South Sudan

Venezuela
Libya
Chad

Dem. Rep. of the Congo (Kinshasa)
Bolivia

Ecuador
Colombia

Côte d'Ivoire
Ethiopia

Algeria
South Africa

Angola
Iran

Egypt
Uzbekistan
Somaliland
Philippines

Myanmar
Indonesia

Madagascar
Bangladesh

Mali
Cambodia

Timor Leste
Jordan

Mozambique
Peru

New Brunswick
Albania

Russia—Offshore Arctic
Russia—Offshore Sakhalin

Kyrgyzstan
Gabon
Kenya

Mauritania
Niger

Bahrain
Argentina—Tierra del Fuego 

Argentina—Santa Cruz
Ghana

Tunisia
India

Equatorial Guinea
Rep. of the Congo (Brazzaville)

Lebanon
Tanzania

Israel
Guatemala
Kazakhstan

Russia—other 
Argentina—Chubut

Guyana
Thailand

Turkey
Brazil—Onshore CC

Ukraine
Russia—Eastern Siberia 

Morocco
Trinidad and Tobago

Uruguay
Argentina—Mendoza

Uganda
Turkmenistan

Brazil—Offshore CC
Cameroon

Namibia
Brazil—Offshore presalt area PSCs

* JPDA = Joint Petroleum Development Area; PSC = profit sharing contracts;  CC =  concession contracts



Fig ure 43: Reg u la tory dupli ca tion
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* JPDA = Joint Petroleum Development Area; PSC = profit sharing contracts;  CC =  concession contracts



Fig ure 44: Legal sys tem pro cesses
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* JPDA = Joint Petroleum Development Area; PSC = profit sharing contracts;  CC =  concession contracts



Fig ure 45: Corruption
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* JPDA = Joint Petroleum Development Area; PSC = profit sharing contracts;  CC =  concession contracts
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The scores for each of the 18 fac tors are pro vided in the next pages for all of the 147 juris dic tions

that were ranked in this year’s sur vey.
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 51% 32% 14% 2% 1%

Brit ish Co lum bia 51% 35% 14% 0% 0%

Man i toba 43% 50% 7% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 41% 32% 27% 0% 0%

New Bruns wick 25% 33% 8% 17% 17%

North west Ter ri to ries 36% 27% 27% 9% 0%

Nova Sco tia 43% 33% 24% 0% 0%

Que bec 18% 27% 14% 23% 18%

Sas katch e wan 69% 29% 3% 0% 0%

Yu kon 38% 25% 25% 13% 0%

USA
Alaska 46% 23% 15% 15% 0%

Cal i for nia 33% 37% 22% 7% 0%

Col o rado 43% 43% 9% 4% 0%

Kan sas 17% 58% 25% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 51% 40% 3% 6% 0%

Mich i gan 30% 40% 30% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 40% 50% 10% 0% 0%

Montana 33% 50% 11% 6% 0%

New Mex ico 41% 47% 12% 0% 0%

New York 24% 24% 29% 24% 0%

North Da kota 60% 36% 4% 0% 0%

Ohio 33% 58% 8% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 57% 43% 0% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 33% 42% 21% 4% 0%

Texas 53% 44% 1% 1% 0%

Utah 33% 47% 13% 7% 0%

West Vir ginia 42% 33% 17% 8% 0%

Wy o ming 42% 47% 5% 5% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 42% 40% 17% 2% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 53% 29% 18% 0% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 36% 43% 14% 4% 4%

North ern Ter ri tory 53% 33% 11% 0% 3%

Queensland 32% 45% 17% 4% 2%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 1: Fis cal terms

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
South Aus tra lia 49% 41% 8% 0% 3%

Tas ma nia 27% 45% 23% 0% 5%

Vic to ria 35% 42% 19% 0% 3%

West ern Aus tra lia 50% 38% 10% 0% 2%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 52% 30% 17% 0% 2%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 12% 41% 39% 7% 0%

Brunei 9% 35% 44% 9% 3%

In do ne sia 9% 23% 40% 24% 4%

Ma lay sia 11% 27% 41% 20% 2%

New Zea land 65% 26% 7% 2% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 28% 33% 33% 6% 0%

Phil ip pines 46% 37% 15% 2% 0%

Timor Leste 3% 40% 33% 23% 0%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 22% 56% 22% 0% 0%

Bul garia 44% 44% 11% 0% 0%

Cy prus 53% 27% 20% 0% 0%

Den mark 29% 46% 17% 8% 0%

Faroe Is lands 56% 22% 22% 0% 0%

France 27% 33% 30% 7% 3%

Geor gia 40% 50% 10% 0% 0%

Ger many 37% 32% 21% 11% 0%

Greece 22% 33% 33% 11% 0%

Green land 33% 56% 6% 6% 0%

Hun gary 27% 53% 20% 0% 0%

Ire land 77% 23% 0% 0% 0%

It aly 30% 23% 43% 3% 0%

Malta 27% 73% 0% 0% 0%

Neth er lands 47% 42% 11% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 44% 35% 21% 0% 0%

Nor way 35% 43% 18% 5% 0%

Nor way—North Sea 39% 38% 16% 5% 2%

Po land 44% 40% 16% 0% 0%

Ro ma nia 19% 48% 29% 5% 0%

Rus sia—East ern Si be ria 18% 23% 55% 0% 5%

Rus sia—Off shore Arc tic 29% 14% 43% 7% 7%

Rus sia—Off shore Sakhalin 32% 26% 32% 11% 0%

Rus sia—other 3% 9% 53% 31% 3%

Tur key 28% 50% 19% 0% 3%

Ukraine 5% 50% 36% 9% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 1: Fis cal terms (continued)
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United King dom 20% 52% 19% 9% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 27% 38% 28% 6% 1%

Asia
Azerbaijan 30% 30% 33% 6% 0%

Ban gla desh 27% 18% 41% 14% 0%

Cam bo dia 21% 21% 32% 26% 0%

China 13% 37% 37% 11% 3%

In dia 17% 23% 32% 23% 4%

Ja pan 47% 33% 13% 0% 7%

Kazakhstan 13% 26% 36% 21% 4%

Kyrgyzstan 33% 33% 13% 20% 0%

Myanmar 4% 48% 26% 17% 4%

Pa ki stan 14% 28% 41% 17% 0%

Thai land 29% 33% 31% 7% 0%

Turkmenistan 18% 21% 39% 11% 11%

Uzbekistan 19% 10% 38% 29% 5%

Viet nam 8% 40% 36% 14% 2%

Af rica
Al ge ria 5% 14% 29% 38% 14%

An gola 19% 19% 46% 16% 0%

Cam er oon 10% 29% 48% 14% 0%

Chad 13% 27% 40% 13% 7%

Côte d’Ivoire 4% 48% 43% 4% 0%

Dem. Rep. of the Congo (Kinshasa) 20% 13% 53% 7% 7%

Egypt 13% 31% 35% 19% 2%

Equa to rial Guinea 12% 36% 44% 8% 0%

Ethi o pia 42% 25% 33% 0% 0%

Ga bon 14% 43% 31% 9% 3%

Ghana 12% 47% 32% 9% 0%

Kenya 22% 57% 17% 4% 0%

Libya 4% 8% 32% 42% 14%

Mad a gas car 18% 47% 24% 12% 0%

Mali 13% 38% 50% 0% 0%

Mau ri ta nia 10% 40% 50% 0% 0%

Mo rocco 40% 47% 13% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 21% 54% 25% 0% 0%

Namibia 23% 54% 23% 0% 0%

Niger 44% 33% 22% 0% 0%

Ni ge ria 12% 27% 29% 31% 2%

Rep. of the Congo (Brazzaville) 10% 30% 50% 10% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 1: Fis cal terms (continued)
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Soma li land 9% 45% 36% 0% 9%

South Af rica 18% 41% 41% 0% 0%

South Su dan 5% 42% 26% 26% 0%

Tan za nia 20% 40% 40% 0% 0%

Tu ni sia 26% 51% 16% 5% 2%

Uganda 24% 33% 38% 5% 0%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 23% 23% 38% 15% 0%

Iran 10% 3% 29% 29% 29%

Iraq 8% 18% 32% 32% 10%

Is rael 25% 44% 31% 0% 0%

Jor dan 25% 33% 25% 17% 0%

Ku wait 6% 24% 35% 24% 12%

Leb a non 29% 50% 7% 14% 0%

Oman 22% 34% 38% 6% 0%

Qa tar 27% 43% 20% 10% 0%

Syria 5% 27% 32% 23% 14%

United Arab Emirates 10% 40% 25% 25% 0%

Ye men 10% 23% 35% 29% 3%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin + 

Ar gen tina—Salta 17% 28% 50% 6% 0%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 14% 27% 50% 9% 0%

Ar gen tina—Neuquén 11% 23% 46% 20% 0%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 19% 31% 44% 6% 0%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 14% 19% 57% 10% 0%

Ar gen tina—Tierra del Fuego 15% 25% 40% 20% 0%

Bolivia 0% 23% 46% 15% 15%

Brazil—On shore CC 32% 26% 29% 10% 3%

Brazil—Off shore CC 23% 33% 37% 7% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSCs 11% 26% 37% 22% 4%

Chile 15% 54% 23% 8% 0%

Co lom bia 44% 35% 18% 3% 0%

Ec ua dor 4% 27% 38% 23% 8%

Gua te mala 0% 57% 29% 14% 0%

Guy ana 33% 47% 13% 7% 0%

Peru 28% 44% 24% 4% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 14% 27% 50% 9% 0%

Uru guay 10% 40% 40% 10% 0%

Ven e zuela 2% 5% 21% 49% 23%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSCs = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 1: Fis cal terms (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 33% 45% 16% 3% 2%

Brit ish Co lum bia 25% 61% 9% 5% 0%

Man i toba 29% 64% 7% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 23% 41% 23% 14% 0%

New Bruns wick 36% 45% 0% 0% 18%

North west Ter ri to ries 36% 45% 9% 9% 0%

Nova Sco tia 22% 56% 11% 11% 0%

Que bec 24% 33% 14% 24% 5%

Sas katch e wan 40% 49% 9% 3% 0%

Yu kon 25% 63% 13% 0% 0%

USA
Alaska 12% 60% 20% 8% 0%

Cal i for nia 12% 60% 20% 8% 0%

Col o rado 24% 67% 10% 0% 0%

Kan sas 8% 83% 8% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 32% 50% 15% 3% 0%

Mich i gan 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Montana 33% 56% 11% 0% 0%

New Mex ico 28% 67% 6% 0% 0%

New York 19% 50% 25% 6% 0%

North Da kota 36% 52% 12% 0% 0%

Ohio 27% 55% 18% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 48% 48% 5% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 9% 73% 18% 0% 0%

Texas 36% 55% 8% 1% 0%

Utah 36% 50% 14% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 27% 55% 18% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 28% 61% 6% 6% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 31% 60% 8% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 25% 69% 6% 0% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 21% 29% 29% 17% 4%

North ern Ter ri tory 26% 38% 26% 6% 3%

Queensland 15% 37% 35% 11% 2%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 2: Tax a tion re gime

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
South Aus tra lia 24% 34% 34% 5% 3%

Tas ma nia 5% 48% 33% 10% 5%

Vic to ria 10% 43% 37% 7% 3%

West ern Aus tra lia 19% 49% 26% 4% 2%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 20% 50% 23% 5% 2%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 7% 37% 46% 10% 0%

Brunei 9% 50% 26% 12% 3%

In do ne sia 6% 28% 36% 27% 3%

Ma lay sia 7% 38% 42% 13% 0%

New Zea land 38% 42% 18% 2% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 12% 48% 32% 8% 0%

Phil ip pines 21% 49% 28% 3% 0%

Timor Leste 7% 32% 46% 14% 0%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 16% 63% 21% 0% 0%

Bul garia 44% 56% 0% 0% 0%

Cy prus 29% 50% 21% 0% 0%

Den mark 13% 63% 13% 8% 4%

Faroe Is lands 10% 70% 20% 0% 0%

France 13% 50% 30% 7% 0%

Geor gia 40% 50% 10% 0% 0%

Ger many 29% 48% 24% 0% 0%

Greece 0% 75% 13% 13% 0%

Green land 24% 59% 18% 0% 0%

Hun gary 13% 53% 33% 0% 0%

Ire land 48% 48% 4% 0% 0%

It aly 10% 37% 50% 3% 0%

Malta 11% 78% 11% 0% 0%

Neth er lands 32% 53% 16% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 21% 58% 18% 3% 0%

Nor way 30% 30% 22% 14% 5%

Nor way—North Sea 31% 38% 16% 12% 3%

Po land 13% 75% 13% 0% 0%

Ro ma nia 11% 68% 16% 5% 0%

Rus sia—East ern Si be ria 0% 29% 33% 25% 13%

Rus sia—Off shore Arc tic 0% 25% 25% 25% 25%

Rus sia—Off shore Sakhalin 10% 35% 30% 15% 10%

Rus sia—other 3% 9% 52% 24% 12%

Tur key 17% 47% 33% 3% 0%

Ukraine 5% 52% 24% 14% 5%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 2: Tax a tion re gime (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
United King dom 9% 47% 32% 11% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 13% 42% 41% 3% 1%

Asia
Azerbaijan 16% 44% 28% 13% 0%

Ban gla desh 17% 39% 28% 17% 0%

Cam bo dia 18% 29% 35% 18% 0%

China 8% 32% 54% 5% 0%

In dia 7% 30% 45% 16% 2%

Ja pan 33% 47% 7% 7% 7%

Kazakhstan 4% 24% 45% 22% 4%

Kyrgyzstan 14% 43% 36% 7% 0%

Myanmar 8% 42% 29% 13% 8%

Pa ki stan 11% 39% 32% 18% 0%

Thai land 10% 46% 31% 13% 0%

Turkmenistan 12% 46% 27% 12% 4%

Uzbekistan 6% 22% 28% 39% 6%

Viet nam 6% 40% 45% 6% 2%

Af rica
Al ge ria 3% 28% 41% 15% 13%

An gola 11% 25% 44% 19% 0%

Cam er oon 10% 38% 38% 14% 0%

Chad 8% 17% 58% 17% 0%

Côte d’Ivoire 9% 45% 45% 0% 0%

Dem. Rep. of the Congo (Kinshasa) 7% 40% 33% 7% 13%

Egypt 14% 38% 31% 14% 2%

Equa to rial Guinea 8% 42% 33% 17% 0%

Ethi o pia 18% 55% 27% 0% 0%

Ga bon 9% 51% 31% 9% 0%

Ghana 9% 56% 25% 9% 0%

Kenya 13% 61% 26% 0% 0%

Libya 4% 27% 29% 29% 11%

Mad a gas car 19% 50% 25% 6% 0%

Mali 14% 14% 57% 14% 0%

Mau ri ta nia 11% 47% 42% 0% 0%

Mo rocco 25% 46% 25% 4% 0%

Mo zam bique 15% 48% 37% 0% 0%

Namibia 30% 48% 22% 0% 0%

Niger 11% 44% 11% 33% 0%

Ni ge ria 14% 34% 34% 17% 2%

Rep. of the Congo (Brazzaville) 5% 47% 37% 5% 5%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 2: Tax a tion re gime (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Soma li land 20% 30% 40% 10% 0%

South Af rica 13% 50% 38% 0% 0%

South Su dan 6% 47% 41% 6% 0%

Tan za nia 11% 67% 22% 0% 0%

Tu ni sia 13% 54% 21% 8% 5%

Uganda 16% 47% 37% 0% 0%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 27% 18% 9% 45% 0%

Iran 0% 14% 31% 38% 17%

Iraq 4% 35% 42% 15% 4%

Is rael 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Jor dan 17% 42% 33% 8% 0%

Ku wait 27% 27% 27% 13% 7%

Leb a non 33% 40% 7% 7% 13%

Oman 17% 48% 28% 7% 0%

Qa tar 37% 37% 19% 7% 0%

Syria 10% 24% 33% 19% 14%

United Arab Emirates 30% 41% 22% 8% 0%

Ye men 14% 18% 50% 14% 4%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 6% 18% 65% 12% 0%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 5% 29% 52% 14% 0%

Ar gen tina—Neuquén 6% 30% 55% 9% 0%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 7% 33% 47% 13% 0%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 5% 21% 58% 16% 0%

Ar gen tina—Tierra del Fuego 6% 39% 33% 22% 0%

Bolivia 0% 23% 38% 23% 15%

Brazil—On shore CC 17% 24% 45% 10% 3%

Brazil—Off shore CC 12% 31% 45% 12% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSCs 4% 32% 40% 20% 4%

Chile 8% 58% 33% 0% 0%

Co lom bia 28% 38% 34% 0% 0%

Ec ua dor 4% 24% 44% 20% 8%

Gua te mala 0% 86% 0% 14% 0%

Guy ana 7% 79% 7% 7% 0%

Peru 18% 42% 32% 8% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 10% 33% 52% 5% 0%

Uru guay 9% 36% 45% 9% 0%

Ven e zuela 3% 5% 30% 35% 28%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSCs = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 2: Tax a tion re gime (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 28% 47% 19% 6% 1%

Brit ish Co lum bia 24% 47% 22% 7% 0%

Man i toba 25% 67% 0% 8% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 14% 62% 19% 5% 0%

New Bruns wick 0% 40% 20% 10% 30%

North west Ter ri to ries 18% 55% 9% 18% 0%

Nova Sco tia 18% 41% 35% 6% 0%

Que bec 11% 26% 0% 42% 21%

Sas katch e wan 30% 55% 15% 0% 0%

Yu kon 14% 57% 14% 14% 0%

USA
Alaska 17% 33% 29% 17% 4%

Cal i for nia 8% 20% 36% 24% 12%

Col o rado 14% 38% 33% 14% 0%

Kan sas 9% 64% 27% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 31% 44% 25% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 20% 30% 40% 10% 0%

Mis sis sippi 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Montana 19% 44% 25% 13% 0%

New Mex ico 16% 47% 26% 11% 0%

New York 14% 36% 14% 21% 14%

North Da kota 32% 59% 9% 0% 0%

Ohio 23% 62% 15% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 37% 47% 16% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 9% 35% 48% 9% 0%

Texas 37% 45% 17% 1% 0%

Utah 31% 38% 19% 13% 0%

West Vir ginia 23% 54% 23% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 50% 20% 30% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 12% 27% 39% 20% 2%

US Off shore—Alaska 14% 21% 43% 21% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 8% 8% 46% 33% 4%

North ern Ter ri tory 6% 32% 52% 10% 0%

Queensland 14% 25% 48% 11% 2%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 3: En vi ron men tal reg u la tions

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
South Aus tra lia 9% 50% 32% 9% 0%

Tas ma nia 0% 28% 56% 11% 6%

Vic to ria 7% 28% 52% 14% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 13% 34% 43% 9% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 19% 34% 36% 10% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 11% 50% 33% 6% 0%

Brunei 19% 44% 33% 4% 0%

In do ne sia 7% 53% 22% 16% 1%

Ma lay sia 9% 64% 23% 4% 0%

New Zea land 11% 34% 42% 13% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 15% 65% 11% 9% 0%

Phil ip pines 8% 62% 24% 5% 0%

Timor Leste 17% 50% 25% 8% 0%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 13% 63% 19% 6% 0%

Bul garia 11% 56% 22% 11% 0%

Cy prus 33% 58% 8% 0% 0%

Den mark 19% 57% 10% 14% 0%

Faroe Is lands 33% 33% 22% 11% 0%

France 8% 23% 27% 31% 12%

Geor gia 11% 33% 33% 22% 0%

Ger many 13% 56% 13% 19% 0%

Greece 0% 38% 25% 25% 13%

Green land 20% 27% 33% 13% 7%

Hun gary 23% 62% 15% 0% 0%

Ire land 19% 29% 38% 14% 0%

It aly 8% 20% 28% 40% 4%

Malta 11% 56% 33% 0% 0%

Neth er lands 20% 55% 25% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 21% 46% 25% 7% 0%

Nor way 21% 36% 27% 15% 0%

Nor way—North Sea 23% 46% 17% 13% 0%

Po land 17% 48% 30% 4% 0%

Ro ma nia 28% 50% 22% 0% 0%

Rus sia—East ern Si be ria 5% 36% 36% 18% 5%

Rus sia—Off shore Arc tic 6% 47% 24% 12% 12%

Rus sia—Off shore Sakhalin 6% 50% 28% 11% 6%

Rus sia—other 3% 33% 40% 17% 7%

Tur key 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Ukraine 6% 56% 33% 6% 0%

Ques tion 3: En vi ron men tal reg u la tions (continued)

con tin ued ...
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
United King dom 14% 45% 31% 10% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 16% 47% 31% 6% 0%

Asia
Azerbaijan 15% 62% 19% 4% 0%

Ban gla desh 26% 42% 26% 5% 0%

Cam bo dia 12% 59% 18% 12% 0%

China 9% 53% 32% 6% 0%

In dia 10% 49% 20% 22% 0%

Ja pan 33% 20% 33% 7% 7%

Kazakhstan 7% 30% 41% 15% 7%

Kyrgyzstan 17% 42% 25% 17% 0%

Myanmar 15% 65% 10% 10% 0%

Pa ki stan 23% 50% 23% 0% 4%

Thai land 17% 54% 17% 11% 0%

Turkmenistan 16% 60% 16% 4% 4%

Uzbekistan 22% 39% 28% 11% 0%

Viet nam 12% 56% 28% 5% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 8% 47% 37% 8% 0%

An gola 12% 62% 24% 0% 3%

Cam er oon 15% 65% 15% 0% 5%

Chad 17% 50% 17% 0% 17%

Côte d’Ivoire 13% 74% 13% 0% 0%

Dem. Rep. of the Congo (Kinshasa) 15% 54% 8% 8% 15%

Egypt 8% 57% 27% 5% 3%

Equa to rial Guinea 9% 57% 26% 9% 0%

Ethi o pia 30% 70% 0% 0% 0%

Ga bon 13% 53% 24% 8% 3%

Ghana 11% 61% 25% 4% 0%

Kenya 14% 73% 14% 0% 0%

Libya 10% 50% 30% 8% 3%

Mad a gas car 18% 41% 29% 12% 0%

Mali 14% 43% 29% 0% 14%

Mau ri ta nia 12% 65% 12% 12% 0%

Mo rocco 24% 66% 10% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 14% 61% 25% 0% 0%

Namibia 30% 55% 15% 0% 0%

Niger 13% 50% 25% 0% 13%

Ni ge ria 9% 40% 27% 22% 2%

Rep. of the Congo (Brazzaville) 5% 58% 32% 0% 5%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 3: En vi ron men tal reg u la tions (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Soma li land 10% 90% 0% 0% 0%

South Af rica 18% 24% 47% 12% 0%

South Su dan 6% 75% 19% 0% 0%

Tan za nia 5% 75% 20% 0% 0%

Tu ni sia 12% 74% 12% 2% 0%

Uganda 11% 56% 28% 0% 6%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 23% 69% 8% 0% 0%

Iran 8% 35% 38% 15% 4%

Iraq 7% 59% 14% 16% 5%

Is rael 31% 46% 15% 8% 0%

Jor dan 25% 58% 8% 8% 0%

Ku wait 24% 59% 12% 0% 6%

Leb a non 31% 46% 23% 0% 0%

Oman 24% 66% 10% 0% 0%

Qa tar 25% 61% 14% 0% 0%

Syria 5% 68% 5% 11% 11%

United Arab Emirates 17% 69% 14% 0% 0%

Ye men 19% 56% 15% 11% 0%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 6% 41% 35% 12% 6%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 6% 41% 35% 12% 6%

Ar gen tina—Neuquén 13% 45% 29% 10% 3%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 8% 33% 42% 8% 8%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 6% 19% 50% 19% 6%

Ar gen tina—Tierra del Fuego 12% 35% 35% 12% 6%

Bolivia 0% 38% 31% 23% 8%

Brazil—On shore CC 26% 26% 35% 9% 4%

Brazil—Off shore CC 20% 23% 49% 9% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSCs 18% 23% 50% 9% 0%

Chile 0% 57% 43% 0% 0%

Co lom bia 15% 44% 27% 15% 0%

Ec ua dor 13% 29% 42% 13% 4%

Gua te mala 0% 63% 0% 38% 0%

Guy ana 21% 57% 14% 7% 0%

Peru 11% 36% 36% 14% 2%

Trin i dad and To bago 10% 48% 43% 0% 0%

Uru guay 10% 70% 10% 10% 0%

Ven e zuela 9% 29% 20% 23% 20%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSCs = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 3: En vi ron men tal reg u la tions (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 40% 39% 13% 7% 1%

Brit ish Co lum bia 43% 37% 19% 2% 0%

Man i toba 38% 46% 15% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 29% 48% 19% 5% 0%

New Bruns wick 0% 11% 33% 22% 33%

North west Ter ri to ries 18% 55% 27% 0% 0%

Nova Sco tia 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

Que bec 11% 22% 17% 33% 17%

Sas katch e wan 42% 39% 18% 0% 0%

Yu kon 13% 63% 25% 0% 0%

USA
Alaska 35% 35% 13% 13% 4%

Cal i for nia 17% 43% 17% 22% 0%

Col o rado 21% 53% 21% 5% 0%

Kan sas 0% 91% 9% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 35% 45% 19% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 20% 50% 30% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 40% 50% 10% 0% 0%

Montana 40% 47% 7% 7% 0%

New Mex ico 35% 59% 6% 0% 0%

New York 15% 31% 31% 23% 0%

North Da kota 30% 65% 5% 0% 0%

Ohio 33% 42% 25% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 33% 61% 6% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 19% 48% 33% 0% 0%

Texas 41% 49% 9% 1% 0%

Utah 36% 43% 14% 7% 0%

West Vir ginia 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 47% 32% 21% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 30% 42% 16% 9% 2%

US Off shore—Alaska 21% 57% 14% 7% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 29% 38% 13% 17% 4%

North ern Ter ri tory 47% 33% 17% 3% 0%

Queensland 25% 45% 20% 9% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 4: Ad min is tra tion or en force ment of reg u la tions

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion
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South Aus tra lia 43% 40% 14% 3% 0%

Tas ma nia 33% 33% 22% 11% 0%

Vic to ria 38% 38% 21% 3% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 39% 43% 16% 2% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 44% 35% 16% 5% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 19% 42% 31% 3% 6%

Brunei 7% 37% 48% 4% 4%

In do ne sia 4% 26% 45% 23% 3%

Ma lay sia 7% 46% 34% 9% 4%

New Zea land 39% 42% 16% 3% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 13% 30% 30% 22% 4%

Phil ip pines 8% 42% 36% 11% 3%

Timor Leste 8% 24% 44% 16% 8%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 7% 47% 20% 20% 7%

Bul garia 0% 56% 33% 11% 0%

Cy prus 33% 42% 25% 0% 0%

Den mark 36% 59% 5% 0% 0%

Faroe Is lands 44% 33% 22% 0% 0%

France 23% 35% 27% 15% 0%

Geor gia 11% 44% 33% 11% 0%

Ger many 35% 41% 24% 0% 0%

Greece 0% 25% 38% 13% 25%

Green land 29% 43% 21% 7% 0%

Hun gary 15% 69% 8% 8% 0%

Ire land 38% 29% 24% 10% 0%

It aly 12% 28% 40% 12% 8%

Malta 33% 22% 44% 0% 0%

Neth er lands 40% 50% 10% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 32% 50% 14% 4% 0%

Nor way 39% 42% 18% 0% 0%

Nor way—North Sea 35% 49% 14% 2% 0%

Po land 14% 50% 27% 9% 0%

Ro ma nia 11% 67% 17% 6% 0%

Rus sia—East ern Si be ria 0% 17% 35% 39% 9%

Rus sia—Off shore Arc tic 6% 24% 24% 29% 18%

Rus sia—Off shore Sakhalin 5% 21% 42% 21% 11%

Rus sia—other 0% 17% 23% 47% 13%

Tur key 14% 50% 25% 11% 0%

Ukraine 0% 29% 53% 18% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 4: Ad min is tra tion or en force ment of reg u la tions (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
United King dom 21% 44% 23% 12% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 21% 51% 23% 5% 0%

Asia
Azerbaijan 27% 31% 23% 15% 4%

Ban gla desh 11% 42% 26% 11% 11%

Cam bo dia 6% 19% 25% 44% 6%

China 6% 31% 46% 14% 3%

In dia 5% 21% 33% 38% 3%

Ja pan 43% 29% 7% 14% 7%

Kazakhstan 7% 17% 37% 28% 11%

Kyrgyzstan 17% 25% 17% 42% 0%

Myanmar 10% 25% 35% 20% 10%

Pa ki stan 12% 23% 42% 19% 4%

Thai land 19% 31% 36% 14% 0%

Turkmenistan 16% 20% 40% 16% 8%

Uzbekistan 11% 17% 33% 33% 6%

Viet nam 5% 40% 40% 12% 2%

Af rica
Al ge ria 5% 27% 38% 24% 5%

An gola 9% 34% 34% 23% 0%

Cam er oon 15% 50% 25% 5% 5%

Chad 9% 27% 27% 18% 18%

Côte d’Ivoire 13% 48% 26% 13% 0%

Dem. Rep. of the Congo (Kinshasa) 15% 31% 15% 23% 15%

Egypt 12% 38% 29% 18% 3%

Equa to rial Guinea 13% 35% 26% 26% 0%

Ethi o pia 30% 30% 30% 10% 0%

Ga bon 13% 32% 42% 8% 5%

Ghana 11% 36% 43% 11% 0%

Kenya 14% 45% 41% 0% 0%

Libya 5% 18% 35% 30% 13%

Mad a gas car 12% 41% 35% 12% 0%

Mali 14% 14% 43% 14% 14%

Mau ri ta nia 12% 35% 35% 18% 0%

Mo rocco 24% 52% 24% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 21% 29% 43% 7% 0%

Namibia 35% 25% 35% 5% 0%

Niger 0% 50% 38% 0% 13%

Ni ge ria 4% 25% 40% 30% 2%

Rep. of the Congo (Brazzaville) 5% 37% 47% 5% 5%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 4: Ad min is tra tion or en force ment of reg u la tions (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Soma li land 10% 30% 40% 20% 0%

South Af rica 24% 29% 35% 12% 0%

South Su dan 6% 38% 38% 19% 0%

Tan za nia 10% 45% 40% 5% 0%

Tu ni sia 17% 46% 37% 0% 0%

Uganda 22% 33% 33% 11% 0%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 23% 31% 38% 8% 0%

Iran 0% 12% 32% 36% 20%

Iraq 0% 26% 33% 35% 7%

Is rael 23% 31% 38% 8% 0%

Jor dan 18% 36% 36% 9% 0%

Ku wait 22% 28% 28% 17% 6%

Leb a non 29% 36% 21% 14% 0%

Oman 21% 54% 25% 0% 0%

Qa tar 25% 39% 32% 4% 0%

Syria 5% 37% 16% 21% 21%

United Arab Emirates 17% 43% 37% 3% 0%

Ye men 7% 33% 33% 22% 4%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 6% 18% 53% 12% 12%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 6% 22% 44% 11% 17%

Ar gen tina—Neuquén 7% 27% 40% 17% 10%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 8% 17% 50% 17% 8%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 13% 0% 44% 31% 13%

Ar gen tina—Tierra del Fuego 12% 6% 59% 18% 6%

Bolivia 0% 15% 38% 38% 8%

Brazil—On shore CC 35% 26% 30% 4% 4%

Brazil—Off shore CC 26% 40% 29% 6% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSCs 18% 23% 41% 18% 0%

Chile 14% 43% 29% 14% 0%

Co lom bia 29% 38% 31% 2% 0%

Ec ua dor 8% 21% 38% 25% 8%

Gua te mala 0% 88% 0% 0% 13%

Guy ana 14% 50% 29% 7% 0%

Peru 11% 34% 39% 14% 2%

Trin i dad and To bago 19% 43% 38% 0% 0%

Uru guay 20% 30% 40% 10% 0%

Ven e zuela 6% 9% 14% 29% 43%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSCs = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 4: Ad min is tra tion or en force ment of reg u la tions (continued)
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Can ada
Al berta 21% 44% 24% 10% 1%

Brit ish Co lum bia 24% 33% 31% 12% 0%

Man i toba 33% 58% 8% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 18% 47% 29% 6% 0%

New Bruns wick 10% 50% 0% 20% 20%

North west Ter ri to ries 22% 44% 11% 22% 0%

Nova Sco tia 23% 46% 31% 0% 0%

Que bec 12% 35% 12% 24% 18%

Sas katch e wan 35% 42% 16% 6% 0%

Yu kon 14% 71% 0% 14% 0%

USA
Alaska 0% 39% 28% 28% 6%

Cal i for nia 0% 35% 35% 30% 0%

Col o rado 12% 59% 24% 6% 0%

Kan sas 11% 78% 11% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 22% 52% 26% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 13% 63% 25% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 0% 88% 13% 0% 0%

Montana 13% 60% 20% 7% 0%

New Mex ico 27% 53% 20% 0% 0%

New York 17% 33% 33% 17% 0%

North Da kota 25% 70% 5% 0% 0%

Ohio 18% 64% 18% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 35% 65% 0% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 10% 50% 35% 5% 0%

Texas 27% 56% 17% 0% 0%

Utah 42% 33% 17% 8% 0%

West Vir ginia 18% 82% 0% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 50% 43% 7% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 14% 35% 32% 19% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 0% 25% 42% 33% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 5% 40% 40% 15% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 15% 50% 31% 4% 0%

Queensland 15% 41% 31% 13% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 5: Cost of reg u la tory com pli ance

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion
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South Aus tra lia 7% 59% 31% 3% 0%

Tas ma nia 7% 47% 40% 7% 0%

Vic to ria 4% 44% 44% 8% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 13% 46% 35% 6% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 15% 42% 33% 10% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 11% 50% 32% 7% 0%

Brunei 11% 26% 58% 0% 5%

In do ne sia 6% 29% 40% 22% 3%

Ma lay sia 4% 51% 38% 7% 0%

New Zea land 24% 48% 24% 3% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 11% 34% 45% 11% 0%

Phil ip pines 10% 43% 40% 7% 0%

Timor Leste 11% 37% 42% 5% 5%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 9% 45% 36% 9% 0%

Bul garia 17% 0% 83% 0% 0%

Cy prus 43% 29% 29% 0% 0%

Den mark 13% 67% 20% 0% 0%

Faroe Is lands 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

France 11% 53% 11% 26% 0%

Geor gia 50% 38% 13% 0% 0%

Ger many 15% 54% 15% 15% 0%

Greece 0% 40% 40% 0% 20%

Green land 10% 50% 20% 20% 0%

Hun gary 9% 64% 18% 9% 0%

Ire land 13% 63% 19% 6% 0%

It aly 5% 35% 30% 20% 10%

Malta 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Neth er lands 23% 46% 31% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 18% 59% 23% 0% 0%

Nor way 12% 46% 35% 8% 0%

Nor way—North Sea 15% 44% 36% 3% 3%

Po land 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Ro ma nia 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Rus sia—East ern Si be ria 14% 14% 43% 19% 10%

Rus sia—Off shore Arc tic 21% 21% 36% 7% 14%

Rus sia—Off shore Sakhalin 6% 13% 63% 13% 6%

Rus sia—other 4% 28% 44% 16% 8%

Tur key 25% 33% 42% 0% 0%

Ukraine 7% 21% 43% 29% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 5: Cost of reg u la tory com pli ance (continued)
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United King dom 9% 36% 45% 6% 3%

United King dom—North Sea 10% 53% 31% 4% 2%

Asia
Azerbaijan 14% 36% 41% 9% 0%

Ban gla desh 14% 36% 36% 14% 0%

Cam bo dia 8% 33% 42% 8% 8%

China 8% 28% 52% 12% 0%

In dia 13% 13% 37% 30% 7%

Ja pan 23% 31% 23% 15% 8%

Kazakhstan 8% 23% 50% 18% 3%

Kyrgyzstan 15% 54% 15% 15% 0%

Myanmar 13% 44% 25% 6% 13%

Pa ki stan 9% 23% 41% 18% 9%

Thai land 10% 43% 40% 7% 0%

Turkmenistan 15% 45% 20% 10% 10%

Uzbekistan 13% 19% 6% 50% 13%

Viet nam 6% 44% 47% 3% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 10% 13% 63% 10% 3%

An gola 20% 24% 44% 12% 0%

Cam er oon 14% 43% 36% 7% 0%

Chad 11% 22% 33% 22% 11%

Côte d’Ivoire 0% 60% 33% 7% 0%

Dem. Rep. of the Congo (Kinshasa) 0% 56% 0% 22% 22%

Egypt 11% 43% 43% 0% 4%

Equa to rial Guinea 14% 43% 14% 29% 0%

Ethi o pia 0% 71% 29% 0% 0%

Ga bon 8% 40% 40% 4% 8%

Ghana 16% 42% 37% 5% 0%

Kenya 25% 38% 38% 0% 0%

Libya 6% 28% 44% 13% 9%

Mad a gas car 8% 42% 25% 25% 0%

Mali 20% 20% 20% 20% 20%

Mau ri ta nia 15% 31% 54% 0% 0%

Mo rocco 13% 61% 26% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 25% 45% 30% 0% 0%

Namibia 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

Niger 29% 43% 29% 0% 0%

Ni ge ria 11% 27% 40% 22% 0%

Rep. of the Congo (Brazzaville) 0% 50% 36% 7% 7%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 5: Cost of reg u la tory com pli ance (continued)
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Soma li land 13% 38% 50% 0% 0%

South Af rica 8% 38% 46% 8% 0%

South Su dan 9% 45% 45% 0% 0%

Tan za nia 7% 50% 36% 7% 0%

Tu ni sia 12% 61% 27% 0% 0%

Uganda 15% 38% 23% 23% 0%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 33% 11% 44% 11% 0%

Iran 0% 14% 32% 45% 9%

Iraq 0% 39% 33% 25% 3%

Is rael 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

Jor dan 11% 33% 56% 0% 0%

Ku wait 25% 25% 33% 17% 0%

Leb a non 11% 33% 33% 11% 11%

Oman 32% 32% 37% 0% 0%

Qa tar 18% 45% 27% 9% 0%

Syria 7% 50% 29% 7% 7%

United Arab Emirates 18% 50% 29% 4% 0%

Ye men 10% 35% 35% 15% 5%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 0% 53% 20% 27% 0%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 0% 56% 25% 19% 0%

Ar gen tina—Neuquén 4% 57% 25% 14% 0%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 0% 55% 18% 27% 0%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 0% 40% 33% 27% 0%

Ar gen tina—Tierra del Fuego 0% 53% 13% 33% 0%

Bolivia 0% 18% 45% 27% 9%

Brazil—On shore CC 24% 33% 33% 5% 5%

Brazil—Off shore CC 13% 42% 39% 6% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSCs 13% 56% 31% 0% 0%

Chile 0% 25% 38% 38% 0%

Co lom bia 22% 53% 20% 6% 0%

Ec ua dor 5% 14% 52% 19% 10%

Gua te mala 0% 57% 29% 14% 0%

Guy ana 20% 50% 30% 0% 0%

Peru 7% 39% 41% 7% 5%

Trin i dad and To bago 18% 47% 35% 0% 0%

Uru guay 13% 38% 50% 0% 0%

Ven e zuela 9% 13% 19% 28% 31%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSCs = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 5: Cost of reg u la tory com pli ance (continued)
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Can ada
Al berta 15% 48% 28% 9% 1%

Brit ish Co lum bia 10% 43% 35% 12% 0%

Man i toba 25% 67% 8% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 18% 59% 18% 6% 0%

New Bruns wick 10% 20% 20% 30% 20%

North west Ter ri to ries 22% 33% 22% 22% 0%

Nova Sco tia 8% 75% 8% 8% 0%

Que bec 12% 29% 24% 18% 18%

Sas katch e wan 23% 52% 19% 6% 0%

Yu kon 14% 43% 14% 29% 0%

USA
Alaska 11% 42% 26% 21% 0%

Cal i for nia 5% 35% 35% 15% 10%

Col o rado 18% 53% 24% 6% 0%

Kan sas 11% 78% 11% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 19% 41% 33% 7% 0%

Mich i gan 13% 50% 25% 13% 0%

Mis sis sippi 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Montana 20% 47% 27% 7% 0%

New Mex ico 33% 47% 20% 0% 0%

New York 17% 25% 25% 25% 8%

North Da kota 21% 63% 5% 11% 0%

Ohio 27% 55% 18% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 35% 65% 0% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 10% 45% 45% 0% 0%

Texas 20% 68% 8% 3% 2%

Utah 15% 46% 31% 0% 8%

West Vir ginia 9% 91% 0% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 21% 57% 14% 7% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 13% 58% 24% 5% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 25% 42% 8% 25% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 0% 15% 65% 20% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 7% 52% 33% 7% 0%

Queensland 8% 41% 31% 18% 3%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 6: Un cer tainty con cern ing pro tected ar eas

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion
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South Aus tra lia 7% 52% 31% 10% 0%

Tas ma nia 0% 50% 31% 19% 0%

Vic to ria 4% 52% 36% 8% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 8% 52% 31% 8% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 6% 36% 48% 10% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 7% 59% 24% 10% 0%

Brunei 23% 50% 27% 0% 0%

In do ne sia 7% 56% 31% 6% 0%

Ma lay sia 18% 59% 20% 2% 0%

New Zea land 15% 53% 12% 21% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 14% 49% 38% 0% 0%

Phil ip pines 6% 48% 42% 3% 0%

Timor Leste 20% 55% 15% 10% 0%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 18% 73% 9% 0% 0%

Bul garia 14% 57% 29% 0% 0%

Cy prus 14% 43% 29% 14% 0%

Den mark 18% 76% 6% 0% 0%

Faroe Is lands 14% 71% 14% 0% 0%

France 14% 19% 43% 14% 10%

Geor gia 13% 88% 0% 0% 0%

Ger many 23% 46% 23% 8% 0%

Greece 0% 40% 20% 20% 20%

Green land 10% 10% 60% 20% 0%

Hun gary 18% 64% 18% 0% 0%

Ire land 6% 59% 24% 12% 0%

It aly 11% 16% 32% 32% 11%

Malta 40% 40% 0% 20% 0%

Neth er lands 7% 71% 21% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 10% 71% 19% 0% 0%

Nor way 4% 48% 33% 11% 4%

Nor way—North Sea 10% 54% 24% 7% 5%

Po land 25% 55% 15% 5% 0%

Ro ma nia 13% 56% 31% 0% 0%

Rus sia—East ern Si be ria 5% 29% 48% 10% 10%

Rus sia—Off shore Arc tic 7% 29% 43% 7% 14%

Rus sia—Off shore Sakhalin 6% 31% 44% 13% 6%

Rus sia—other 4% 44% 36% 12% 4%

Tur key 29% 50% 21% 0% 0%

Ukraine 21% 64% 7% 0% 7%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 6: Un cer tainty con cern ing pro tected ar eas (continued)
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United King dom 9% 56% 29% 6% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 8% 61% 27% 4% 0%

Asia
Azerbaijan 14% 67% 19% 0% 0%

Ban gla desh 29% 43% 21% 7% 0%

Cam bo dia 15% 31% 46% 0% 8%

China 19% 46% 27% 8% 0%

In dia 3% 50% 37% 10% 0%

Ja pan 23% 46% 8% 15% 8%

Kazakhstan 8% 50% 39% 3% 0%

Kyrgyzstan 8% 67% 17% 8% 0%

Myanmar 17% 50% 33% 0% 0%

Pa ki stan 24% 38% 33% 5% 0%

Thai land 10% 55% 29% 6% 0%

Turkmenistan 16% 79% 0% 5% 0%

Uzbekistan 13% 56% 19% 13% 0%

Viet nam 8% 78% 11% 3% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 19% 52% 26% 3% 0%

An gola 11% 44% 37% 7% 0%

Cam er oon 13% 73% 13% 0% 0%

Chad 22% 67% 0% 0% 11%

Côte d’Ivoire 7% 73% 20% 0% 0%

Dem. Rep. of the Congo (Kinshasa) 10% 50% 10% 20% 10%

Egypt 14% 43% 29% 11% 4%

Equa to rial Guinea 13% 40% 47% 0% 0%

Ethi o pia 14% 71% 14% 0% 0%

Ga bon 14% 59% 21% 3% 3%

Ghana 5% 67% 29% 0% 0%

Kenya 13% 75% 13% 0% 0%

Libya 18% 38% 35% 6% 3%

Mad a gas car 8% 42% 33% 17% 0%

Mali 20% 40% 20% 0% 20%

Mau ri ta nia 15% 62% 23% 0% 0%

Mo rocco 25% 54% 21% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 9% 59% 27% 5% 0%

Namibia 25% 50% 19% 6% 0%

Niger 43% 57% 0% 0% 0%

Ni ge ria 9% 51% 31% 4% 4%

Rep. of the Congo (Brazzaville) 7% 53% 33% 7% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 6: Un cer tainty con cern ing pro tected ar eas (continued)
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Soma li land 25% 63% 13% 0% 0%

South Af rica 8% 54% 23% 15% 0%

South Su dan 18% 36% 36% 9% 0%

Tan za nia 7% 67% 20% 7% 0%

Tu ni sia 26% 65% 6% 3% 0%

Uganda 15% 46% 31% 8% 0%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 22% 56% 22% 0% 0%

Iran 14% 45% 36% 5% 0%

Iraq 14% 64% 19% 3% 0%

Is rael 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

Jor dan 33% 22% 44% 0% 0%

Ku wait 36% 36% 27% 0% 0%

Leb a non 33% 56% 11% 0% 0%

Oman 32% 53% 16% 0% 0%

Qa tar 26% 52% 22% 0% 0%

Syria 21% 50% 21% 7% 0%

United Arab Emirates 22% 67% 11% 0% 0%

Ye men 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 13% 33% 47% 7% 0%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 18% 29% 47% 6% 0%

Ar gen tina—Neuquén 11% 43% 43% 4% 0%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 0% 45% 45% 9% 0%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 8% 31% 54% 8% 0%

Ar gen tina—Tierra del Fuego 7% 40% 47% 7% 0%

Bolivia 10% 20% 40% 30% 0%

Brazil—On shore CC 10% 38% 33% 10% 10%

Brazil—Off shore CC 6% 48% 35% 6% 3%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSCs 17% 44% 33% 0% 6%

Chile 25% 38% 38% 0% 0%

Co lom bia 10% 49% 37% 4% 0%

Ec ua dor 16% 5% 42% 26% 11%

Gua te mala 14% 43% 0% 14% 29%

Guy ana 0% 80% 20% 0% 0%

Peru 7% 29% 34% 24% 5%

Trin i dad and To bago 6% 65% 24% 6% 0%

Uru guay 13% 50% 38% 0% 0%

Ven e zuela 13% 19% 44% 9% 16%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSCs = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 6: Un cer tainty con cern ing pro tected ar eas (continued)



132 Fra ser In sti tute Global Pe tro leum Sur vey, 2012

www.fraserinstitute.org

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 32% 62% 6% 0% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 28% 53% 17% 2% 0%

Man i toba 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 27% 27% 40% 7% 0%

New Bruns wick 11% 33% 22% 33% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 14% 43% 29% 14% 0%

Nova Sco tia 42% 50% 8% 0% 0%

Que bec 13% 33% 20% 27% 7%

Sas katch e wan 32% 64% 4% 0% 0%

Yu kon 17% 50% 17% 17% 0%

USA
Alaska 21% 53% 21% 5% 0%

Cal i for nia 40% 45% 10% 5% 0%

Col o rado 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Kan sas 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 35% 62% 4% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 38% 63% 0% 0% 0%

Montana 29% 64% 7% 0% 0%

New Mex ico 43% 57% 0% 0% 0%

New York 27% 27% 36% 9% 0%

North Da kota 22% 72% 6% 0% 0%

Ohio 18% 73% 0% 9% 0%

Oklahoma 43% 50% 7% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 22% 61% 17% 0% 0%

Texas 44% 54% 2% 0% 0%

Utah 36% 64% 0% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 20% 70% 10% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 43% 57% 0% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 32% 62% 6% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 9% 55% 18% 18% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 16% 32% 37% 11% 5%

North ern Ter ri tory 17% 50% 33% 0% 0%

Queensland 18% 47% 21% 13% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion  7: So cio eco nomic agree ments

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion
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South Aus tra lia 18% 64% 18% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 7% 71% 21% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 25% 58% 17% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 22% 51% 24% 2% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 28% 57% 15% 0% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 11% 48% 26% 11% 4%

Brunei 11% 28% 50% 6% 6%

In do ne sia 2% 39% 36% 21% 2%

Ma lay sia 10% 45% 31% 12% 2%

New Zea land 26% 65% 10% 0% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 9% 29% 35% 24% 3%

Phil ip pines 0% 66% 24% 10% 0%

Timor Leste 0% 28% 33% 28% 11%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 0% 67% 25% 0% 8%

Bul garia 14% 57% 29% 0% 0%

Cy prus 29% 57% 14% 0% 0%

Den mark 36% 57% 7% 0% 0%

Faroe Is lands 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

France 20% 60% 10% 5% 5%

Geor gia 14% 71% 14% 0% 0%

Ger many 31% 69% 0% 0% 0%

Greece 20% 60% 0% 20% 0%

Green land 27% 45% 27% 0% 0%

Hun gary 9% 64% 18% 0% 9%

Ire land 20% 73% 7% 0% 0%

It aly 20% 50% 20% 10% 0%

Malta 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

Neth er lands 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 30% 70% 0% 0% 0%

Nor way 32% 56% 12% 0% 0%

Nor way—North Sea 30% 57% 8% 5% 0%

Po land 5% 79% 11% 5% 0%

Ro ma nia 7% 64% 29% 0% 0%

Rus sia—East ern Si be ria 0% 17% 39% 44% 0%

Rus sia—Off shore Arc tic 0% 23% 38% 38% 0%

Rus sia—Off shore Sakhalin 0% 21% 71% 7% 0%

Rus sia—other 0% 31% 38% 31% 0%

Tur key 21% 38% 33% 8% 0%

Ukraine 0% 36% 50% 14% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion  7: So cio eco nomic agree ments (continued)
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United King dom 19% 68% 10% 3% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 21% 75% 4% 0% 0%

Asia
Azerbaijan 16% 42% 37% 0% 5%

Ban gla desh 14% 57% 14% 7% 7%

Cam bo dia 8% 17% 50% 17% 8%

China 8% 17% 50% 17% 8%

In dia 4% 48% 33% 15% 0%

Ja pan 50% 14% 21% 7% 7%

Kazakhstan 5% 32% 38% 22% 3%

Kyrgyzstan 20% 30% 30% 20% 0%

Myanmar 7% 36% 36% 14% 7%

Pa ki stan 9% 35% 48% 4% 4%

Thai land 21% 43% 29% 7% 0%

Turkmenistan 11% 33% 39% 11% 6%

Uzbekistan 0% 29% 21% 43% 7%

Viet nam 3% 47% 47% 3% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 3% 34% 38% 17% 7%

An gola 15% 19% 46% 12% 8%

Cam er oon 21% 50% 21% 7% 0%

Chad 20% 20% 40% 10% 10%

Côte d’Ivoire 14% 21% 50% 7% 7%

Dem. Rep. of the Congo (Kinshasa) 10% 20% 30% 30% 10%

Egypt 7% 33% 48% 7% 4%

Equa to rial Guinea 14% 21% 43% 14% 7%

Ethi o pia 25% 50% 13% 13% 0%

Ga bon 14% 39% 25% 18% 4%

Ghana 10% 38% 48% 5% 0%

Kenya 6% 50% 31% 13% 0%

Libya 6% 9% 39% 36% 9%

Mad a gas car 15% 23% 54% 8% 0%

Mali 20% 20% 40% 0% 20%

Mau ri ta nia 17% 42% 42% 0% 0%

Mo rocco 22% 48% 30% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 19% 33% 43% 0% 5%

Namibia 13% 27% 47% 7% 7%

Niger 29% 43% 29% 0% 0%

Ni ge ria 9% 20% 29% 36% 7%

Rep. of the Congo (Brazzaville) 7% 27% 53% 13% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion  7: So cio eco nomic agree ments (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Soma li land 14% 43% 29% 14% 0%

South Af rica 0% 31% 54% 15% 0%

South Su dan 11% 33% 33% 22% 0%

Tan za nia 8% 38% 38% 15% 0%

Tu ni sia 13% 59% 22% 6% 0%

Uganda 17% 25% 42% 17% 0%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 30% 20% 30% 20% 0%

Iran 5% 23% 41% 32% 0%

Iraq 6% 36% 22% 31% 6%

Is rael 56% 33% 11% 0% 0%

Jor dan 11% 22% 44% 11% 11%

Ku wait 33% 25% 8% 33% 0%

Leb a non 40% 30% 20% 0% 10%

Oman 20% 45% 30% 0% 5%

Qa tar 30% 43% 26% 0% 0%

Syria 7% 33% 27% 20% 13%

United Arab Emirates 20% 40% 40% 0% 0%

Ye men 5% 38% 33% 14% 10%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 0% 47% 47% 7% 0%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 0% 60% 33% 7% 0%

Ar gen tina—Neuquén 0% 58% 35% 8% 0%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 0% 60% 30% 10% 0%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 0% 43% 36% 21% 0%

Ar gen tina—Tierra del Fuego 0% 40% 53% 7% 0%

Bolivia 0% 10% 40% 20% 30%

Brazil—On shore CC 6% 50% 28% 11% 6%

Brazil—Off shore CC 7% 56% 30% 7% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSCs 6% 69% 25% 0% 0%

Chile 14% 43% 29% 14% 0%

Co lom bia 16% 45% 35% 4% 0%

Ec ua dor 5% 14% 50% 18% 14%

Gua te mala 0% 43% 43% 14% 0%

Guy ana 18% 64% 9% 9% 0%

Peru 8% 36% 41% 13% 3%

Trin i dad and To bago 12% 41% 41% 6% 0%

Uru guay 0% 63% 25% 13% 0%

Ven e zuela 3% 13% 23% 32% 29%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSCs = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion  7: So cio eco nomic agree ments (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 43% 50% 6% 1% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 40% 48% 10% 2% 0%

Man i toba 36% 55% 9% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 25% 63% 13% 0% 0%

New Bruns wick 22% 33% 33% 0% 11%

North west Ter ri to ries 29% 57% 14% 0% 0%

Nova Sco tia 54% 38% 8% 0% 0%

Que bec 27% 53% 13% 7% 0%

Sas katch e wan 38% 55% 7% 0% 0%

Yu kon 50% 33% 17% 0% 0%

USA
Alaska 26% 68% 5% 0% 0%

Cal i for nia 48% 48% 5% 0% 0%

Col o rado 47% 53% 0% 0% 0%

Kan sas 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 42% 58% 0% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 38% 50% 13% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 38% 63% 0% 0% 0%

Montana 50% 29% 21% 0% 0%

New Mex ico 43% 57% 0% 0% 0%

New York 18% 55% 27% 0% 0%

North Da kota 39% 50% 11% 0% 0%

Ohio 45% 55% 0% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 54% 46% 0% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 28% 72% 0% 0% 0%

Texas 40% 54% 5% 2% 0%

Utah 45% 55% 0% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 43% 57% 0% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 42% 44% 14% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 45% 55% 0% 0% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 37% 53% 11% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 29% 58% 13% 0% 0%

Queensland 35% 51% 14% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 8: Trade bar ri ers

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
South Aus tra lia 32% 57% 11% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 14% 71% 14% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 38% 49% 11% 2% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 38% 53% 9% 0% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 11% 54% 25% 11% 0%

Brunei 11% 39% 39% 6% 6%

In do ne sia 13% 25% 45% 13% 3%

Ma lay sia 13% 29% 47% 9% 2%

New Zea land 48% 42% 9% 0% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 17% 42% 31% 8% 3%

Phil ip pines 10% 63% 23% 3% 0%

Timor Leste 11% 33% 33% 17% 6%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 27% 36% 27% 0% 9%

Bul garia 29% 57% 14% 0% 0%

Cy prus 43% 57% 0% 0% 0%

Den mark 50% 44% 6% 0% 0%

Faroe Is lands 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

France 30% 60% 10% 0% 0%

Geor gia 50% 25% 13% 13% 0%

Ger many 46% 46% 0% 8% 0%

Greece 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

Green land 18% 73% 9% 0% 0%

Hun gary 36% 45% 9% 0% 9%

Ire land 27% 73% 0% 0% 0%

It aly 30% 30% 35% 0% 5%

Malta 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

Neth er lands 36% 64% 0% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 26% 74% 0% 0% 0%

Nor way 28% 48% 16% 8% 0%

Nor way—North Sea 32% 51% 8% 8% 0%

Po land 21% 63% 16% 0% 0%

Ro ma nia 21% 64% 14% 0% 0%

Rus sia—East ern Si be ria 6% 17% 44% 28% 6%

Rus sia—Off shore Arc tic 8% 15% 38% 31% 8%

Rus sia—Off shore Sakhalin 0% 43% 21% 36% 0%

Rus sia—other 4% 27% 38% 23% 8%

Tur key 21% 46% 29% 4% 0%

Ukraine 0% 44% 50% 6% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 8: Trade bar ri ers (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
United King dom 26% 65% 6% 3% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 32% 68% 0% 0% 0%

Asia
Azerbaijan 10% 55% 25% 5% 5%

Ban gla desh 29% 29% 29% 7% 7%

Cam bo dia 15% 31% 38% 8% 8%

China 11% 21% 39% 21% 7%

In dia 7% 30% 30% 30% 3%

Ja pan 29% 43% 14% 7% 7%

Kazakhstan 5% 30% 49% 14% 3%

Kyrgyzstan 10% 50% 30% 10% 0%

Myanmar 7% 36% 36% 7% 14%

Pa ki stan 9% 39% 39% 9% 4%

Thai land 17% 31% 41% 7% 3%

Turkmenistan 11% 47% 21% 11% 11%

Uzbekistan 0% 14% 29% 36% 21%

Viet nam 9% 26% 57% 6% 3%

Af rica
Al ge ria 7% 23% 40% 20% 10%

An gola 4% 32% 28% 28% 8%

Cam er oon 33% 33% 27% 7% 0%

Chad 40% 30% 10% 10% 10%

Côte d’Ivoire 13% 40% 40% 0% 7%

Dem. Rep. of the Congo (Kinshasa) 11% 56% 11% 0% 22%

Egypt 7% 41% 41% 7% 3%

Equa to rial Guinea 21% 36% 29% 14% 0%

Ethi o pia 38% 50% 13% 0% 0%

Ga bon 15% 44% 37% 0% 4%

Ghana 10% 65% 25% 0% 0%

Kenya 19% 56% 19% 6% 0%

Libya 6% 24% 27% 30% 12%

Mad a gas car 8% 42% 42% 8% 0%

Mali 20% 20% 20% 20% 20%

Mau ri ta nia 17% 50% 25% 8% 0%

Mo rocco 22% 43% 30% 0% 4%

Mo zam bique 11% 58% 16% 11% 5%

Namibia 27% 33% 27% 7% 7%

Niger 29% 14% 43% 14% 0%

Ni ge ria 7% 33% 45% 10% 5%

Rep. of the Congo (Brazzaville) 7% 50% 36% 0% 7%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 8: Trade bar ri ers (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Soma li land 14% 43% 29% 14% 0%

South Af rica 8% 46% 38% 0% 8%

South Su dan 0% 56% 11% 33% 0%

Tan za nia 23% 31% 31% 15% 0%

Tu ni sia 15% 55% 30% 0% 0%

Uganda 8% 58% 17% 17% 0%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 40% 30% 20% 10% 0%

Iran 0% 4% 22% 30% 43%

Iraq 3% 30% 38% 22% 8%

Is rael 22% 22% 44% 11% 0%

Jor dan 20% 50% 10% 10% 10%

Ku wait 38% 31% 15% 15% 0%

Leb a non 30% 20% 40% 0% 10%

Oman 26% 53% 11% 5% 5%

Qa tar 48% 26% 17% 4% 4%

Syria 7% 20% 27% 20% 27%

United Arab Emirates 26% 59% 11% 4% 0%

Ye men 15% 20% 30% 30% 5%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 0% 0% 50% 36% 14%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 0% 13% 33% 40% 13%

Ar gen tina—Neuquén 0% 15% 38% 35% 12%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 0% 10% 40% 40% 10%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 0% 14% 29% 43% 14%

Ar gen tina—Tierra del Fuego 0% 13% 40% 40% 7%

Bolivia 0% 0% 36% 45% 18%

Brazil—On shore CC 22% 33% 22% 17% 6%

Brazil—Off shore CC 12% 54% 23% 12% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSCs 20% 47% 13% 20% 0%

Chile 0% 71% 29% 0% 0%

Co lom bia 36% 46% 16% 2% 0%

Ec ua dor 5% 27% 41% 14% 14%

Gua te mala 0% 86% 0% 14% 0%

Guy ana 27% 64% 0% 9% 0%

Peru 23% 49% 23% 3% 3%

Trin i dad and To bago 13% 50% 38% 0% 0%

Uru guay 13% 38% 38% 13% 0%

Ven e zuela 3% 10% 23% 23% 42%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSCs = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 8: Trade bar ri ers (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 30% 45% 21% 4% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 16% 36% 38% 10% 0%

Man i toba 20% 50% 20% 10% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 6% 25% 63% 6% 0%

New Bruns wick 11% 11% 44% 11% 22%

North west Ter ri to ries 17% 33% 33% 17% 0%

Nova Sco tia 17% 25% 58% 0% 0%

Que bec 7% 29% 29% 36% 0%

Sas katch e wan 29% 61% 11% 0% 0%

Yu kon 20% 40% 20% 20% 0%

USA
Alaska 5% 58% 32% 5% 0%

Cal i for nia 9% 59% 27% 5% 0%

Col o rado 19% 81% 0% 0% 0%

Kan sas 0% 88% 13% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 27% 65% 8% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 11% 78% 11% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

Montana 13% 73% 13% 0% 0%

New Mex ico 27% 67% 7% 0% 0%

New York 10% 40% 50% 0% 0%

North Da kota 26% 63% 11% 0% 0%

Ohio 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 44% 56% 0% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 11% 68% 21% 0% 0%

Texas 38% 55% 8% 0% 0%

Utah 18% 73% 9% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 18% 73% 9% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 21% 71% 7% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 24% 59% 16% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 5% 35% 45% 15% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 4% 50% 25% 21% 0%

Queensland 5% 43% 35% 16% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 9: La bour reg u la tions and em ploy ment agree ments

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
South Aus tra lia 3% 52% 31% 14% 0%

Tas ma nia 0% 43% 36% 21% 0%

Vic to ria 0% 42% 35% 23% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 7% 42% 36% 16% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 8% 45% 35% 12% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 4% 39% 54% 4% 0%

Brunei 0% 53% 35% 6% 6%

In do ne sia 3% 29% 48% 18% 2%

Ma lay sia 7% 34% 41% 15% 2%

New Zea land 23% 67% 10% 0% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 6% 37% 37% 20% 0%

Phil ip pines 3% 64% 30% 3% 0%

Timor Leste 0% 47% 35% 18% 0%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 0% 50% 43% 7% 0%

Bul garia 0% 25% 75% 0% 0%

Cy prus 0% 67% 33% 0% 0%

Den mark 11% 61% 28% 0% 0%

Faroe Is lands 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

France 14% 27% 50% 9% 0%

Geor gia 17% 33% 50% 0% 0%

Ger many 14% 36% 50% 0% 0%

Greece 0% 20% 40% 20% 20%

Green land 18% 45% 36% 0% 0%

Hun gary 20% 50% 20% 10% 0%

Ire land 7% 71% 21% 0% 0%

It aly 6% 11% 67% 17% 0%

Malta 0% 60% 40% 0% 0%

Neth er lands 13% 53% 33% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 13% 57% 30% 0% 0%

Nor way 7% 41% 48% 4% 0%

Nor way—North Sea 8% 49% 44% 0% 0%

Po land 6% 82% 12% 0% 0%

Ro ma nia 14% 64% 14% 7% 0%

Rus sia—East ern Si be ria 0% 21% 50% 29% 0%

Rus sia—Off shore Arc tic 0% 18% 64% 18% 0%

Rus sia—Off shore Sakhalin 0% 18% 73% 9% 0%

Rus sia—other 0% 27% 50% 12% 12%

Tur key 8% 40% 36% 16% 0%

Ukraine 0% 69% 19% 13% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 9: La bour reg u la tions and em ploy ment agree ments (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
United King dom 3% 66% 31% 0% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 6% 67% 27% 0% 0%

Asia
Azerbaijan 0% 33% 60% 7% 0%

Ban gla desh 0% 21% 71% 7% 0%

Cam bo dia 0% 69% 23% 8% 0%

China 7% 30% 44% 15% 4%

In dia 7% 31% 38% 17% 7%

Ja pan 19% 38% 25% 13% 6%

Kazakhstan 0% 16% 57% 27% 0%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 43% 43% 14% 0%

Myanmar 13% 33% 40% 13% 0%

Pa ki stan 4% 42% 33% 21% 0%

Thai land 17% 57% 23% 3% 0%

Turkmenistan 0% 44% 56% 0% 0%

Uzbekistan 0% 18% 73% 9% 0%

Viet nam 3% 42% 47% 8% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 0% 32% 39% 26% 3%

An gola 4% 30% 59% 4% 4%

Cam er oon 13% 53% 33% 0% 0%

Chad 9% 36% 55% 0% 0%

Côte d’Ivoire 0% 33% 50% 11% 6%

Dem. Rep. of the Congo (Kinshasa) 0% 56% 22% 11% 11%

Egypt 6% 19% 61% 10% 3%

Equa to rial Guinea 6% 25% 50% 19% 0%

Ethi o pia 50% 40% 10% 0% 0%

Ga bon 0% 34% 45% 17% 3%

Ghana 5% 42% 37% 16% 0%

Kenya 6% 35% 59% 0% 0%

Libya 3% 23% 48% 19% 6%

Mad a gas car 0% 53% 47% 0% 0%

Mali 0% 60% 20% 20% 0%

Mau ri ta nia 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Mo rocco 16% 48% 36% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 0% 63% 32% 0% 5%

Namibia 7% 67% 20% 0% 7%

Niger 17% 50% 33% 0% 0%

Ni ge ria 2% 23% 28% 43% 4%

Rep. of the Congo (Brazzaville) 0% 31% 46% 23% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 9: La bour reg u la tions and em ploy ment agree ments (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Soma li land 0% 57% 29% 0% 14%

South Af rica 7% 20% 60% 13% 0%

South Su dan 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Tan za nia 14% 43% 43% 0% 0%

Tu ni sia 8% 50% 36% 6% 0%

Uganda 10% 40% 50% 0% 0%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 27% 27% 45% 0% 0%

Iran 0% 18% 45% 18% 18%

Iraq 0% 29% 50% 21% 0%

Is rael 25% 38% 38% 0% 0%

Jor dan 0% 50% 42% 8% 0%

Ku wait 14% 57% 29% 0% 0%

Leb a non 11% 56% 22% 11% 0%

Oman 24% 43% 24% 10% 0%

Qa tar 29% 50% 17% 4% 0%

Syria 6% 44% 31% 0% 19%

United Arab Emirates 20% 52% 20% 8% 0%

Ye men 5% 33% 29% 29% 5%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 7% 14% 43% 29% 7%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 7% 21% 36% 29% 7%

Ar gen tina—Neuquén 4% 19% 48% 22% 7%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 11% 11% 44% 33% 0%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 8% 8% 38% 23% 23%

Ar gen tina—Tierra del Fuego 6% 13% 63% 19% 0%

Bolivia 0% 17% 17% 67% 0%

Brazil—On shore CC 6% 33% 50% 6% 6%

Brazil—Off shore CC 4% 50% 46% 0% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSCs 7% 64% 29% 0% 0%

Chile 14% 43% 43% 0% 0%

Co lom bia 13% 47% 28% 11% 0%

Ec ua dor 10% 14% 48% 24% 5%

Gua te mala 0% 71% 14% 14% 0%

Guy ana 8% 67% 25% 0% 0%

Peru 7% 54% 29% 7% 2%

Trin i dad and To bago 6% 53% 41% 0% 0%

Uru guay 13% 38% 50% 0% 0%

Ven e zuela 3% 10% 32% 23% 32%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSCs = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 9: La bour reg u la tions and em ploy ment agree ments (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 63% 28% 9% 0% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 47% 41% 10% 2% 0%

Man i toba 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 25% 50% 19% 6% 0%

New Bruns wick 0% 33% 33% 22% 11%

North west Ter ri to ries 0% 33% 33% 33% 0%

Nova Sco tia 42% 33% 17% 8% 0%

Que bec 23% 31% 38% 8% 0%

Sas katch e wan 57% 36% 7% 0% 0%

Yu kon 0% 20% 40% 40% 0%

USA
Alaska 22% 17% 39% 17% 6%

Cal i for nia 71% 24% 5% 0% 0%

Col o rado 47% 47% 6% 0% 0%

Kan sas 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 67% 22% 11% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 56% 33% 11% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

Montana 47% 47% 7% 0% 0%

New Mex ico 80% 20% 0% 0% 0%

New York 20% 50% 20% 10% 0%

North Da kota 42% 53% 5% 0% 0%

Ohio 42% 50% 8% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 75% 25% 0% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 47% 42% 11% 0% 0%

Texas 77% 23% 0% 0% 0%

Utah 58% 8% 33% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 45% 36% 18% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 64% 29% 7% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 58% 33% 8% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 10% 30% 40% 20% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 55% 35% 10% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 35% 39% 17% 9% 0%

Queensland 39% 44% 17% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 10: Qual ity of in fra struc ture

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
South Aus tra lia 39% 50% 11% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 23% 54% 8% 15% 0%

Vic to ria 56% 40% 4% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 41% 50% 9% 0% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 44% 46% 10% 0% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 19% 30% 37% 15% 0%

Brunei 17% 61% 17% 6% 0%

In do ne sia 6% 30% 39% 23% 1%

Ma lay sia 16% 53% 27% 2% 2%

New Zea land 26% 55% 19% 0% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 5% 3% 29% 55% 8%

Phil ip pines 0% 32% 58% 10% 0%

Timor Leste 0% 11% 39% 33% 17%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 0% 20% 53% 20% 7%

Bul garia 0% 71% 29% 0% 0%

Cy prus 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Den mark 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Faroe Is lands 20% 40% 40% 0% 0%

France 57% 38% 5% 0% 0%

Geor gia 14% 29% 57% 0% 0%

Ger many 23% 69% 0% 8% 0%

Greece 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Green land 0% 33% 17% 50% 0%

Hun gary 50% 40% 0% 0% 10%

Ire land 21% 79% 0% 0% 0%

It aly 45% 50% 0% 0% 5%

Malta 17% 33% 33% 17% 0%

Neth er lands 47% 53% 0% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 35% 61% 4% 0% 0%

Nor way 48% 44% 7% 0% 0%

Nor way—North Sea 48% 50% 3% 0% 0%

Po land 6% 53% 35% 6% 0%

Ro ma nia 15% 62% 23% 0% 0%

Rus sia—East ern Si be ria 14% 7% 43% 36% 0%

Rus sia—Off shore Arc tic 8% 17% 25% 50% 0%

Rus sia—Off shore Sakhalin 9% 27% 45% 18% 0%

Rus sia—other 4% 30% 33% 33% 0%

Tur key 17% 38% 33% 13% 0%

Ukraine 6% 38% 38% 19% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 10: Qual ity of in fra struc ture (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
United King dom 38% 50% 6% 6% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 40% 58% 2% 0% 0%

Asia
Azerbaijan 13% 60% 20% 0% 7%

Ban gla desh 0% 7% 36% 50% 7%

Cam bo dia 0% 0% 38% 63% 0%

China 17% 46% 29% 8% 0%

In dia 7% 13% 47% 30% 3%

Ja pan 46% 38% 8% 8% 0%

Kazakhstan 5% 19% 43% 30% 3%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 25% 50% 25% 0%

Myanmar 0% 20% 33% 27% 20%

Pa ki stan 0% 17% 50% 25% 8%

Thai land 13% 39% 42% 3% 3%

Turkmenistan 0% 31% 38% 25% 6%

Uzbekistan 0% 0% 54% 38% 8%

Viet nam 3% 38% 43% 14% 3%

Af rica
Al ge ria 6% 42% 42% 9% 0%

An gola 3% 37% 43% 13% 3%

Cam er oon 0% 32% 32% 37% 0%

Chad 0% 0% 36% 55% 9%

Côte d’Ivoire 0% 26% 37% 32% 5%

Dem. Rep. of the Congo (Kinshasa) 10% 10% 20% 40% 20%

Egypt 17% 37% 40% 7% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 0% 33% 50% 17% 0%

Ethi o pia 0% 0% 30% 70% 0%

Ga bon 0% 41% 24% 34% 0%

Ghana 0% 43% 48% 9% 0%

Kenya 0% 0% 61% 39% 0%

Libya 3% 25% 47% 19% 6%

Mad a gas car 0% 0% 75% 25% 0%

Mali 0% 0% 40% 60% 0%

Mau ri ta nia 0% 20% 60% 20% 0%

Mo rocco 8% 33% 58% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 0% 8% 58% 31% 4%

Namibia 6% 31% 44% 19% 0%

Niger 0% 17% 67% 0% 17%

Ni ge ria 0% 22% 32% 40% 6%

Rep. of the Congo (Brazzaville) 0% 23% 54% 23% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 10: Qual ity of in fra struc ture (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Soma li land 0% 0% 63% 25% 13%

South Af rica 0% 33% 47% 20% 0%

South Su dan 0% 10% 60% 20% 10%

Tan za nia 0% 20% 60% 20% 0%

Tu ni sia 16% 51% 32% 0% 0%

Uganda 0% 10% 50% 40% 0%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 8% 75% 17% 0% 0%

Iran 5% 24% 38% 33% 0%

Iraq 5% 5% 46% 41% 3%

Is rael 22% 44% 33% 0% 0%

Jor dan 8% 25% 33% 33% 0%

Ku wait 31% 38% 31% 0% 0%

Leb a non 25% 25% 17% 33% 0%

Oman 30% 35% 22% 13% 0%

Qa tar 39% 48% 9% 4% 0%

Syria 0% 28% 33% 33% 6%

United Arab Emirates 24% 52% 14% 10% 0%

Ye men 0% 18% 36% 41% 5%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 7% 36% 36% 7% 14%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 7% 43% 29% 7% 14%

Ar gen tina—Neuquén 15% 41% 30% 4% 11%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 11% 56% 33% 0% 0%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 15% 31% 38% 8% 8%

Ar gen tina—Tierra del Fuego 6% 31% 19% 38% 6%

Bolivia 0% 0% 56% 33% 11%

Brazil—On shore CC 6% 56% 17% 17% 6%

Brazil—Off shore CC 4% 56% 37% 4% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSCs 7% 40% 40% 13% 0%

Chile 14% 57% 14% 0% 14%

Co lom bia 12% 19% 48% 21% 0%

Ec ua dor 4% 26% 35% 26% 9%

Gua te mala 0% 29% 29% 43% 0%

Guy ana 0% 25% 50% 25% 0%

Peru 5% 20% 40% 30% 5%

Trin i dad and To bago 0% 63% 31% 6% 0%

Uru guay 0% 50% 38% 13% 0%

Ven e zuela 3% 10% 42% 16% 29%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSCs = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 10: Qual ity of in fra struc ture (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 74% 24% 0% 1% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 62% 36% 0% 2% 0%

Man i toba 30% 60% 10% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 15% 54% 31% 0% 0%

New Bruns wick 25% 50% 13% 0% 13%

North west Ter ri to ries 17% 83% 0% 0% 0%

Nova Sco tia 40% 50% 10% 0% 0%

Que bec 8% 38% 38% 15% 0%

Sas katch e wan 63% 30% 7% 0% 0%

Yu kon 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

USA
Alaska 47% 40% 13% 0% 0%

Cal i for nia 56% 33% 11% 0% 0%

Col o rado 36% 55% 9% 0% 0%

Kan sas 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 50% 45% 5% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 17% 83% 0% 0% 0%

Montana 27% 64% 9% 0% 0%

New Mex ico 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

New York 14% 57% 29% 0% 0%

North Da kota 29% 57% 14% 0% 0%

Ohio 25% 38% 38% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 55% 45% 0% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 7% 79% 14% 0% 0%

Texas 57% 36% 7% 0% 0%

Utah 29% 57% 14% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 0% 67% 33% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 44% 33% 22% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 55% 30% 15% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 33% 56% 11% 0% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 42% 42% 11% 5% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 54% 29% 13% 4% 0%

Queensland 36% 47% 8% 6% 3%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 11: Qual ity of the geo log i cal da ta base

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
South Aus tra lia 81% 15% 4% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 27% 47% 27% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 46% 50% 4% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 74% 26% 0% 0% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 79% 21% 0% 0% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 32% 46% 14% 7% 0%

Brunei 11% 44% 28% 17% 0%

In do ne sia 6% 31% 42% 20% 2%

Ma lay sia 17% 29% 39% 12% 2%

New Zea land 69% 28% 3% 0% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 6% 12% 61% 18% 3%

Phil ip pines 6% 48% 36% 9% 0%

Timor Leste 5% 25% 50% 10% 10%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 0% 50% 30% 10% 10%

Bul garia 0% 40% 60% 0% 0%

Cy prus 40% 20% 40% 0% 0%

Den mark 56% 44% 0% 0% 0%

Faroe Is lands 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

France 35% 53% 12% 0% 0%

Geor gia 0% 60% 20% 20% 0%

Ger many 18% 55% 9% 18% 0%

Greece 0% 60% 40% 0% 0%

Green land 38% 38% 13% 13% 0%

Hun gary 10% 60% 20% 0% 10%

Ire land 47% 40% 13% 0% 0%

It aly 11% 39% 28% 22% 0%

Malta 0% 60% 40% 0% 0%

Neth er lands 58% 42% 0% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 61% 28% 11% 0% 0%

Nor way 58% 38% 4% 0% 0%

Nor way—North Sea 67% 28% 5% 0% 0%

Po land 6% 59% 35% 0% 0%

Ro ma nia 0% 53% 47% 0% 0%

Rus sia—East ern Si be ria 0% 20% 40% 40% 0%

Rus sia—Off shore Arc tic 0% 30% 40% 30% 0%

Rus sia—Off shore Sakhalin 0% 40% 40% 20% 0%

Rus sia—other 0% 30% 43% 26% 0%

Tur key 14% 33% 38% 14% 0%

Ukraine 0% 20% 47% 33% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 11: Qual ity of the geo log i cal da ta base (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
United King dom 43% 43% 13% 0% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 53% 42% 4% 0% 0%

Asia
Azerbaijan 20% 20% 53% 0% 7%

Ban gla desh 9% 0% 64% 18% 9%

Cam bo dia 7% 21% 36% 29% 7%

China 8% 32% 36% 16% 8%

In dia 12% 15% 38% 31% 4%

Ja pan 38% 38% 15% 8% 0%

Kazakhstan 3% 36% 42% 15% 3%

Kyrgyzstan 11% 11% 56% 22% 0%

Myanmar 6% 19% 31% 31% 13%

Pa ki stan 24% 29% 29% 10% 10%

Thai land 11% 25% 54% 7% 4%

Turkmenistan 13% 13% 47% 20% 7%

Uzbekistan 9% 9% 36% 36% 9%

Viet nam 3% 34% 51% 9% 3%

Af rica
Al ge ria 14% 31% 31% 17% 7%

An gola 17% 30% 35% 9% 9%

Cam er oon 14% 14% 50% 14% 7%

Chad 14% 0% 14% 57% 14%

Côte d’Ivoire 0% 23% 62% 8% 8%

Dem. Rep. of the Congo (Kinshasa) 0% 44% 0% 33% 22%

Egypt 19% 44% 37% 0% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 17% 25% 42% 17% 0%

Ethi o pia 17% 17% 17% 50% 0%

Ga bon 15% 27% 50% 4% 4%

Ghana 16% 37% 42% 5% 0%

Kenya 0% 50% 33% 17% 0%

Libya 7% 19% 48% 19% 7%

Mad a gas car 0% 56% 22% 22% 0%

Mali 0% 20% 40% 20% 20%

Mau ri ta nia 0% 44% 44% 11% 0%

Mo rocco 32% 42% 26% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 0% 47% 35% 12% 6%

Namibia 0% 46% 38% 8% 8%

Niger 20% 20% 60% 0% 0%

Ni ge ria 10% 40% 36% 10% 5%

Rep. of the Congo (Brazzaville) 0% 38% 23% 38% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 11: Qual ity of the geo log i cal da ta base (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Soma li land 0% 20% 40% 40% 0%

South Af rica 10% 70% 20% 0% 0%

South Su dan 14% 29% 14% 43% 0%

Tan za nia 0% 42% 42% 8% 8%

Tu ni sia 19% 61% 13% 6% 0%

Uganda 13% 38% 25% 13% 13%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 14% 57% 29% 0% 0%

Iran 5% 37% 42% 11% 5%

Iraq 12% 33% 45% 6% 3%

Is rael 29% 43% 29% 0% 0%

Jor dan 11% 67% 22% 0% 0%

Ku wait 44% 33% 0% 22% 0%

Leb a non 33% 44% 22% 0% 0%

Oman 29% 47% 24% 0% 0%

Qa tar 33% 56% 11% 0% 0%

Syria 8% 17% 58% 8% 8%

United Arab Emirates 17% 46% 29% 8% 0%

Ye men 6% 41% 29% 18% 6%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 0% 54% 46% 0% 0%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Ar gen tina—Neuquén 18% 41% 41% 0% 0%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 25% 38% 38% 0% 0%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 8% 33% 50% 8% 0%

Ar gen tina—Tierra del Fuego 0% 50% 42% 8% 0%

Bolivia 0% 25% 25% 25% 25%

Brazil—On shore CC 31% 50% 6% 6% 6%

Brazil—Off shore CC 27% 46% 23% 4% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSCs 44% 50% 6% 0% 0%

Chile 29% 14% 43% 0% 14%

Co lom bia 31% 52% 10% 6% 0%

Ec ua dor 16% 32% 32% 5% 16%

Gua te mala 0% 43% 29% 29% 0%

Guy ana 0% 50% 40% 10% 0%

Peru 21% 53% 21% 0% 6%

Trin i dad and To bago 8% 69% 15% 0% 8%

Uru guay 0% 63% 13% 25% 0%

Ven e zuela 11% 33% 30% 4% 22%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSCs = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 11: Qual ity of the geo log i cal da ta base (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 45% 32% 18% 5% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 34% 43% 17% 6% 0%

Man i toba 40% 50% 10% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 8% 50% 33% 8% 0%

New Bruns wick 0% 38% 25% 13% 25%

North west Ter ri to ries 0% 33% 67% 0% 0%

Nova Sco tia 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Que bec 15% 23% 38% 23% 0%

Sas katch e wan 37% 44% 19% 0% 0%

Yu kon 0% 20% 80% 0% 0%

USA
Alaska 31% 38% 31% 0% 0%

Cal i for nia 53% 35% 12% 0% 0%

Col o rado 27% 64% 9% 0% 0%

Kan sas 50% 17% 33% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 77% 18% 5% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 0% 80% 20% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

Montana 9% 64% 27% 0% 0%

New Mex ico 70% 20% 10% 0% 0%

New York 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

North Da kota 14% 64% 21% 0% 0%

Ohio 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 36% 55% 9% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 29% 64% 7% 0% 0%

Texas 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

Utah 29% 14% 57% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 67% 22% 11% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 44% 50% 6% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 25% 25% 50% 0% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 33% 33% 29% 5% 0%

Queensland 21% 48% 30% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 12: La bour avail abil ity and skills

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
South Aus tra lia 24% 44% 32% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 31% 54% 15% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 36% 36% 27% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 33% 35% 25% 8% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 40% 40% 17% 2% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 38% 4% 46% 13% 0%

Brunei 13% 6% 63% 19% 0%

In do ne sia 3% 49% 29% 19% 0%

Ma lay sia 8% 55% 28% 8% 3%

New Zea land 33% 47% 20% 0% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 3% 12% 45% 30% 9%

Phil ip pines 7% 53% 30% 10% 0%

Timor Leste 6% 19% 25% 31% 19%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 0% 20% 60% 10% 10%

Bul garia 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Cy prus 14% 57% 29% 0% 0%

Den mark 31% 54% 15% 0% 0%

Faroe Is lands 50% 25% 25% 0% 0%

France 50% 31% 19% 0% 0%

Geor gia 0% 60% 20% 20% 0%

Ger many 20% 50% 30% 0% 0%

Greece 0% 20% 80% 0% 0%

Green land 0% 0% 86% 14% 0%

Hun gary 44% 33% 11% 0% 11%

Ire land 31% 46% 23% 0% 0%

It aly 18% 41% 29% 0% 12%

Malta 20% 40% 40% 0% 0%

Neth er lands 42% 50% 8% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 44% 50% 6% 0% 0%

Nor way 35% 57% 9% 0% 0%

Nor way—North Sea 38% 53% 9% 0% 0%

Po land 7% 60% 33% 0% 0%

Ro ma nia 21% 43% 36% 0% 0%

Rus sia—East ern Si be ria 7% 29% 43% 14% 7%

Rus sia—Off shore Arc tic 0% 50% 10% 30% 10%

Rus sia—Off shore Sakhalin 0% 30% 40% 20% 10%

Rus sia—other 0% 52% 35% 9% 4%

Tur key 5% 38% 52% 5% 0%

Ukraine 0% 33% 47% 20% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 12: La bour avail abil ity and skills (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
United King dom 37% 56% 7% 0% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 40% 52% 7% 0% 0%

Asia
Azerbaijan 14% 50% 29% 0% 7%

Ban gla desh 9% 9% 55% 18% 9%

Cam bo dia 0% 0% 50% 33% 17%

China 26% 35% 35% 0% 4%

In dia 23% 23% 50% 0% 4%

Ja pan 38% 54% 8% 0% 0%

Kazakhstan 0% 29% 55% 13% 3%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 22% 56% 11% 11%

Myanmar 0% 21% 36% 14% 29%

Pa ki stan 14% 33% 43% 5% 5%

Thai land 15% 42% 35% 4% 4%

Turkmenistan 0% 40% 27% 20% 13%

Uzbekistan 0% 17% 33% 42% 8%

Viet nam 3% 56% 31% 3% 6%

Af rica
Al ge ria 11% 37% 37% 11% 4%

An gola 0% 39% 39% 17% 4%

Cam er oon 0% 31% 46% 15% 8%

Chad 0% 25% 38% 38% 0%

Côte d’Ivoire 0% 46% 31% 15% 8%

Dem. Rep. of the Congo (Kinshasa) 0% 33% 22% 33% 11%

Egypt 12% 58% 27% 4% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 0% 33% 50% 17% 0%

Ethi o pia 14% 14% 43% 14% 14%

Ga bon 0% 28% 40% 28% 4%

Ghana 11% 39% 22% 22% 6%

Kenya 8% 38% 38% 8% 8%

Libya 3% 33% 33% 17% 13%

Mad a gas car 0% 36% 45% 18% 0%

Mali 0% 40% 20% 40% 0%

Mau ri ta nia 0% 33% 56% 11% 0%

Mo rocco 11% 28% 33% 28% 0%

Mo zam bique 0% 21% 58% 16% 5%

Namibia 0% 23% 38% 31% 8%

Niger 17% 17% 50% 17% 0%

Ni ge ria 2% 34% 46% 12% 5%

Rep. of the Congo (Brazzaville) 0% 33% 33% 25% 8%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 12: La bour avail abil ity and skills (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Soma li land 0% 33% 17% 33% 17%

South Af rica 9% 45% 45% 0% 0%

South Su dan 0% 33% 22% 33% 11%

Tan za nia 0% 25% 50% 25% 0%

Tu ni sia 13% 58% 23% 6% 0%

Uganda 11% 44% 22% 22% 0%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 13% 25% 50% 13% 0%

Iran 10% 38% 38% 10% 5%

Iraq 0% 27% 48% 24% 0%

Is rael 43% 43% 0% 14% 0%

Jor dan 0% 33% 56% 11% 0%

Ku wait 10% 60% 30% 0% 0%

Leb a non 44% 33% 11% 11% 0%

Oman 17% 28% 50% 6% 0%

Qa tar 10% 60% 20% 10% 0%

Syria 0% 38% 31% 23% 8%

United Arab Emirates 17% 63% 17% 4% 0%

Ye men 0% 28% 33% 22% 17%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 0% 62% 31% 8% 0%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 0% 54% 38% 8% 0%

Ar gen tina—Neuquén 13% 52% 30% 4% 0%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 13% 63% 25% 0% 0%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 0% 55% 36% 9% 0%

Ar gen tina—Tierra del Fuego 0% 58% 33% 8% 0%

Bolivia 0% 13% 38% 25% 25%

Brazil—On shore CC 13% 31% 44% 6% 6%

Brazil—Off shore CC 12% 52% 36% 0% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSCs 14% 57% 29% 0% 0%

Chile 17% 50% 17% 17% 0%

Co lom bia 21% 54% 23% 2% 0%

Ec ua dor 11% 26% 37% 16% 11%

Gua te mala 0% 57% 29% 14% 0%

Guy ana 0% 22% 78% 0% 0%

Peru 11% 46% 31% 9% 3%

Trin i dad and To bago 8% 58% 25% 8% 0%

Uru guay 0% 29% 57% 14% 0%

Ven e zuela 8% 23% 23% 35% 12%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSCs = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 12: La bour avail abil ity and skills (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 21% 48% 24% 7% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 4% 31% 42% 22% 0%

Man i toba 30% 40% 30% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 9% 64% 27% 0% 0%

New Bruns wick 25% 25% 13% 25% 13%

North west Ter ri to ries 0% 0% 83% 17% 0%

Nova Sco tia 25% 38% 25% 13% 0%

Que bec 8% 42% 33% 17% 0%

Sas katch e wan 19% 50% 23% 8% 0%

Yu kon 0% 0% 80% 20% 0%

USA
Alaska 7% 43% 50% 0% 0%

Cal i for nia 28% 56% 11% 6% 0%

Col o rado 18% 82% 0% 0% 0%

Kan sas 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 43% 57% 0% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

Montana 18% 64% 18% 0% 0%

New Mex ico 33% 56% 11% 0% 0%

New York 14% 43% 29% 14% 0%

North Da kota 14% 71% 14% 0% 0%

Ohio 14% 86% 0% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 50% 40% 10% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 15% 77% 8% 0% 0%

Texas 43% 53% 4% 0% 0%

Utah 14% 86% 0% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 33% 56% 11% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 38% 62% 0% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 13% 63% 25% 0% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 6% 50% 38% 6% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 5% 24% 57% 14% 0%

Queensland 6% 41% 41% 12% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 13: Dis puted land claims

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
South Aus tra lia 8% 60% 28% 4% 0%

Tas ma nia 8% 54% 23% 15% 0%

Vic to ria 10% 48% 29% 14% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 10% 36% 38% 15% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 24% 55% 19% 2% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 4% 54% 29% 8% 4%

Brunei 6% 47% 35% 6% 6%

In do ne sia 0% 41% 39% 16% 3%

Ma lay sia 13% 50% 25% 10% 3%

New Zea land 10% 38% 38% 14% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 3% 24% 31% 34% 7%

Phil ip pines 3% 33% 47% 17% 0%

Timor Leste 7% 53% 20% 20% 0%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 0% 60% 30% 0% 10%

Bul garia 0% 80% 20% 0% 0%

Cy prus 17% 50% 17% 0% 17%

Den mark 33% 60% 7% 0% 0%

Faroe Is lands 0% 80% 20% 0% 0%

France 17% 67% 0% 11% 6%

Geor gia 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Ger many 18% 73% 9% 0% 0%

Greece 0% 40% 60% 0% 0%

Green land 50% 17% 33% 0% 0%

Hun gary 0% 90% 0% 0% 10%

Ire land 8% 77% 15% 0% 0%

It aly 6% 67% 17% 6% 6%

Malta 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Neth er lands 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Nor way 21% 68% 11% 0% 0%

Nor way—North Sea 40% 57% 3% 0% 0%

Po land 7% 67% 27% 0% 0%

Ro ma nia 7% 71% 14% 0% 7%

Rus sia—East ern Si be ria 0% 54% 31% 0% 15%

Rus sia—Off shore Arc tic 13% 25% 38% 0% 25%

Rus sia—Off shore Sakhalin 25% 25% 38% 0% 13%

Rus sia—other 4% 57% 30% 0% 9%

Tur key 9% 59% 23% 5% 5%

Ukraine 0% 67% 20% 13% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 13: Dis puted land claims (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
United King dom 22% 70% 7% 0% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 39% 59% 2% 0% 0%

Asia
Azerbaijan 13% 80% 0% 0% 7%

Ban gla desh 18% 27% 36% 9% 9%

Cam bo dia 0% 31% 38% 23% 8%

China 9% 36% 45% 5% 5%

In dia 9% 43% 39% 4% 4%

Ja pan 15% 46% 38% 0% 0%

Kazakhstan 3% 68% 16% 6% 6%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 63% 25% 13% 0%

Myanmar 7% 47% 40% 0% 7%

Pa ki stan 0% 55% 40% 0% 5%

Thai land 0% 50% 35% 12% 4%

Turkmenistan 7% 60% 20% 7% 7%

Uzbekistan 9% 27% 45% 9% 9%

Viet nam 0% 57% 30% 13% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 4% 70% 19% 4% 4%

An gola 10% 45% 40% 0% 5%

Cam er oon 7% 64% 14% 7% 7%

Chad 0% 50% 38% 13% 0%

Côte d’Ivoire 0% 62% 31% 8% 0%

Dem. Rep. of the Congo (Kinshasa) 0% 29% 29% 14% 29%

Egypt 0% 80% 16% 4% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 9% 55% 18% 18% 0%

Ethi o pia 0% 67% 33% 0% 0%

Ga bon 8% 71% 17% 4% 0%

Ghana 13% 50% 31% 6% 0%

Kenya 0% 62% 38% 0% 0%

Libya 4% 43% 29% 18% 7%

Mad a gas car 0% 64% 27% 0% 9%

Mali 0% 60% 40% 0% 0%

Mau ri ta nia 0% 78% 11% 0% 11%

Mo rocco 14% 48% 33% 0% 5%

Mo zam bique 0% 78% 22% 0% 0%

Namibia 7% 64% 29% 0% 0%

Niger 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

Ni ge ria 5% 26% 42% 21% 5%

Rep. of the Congo (Brazzaville) 8% 67% 17% 0% 8%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 13: Dis puted land claims (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Soma li land 0% 50% 17% 17% 17%

South Af rica 0% 45% 55% 0% 0%

South Su dan 0% 14% 43% 29% 14%

Tan za nia 0% 73% 27% 0% 0%

Tu ni sia 16% 55% 23% 0% 6%

Uganda 13% 63% 25% 0% 0%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 0% 43% 57% 0% 0%

Iran 11% 37% 32% 16% 5%

Iraq 0% 38% 41% 16% 6%

Is rael 29% 14% 43% 14% 0%

Jor dan 0% 56% 33% 0% 11%

Ku wait 11% 56% 22% 0% 11%

Leb a non 22% 44% 11% 0% 22%

Oman 31% 44% 19% 0% 6%

Qa tar 37% 53% 11% 0% 0%

Syria 10% 50% 20% 10% 10%

United Arab Emirates 14% 68% 14% 5% 0%

Ye men 13% 38% 38% 6% 6%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 8% 23% 31% 31% 8%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 0% 31% 46% 15% 8%

Ar gen tina—Neuquén 9% 32% 36% 18% 5%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 13% 38% 50% 0% 0%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 8% 17% 50% 17% 8%

Ar gen tina—Tierra del Fuego 8% 50% 33% 8% 0%

Bolivia 0% 0% 29% 43% 29%

Brazil—On shore CC 13% 44% 31% 6% 6%

Brazil—Off shore CC 13% 58% 29% 0% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSCs 21% 57% 21% 0% 0%

Chile 0% 29% 43% 14% 14%

Co lom bia 9% 45% 43% 2% 2%

Ec ua dor 11% 17% 28% 33% 11%

Gua te mala 0% 43% 29% 14% 14%

Guy ana 0% 63% 38% 0% 0%

Peru 8% 14% 47% 25% 6%

Trin i dad and To bago 18% 55% 27% 0% 0%

Uru guay 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Ven e zuela 8% 31% 35% 8% 19%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSCs = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 13: Dis puted land claims (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 58% 29% 12% 1% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 36% 44% 18% 2% 0%

Man i toba 30% 70% 0% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

New Bruns wick 13% 38% 13% 25% 13%

North west Ter ri to ries 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

Nova Sco tia 67% 22% 11% 0% 0%

Que bec 15% 31% 23% 23% 8%

Sas katch e wan 63% 33% 4% 0% 0%

Yu kon 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

USA
Alaska 57% 14% 14% 14% 0%

Cal i for nia 50% 33% 11% 6% 0%

Col o rado 36% 55% 9% 0% 0%

Kan sas 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 76% 24% 0% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Montana 45% 36% 18% 0% 0%

New Mex ico 78% 22% 0% 0% 0%

New York 50% 38% 0% 13% 0%

North Da kota 50% 43% 7% 0% 0%

Ohio 63% 38% 0% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 70% 30% 0% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 36% 57% 7% 0% 0%

Texas 71% 27% 2% 0% 0%

Utah 57% 43% 0% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 73% 13% 13% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 50% 25% 25% 0% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 47% 53% 0% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 52% 48% 0% 0% 0%

Queensland 59% 38% 3% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 14: Po lit i cal stability

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
South Aus tra lia 56% 44% 0% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 46% 54% 0% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 52% 48% 0% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 69% 28% 3% 0% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 55% 43% 2% 0% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 27% 42% 23% 8% 0%

Brunei 33% 50% 6% 6% 6%

In do ne sia 8% 45% 35% 11% 2%

Ma lay sia 18% 58% 18% 2% 4%

New Zea land 65% 35% 0% 0% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 6% 16% 41% 25% 13%

Phil ip pines 3% 52% 39% 6% 0%

Timor Leste 0% 33% 33% 17% 17%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 0% 18% 45% 27% 9%

Bul garia 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Cy prus 38% 38% 25% 0% 0%

Den mark 59% 29% 12% 0% 0%

Faroe Is lands 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

France 56% 11% 33% 0% 0%

Geor gia 0% 33% 33% 33% 0%

Ger many 55% 36% 0% 9% 0%

Greece 0% 0% 40% 40% 20%

Green land 43% 43% 14% 0% 0%

Hun gary 27% 55% 9% 0% 9%

Ire land 62% 31% 8% 0% 0%

It aly 35% 24% 24% 18% 0%

Malta 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

Neth er lands 77% 23% 0% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 74% 26% 0% 0% 0%

Nor way 86% 14% 0% 0% 0%

Nor way—North Sea 72% 28% 0% 0% 0%

Po land 35% 35% 24% 6% 0%

Ro ma nia 27% 40% 27% 7% 0%

Rus sia—East ern Si be ria 7% 29% 36% 21% 7%

Rus sia—Off shore Arc tic 0% 50% 20% 20% 10%

Rus sia—Off shore Sakhalin 0% 43% 43% 14% 0%

Rus sia—other 0% 43% 35% 17% 4%

Tur key 22% 57% 17% 4% 0%

Ukraine 7% 0% 60% 27% 7%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 14: Po lit i cal stability (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
United King dom 59% 24% 17% 0% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 62% 27% 11% 0% 0%

Asia
Azerbaijan 12% 59% 24% 0% 6%

Ban gla desh 0% 38% 38% 15% 8%

Cam bo dia 0% 20% 40% 40% 0%

China 33% 42% 17% 4% 4%

In dia 16% 40% 36% 4% 4%

Ja pan 62% 31% 8% 0% 0%

Kazakhstan 3% 34% 46% 14% 3%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 25% 38% 38% 0%

Myanmar 0% 20% 40% 27% 13%

Pa ki stan 0% 14% 50% 23% 14%

Thai land 14% 39% 32% 11% 4%

Turkmenistan 6% 44% 28% 17% 6%

Uzbekistan 8% 15% 38% 31% 8%

Viet nam 17% 66% 6% 9% 3%

Af rica
Al ge ria 3% 32% 45% 13% 6%

An gola 8% 42% 38% 4% 8%

Cam er oon 7% 53% 33% 7% 0%

Chad 0% 25% 38% 13% 25%

Côte d’Ivoire 0% 24% 53% 18% 6%

Dem. Rep. of the Congo (Kinshasa) 0% 22% 22% 33% 22%

Egypt 0% 28% 41% 24% 7%

Equa to rial Guinea 7% 53% 27% 13% 0%

Ethi o pia 0% 43% 29% 29% 0%

Ga bon 7% 56% 26% 7% 4%

Ghana 10% 67% 19% 5% 0%

Kenya 0% 40% 47% 13% 0%

Libya 0% 13% 19% 45% 23%

Mad a gas car 0% 17% 50% 33% 0%

Mali 0% 17% 50% 17% 17%

Mau ri ta nia 0% 40% 30% 30% 0%

Mo rocco 20% 50% 30% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 15% 35% 45% 0% 5%

Namibia 25% 44% 25% 0% 6%

Niger 17% 17% 33% 17% 17%

Ni ge ria 2% 18% 40% 36% 4%

Rep. of the Congo (Brazzaville) 0% 43% 50% 0% 7%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 14: Po lit i cal stability (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Soma li land 0% 29% 0% 43% 29%

South Af rica 18% 36% 45% 0% 0%

South Su dan 0% 11% 22% 44% 22%

Tan za nia 7% 53% 27% 13% 0%

Tu ni sia 3% 35% 50% 12% 0%

Uganda 0% 60% 30% 10% 0%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 0% 38% 13% 25% 25%

Iran 0% 10% 10% 40% 40%

Iraq 0% 8% 28% 50% 14%

Is rael 13% 75% 13% 0% 0%

Jor dan 11% 11% 44% 22% 11%

Ku wait 17% 50% 17% 17% 0%

Leb a non 10% 30% 20% 30% 10%

Oman 22% 61% 17% 0% 0%

Qa tar 43% 57% 0% 0% 0%

Syria 0% 0% 14% 29% 57%

United Arab Emirates 35% 58% 8% 0% 0%

Ye men 0% 6% 28% 44% 22%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 15% 15% 46% 8% 15%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 8% 23% 38% 8% 23%

Ar gen tina—Neuquén 9% 22% 35% 22% 13%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 13% 25% 38% 13% 13%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 8% 8% 42% 25% 17%

Ar gen tina—Tierra del Fuego 18% 18% 45% 9% 9%

Bolivia 0% 0% 38% 38% 25%

Brazil—On shore CC 59% 24% 12% 0% 6%

Brazil—Off shore CC 37% 48% 15% 0% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSCs 53% 40% 0% 7% 0%

Chile 14% 43% 43% 0% 0%

Co lom bia 42% 40% 14% 4% 0%

Ec ua dor 11% 11% 37% 21% 21%

Gua te mala 14% 29% 57% 0% 0%

Guy ana 0% 78% 22% 0% 0%

Peru 14% 50% 25% 8% 3%

Trin i dad and To bago 15% 77% 8% 0% 0%

Uru guay 44% 22% 33% 0% 0%

Ven e zuela 4% 7% 14% 32% 43%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSCs = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 14: Po lit i cal stability (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 69% 27% 3% 1% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 63% 35% 2% 0% 0%

Man i toba 50% 40% 10% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 75% 25% 0% 0% 0%

New Bruns wick 38% 13% 0% 25% 25%

North west Ter ri to ries 50% 33% 17% 0% 0%

Nova Sco tia 89% 0% 11% 0% 0%

Que bec 38% 38% 15% 8% 0%

Sas katch e wan 63% 33% 4% 0% 0%

Yu kon 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

USA
Alaska 57% 43% 0% 0% 0%

Cal i for nia 83% 17% 0% 0% 0%

Col o rado 55% 45% 0% 0% 0%

Kan sas 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 80% 20% 0% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

Montana 64% 36% 0% 0% 0%

New Mex ico 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

New York 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

North Da kota 57% 43% 0% 0% 0%

Ohio 88% 13% 0% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 70% 30% 0% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 62% 38% 0% 0% 0%

Texas 79% 21% 0% 0% 0%

Utah 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 89% 11% 0% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 68% 32% 0% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 75% 25% 0% 0% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 56% 38% 6% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 55% 41% 5% 0% 0%

Queensland 67% 30% 3% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 15: Se cu rity

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
South Aus tra lia 60% 36% 4% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 38% 54% 8% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 57% 38% 5% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 71% 24% 5% 0% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 57% 40% 2% 0% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 46% 29% 21% 4% 0%

Brunei 38% 38% 13% 13% 0%

In do ne sia 3% 33% 45% 17% 2%

Ma lay sia 20% 55% 18% 8% 0%

New Zea land 62% 34% 3% 0% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 6% 6% 44% 34% 9%

Phil ip pines 6% 29% 55% 10% 0%

Timor Leste 12% 29% 35% 12% 12%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 0% 50% 40% 10% 0%

Bul garia 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

Cy prus 57% 43% 0% 0% 0%

Den mark 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

Faroe Is lands 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

France 72% 22% 6% 0% 0%

Geor gia 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Ger many 64% 27% 0% 9% 0%

Greece 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

Green land 71% 29% 0% 0% 0%

Hun gary 70% 20% 0% 10% 0%

Ire land 53% 47% 0% 0% 0%

It aly 56% 39% 6% 0% 0%

Malta 80% 20% 0% 0% 0%

Neth er lands 77% 23% 0% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

Nor way 77% 23% 0% 0% 0%

Nor way—North Sea 75% 25% 0% 0% 0%

Po land 59% 35% 6% 0% 0%

Ro ma nia 14% 71% 14% 0% 0%

Rus sia—East ern Si be ria 0% 67% 27% 7% 0%

Rus sia—Off shore Arc tic 0% 50% 38% 13% 0%

Rus sia—Off shore Sakhalin 13% 38% 50% 0% 0%

Rus sia—other 9% 52% 35% 4% 0%

Tur key 23% 41% 36% 0% 0%

Ukraine 29% 35% 24% 12% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 15: Se cu rity (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
United King dom 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 64% 36% 0% 0% 0%

Asia
Azerbaijan 31% 44% 19% 0% 6%

Ban gla desh 15% 23% 54% 8% 0%

Cam bo dia 7% 33% 33% 20% 7%

China 24% 52% 24% 0% 0%

In dia 12% 42% 46% 0% 0%

Ja pan 85% 15% 0% 0% 0%

Kazakhstan 6% 53% 35% 3% 3%

Kyrgyzstan 13% 38% 25% 25% 0%

Myanmar 14% 21% 43% 0% 21%

Pa ki stan 0% 0% 52% 35% 13%

Thai land 19% 44% 30% 7% 0%

Turkmenistan 12% 59% 18% 6% 6%

Uzbekistan 8% 25% 42% 17% 8%

Viet nam 9% 75% 9% 6% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 7% 23% 40% 23% 7%

An gola 9% 22% 43% 13% 13%

Cam er oon 29% 43% 29% 0% 0%

Chad 13% 13% 25% 38% 13%

Côte d’Ivoire 7% 21% 36% 29% 7%

Dem. Rep. of the Congo (Kinshasa) 13% 13% 25% 13% 38%

Egypt 0% 32% 39% 25% 4%

Equa to rial Guinea 8% 46% 15% 31% 0%

Ethi o pia 14% 14% 43% 0% 29%

Ga bon 13% 38% 46% 4% 0%

Ghana 16% 37% 47% 0% 0%

Kenya 7% 43% 36% 7% 7%

Libya 3% 17% 17% 43% 20%

Mad a gas car 9% 27% 64% 0% 0%

Mali 0% 40% 20% 40% 0%

Mau ri ta nia 10% 40% 30% 20% 0%

Mo rocco 19% 48% 29% 0% 5%

Mo zam bique 5% 40% 50% 0% 5%

Namibia 14% 57% 21% 0% 7%

Niger 17% 33% 17% 17% 17%

Ni ge ria 2% 5% 30% 52% 11%

Rep. of the Congo (Brazzaville) 8% 46% 23% 15% 8%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 15: Se cu rity (continued)
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Soma li land 17% 17% 0% 33% 33%

South Af rica 10% 20% 50% 10% 10%

South Su dan 0% 14% 0% 71% 14%

Tan za nia 14% 43% 43% 0% 0%

Tu ni sia 18% 35% 38% 6% 3%

Uganda 10% 60% 30% 0% 0%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 25% 25% 13% 38% 0%

Iran 5% 26% 21% 21% 26%

Iraq 0% 3% 29% 49% 20%

Is rael 43% 14% 43% 0% 0%

Jor dan 22% 22% 56% 0% 0%

Ku wait 40% 50% 0% 10% 0%

Leb a non 33% 22% 11% 33% 0%

Oman 42% 47% 11% 0% 0%

Qa tar 58% 37% 5% 0% 0%

Syria 0% 0% 8% 38% 54%

United Arab Emirates 48% 48% 4% 0% 0%

Ye men 0% 6% 24% 41% 29%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 0% 69% 31% 0% 0%

Ar gen tina—Neuquén 4% 70% 22% 4% 0%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 0% 63% 38% 0% 0%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 0% 50% 33% 8% 8%

Ar gen tina—Tierra del Fuego 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Bolivia 0% 25% 63% 13% 0%

Brazil—On shore CC 12% 53% 24% 6% 6%

Brazil—Off shore CC 8% 63% 25% 4% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSCs 14% 57% 21% 7% 0%

Chile 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

Co lom bia 2% 25% 54% 17% 2%

Ec ua dor 0% 26% 47% 16% 11%

Gua te mala 0% 57% 43% 0% 0%

Guy ana 13% 50% 38% 0% 0%

Peru 14% 32% 46% 5% 3%

Trin i dad and To bago 8% 58% 33% 0% 0%

Uru guay 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

Ven e zuela 4% 12% 19% 46% 19%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSCs = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 15: Se cu rity (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 24% 47% 23% 7% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 11% 49% 31% 9% 0%

Man i toba 20% 70% 10% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 8% 42% 42% 8% 0%

New Bruns wick 0% 38% 13% 25% 25%

North west Ter ri to ries 0% 50% 33% 17% 0%

Nova Sco tia 38% 38% 25% 0% 0%

Que bec 15% 15% 23% 38% 8%

Sas katch e wan 15% 56% 26% 4% 0%

Yu kon 0% 60% 20% 20% 0%

USA
Alaska 29% 21% 29% 21% 0%

Cal i for nia 17% 44% 33% 6% 0%

Col o rado 18% 64% 18% 0% 0%

Kan sas 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 30% 60% 10% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

Montana 18% 36% 45% 0% 0%

New Mex ico 44% 33% 22% 0% 0%

New York 29% 43% 29% 0% 0%

North Da kota 14% 79% 7% 0% 0%

Ohio 38% 50% 13% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 23% 46% 31% 0% 0%

Texas 41% 50% 9% 0% 0%

Utah 14% 43% 43% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 33% 44% 22% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 30% 43% 27% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 25% 13% 50% 13% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 13% 44% 31% 13% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 19% 67% 14% 0% 0%

Queensland 13% 63% 16% 9% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 16: Reg u la tory du pli ca tion and in con sis ten cies

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
South Aus tra lia 17% 75% 8% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 33% 46% 18% 3% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 27% 51% 22% 0% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 8% 58% 25% 8% 0%

Brunei 6% 75% 6% 6% 6%

In do ne sia 5% 19% 46% 27% 3%

Ma lay sia 14% 46% 32% 5% 3%

New Zea land 30% 63% 7% 0% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 0% 22% 52% 19% 7%

Phil ip pines 0% 36% 54% 11% 0%

Timor Leste 7% 33% 33% 20% 7%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 0% 30% 60% 0% 10%

Bul garia 0% 40% 60% 0% 0%

Cy prus 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

Den mark 47% 53% 0% 0% 0%

Faroe Is lands 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

France 12% 53% 29% 0% 6%

Geor gia 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

Ger many 36% 27% 36% 0% 0%

Greece 20% 40% 20% 20% 0%

Green land 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

Hun gary 30% 40% 20% 0% 10%

Ire land 21% 57% 21% 0% 0%

It aly 6% 22% 50% 17% 6%

Malta 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

Neth er lands 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 39% 61% 0% 0% 0%

Nor way 52% 43% 5% 0% 0%

Nor way—North Sea 52% 48% 0% 0% 0%

Po land 13% 56% 31% 0% 0%

Ro ma nia 15% 62% 8% 8% 8%

Rus sia—East ern Si be ria 0% 7% 60% 20% 13%

Rus sia—Off shore Arc tic 0% 25% 50% 0% 25%

Rus sia—Off shore Sakhalin 0% 13% 75% 0% 13%

Rus sia—other 0% 22% 52% 17% 9%

Tur key 14% 50% 32% 0% 5%

Ukraine 0% 25% 56% 13% 6%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 16: Reg u la tory du pli ca tion and in con sis ten cies (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
United King dom 15% 67% 15% 0% 4%

United King dom—North Sea 32% 56% 10% 0% 2%

Asia
Azerbaijan 20% 47% 27% 0% 7%

Ban gla desh 9% 45% 27% 9% 9%

Cam bo dia 8% 31% 38% 8% 15%

China 13% 38% 29% 17% 4%

In dia 4% 26% 35% 35% 0%

Ja pan 38% 54% 0% 8% 0%

Kazakhstan 3% 27% 52% 12% 6%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 25% 38% 38% 0%

Myanmar 7% 36% 29% 14% 14%

Pa ki stan 0% 32% 45% 18% 5%

Thai land 12% 48% 32% 8% 0%

Turkmenistan 7% 60% 20% 7% 7%

Uzbekistan 0% 36% 27% 27% 9%

Viet nam 3% 57% 27% 13% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 3% 38% 48% 7% 3%

An gola 5% 52% 24% 14% 5%

Cam er oon 14% 64% 7% 7% 7%

Chad 0% 38% 25% 25% 13%

Côte d’Ivoire 0% 46% 46% 8% 0%

Dem. Rep. of the Congo (Kinshasa) 0% 43% 0% 29% 29%

Egypt 12% 35% 46% 4% 4%

Equa to rial Guinea 0% 55% 18% 27% 0%

Ethi o pia 0% 57% 14% 14% 14%

Ga bon 5% 55% 27% 9% 5%

Ghana 6% 59% 29% 6% 0%

Kenya 0% 54% 31% 8% 8%

Libya 3% 28% 52% 10% 7%

Mad a gas car 0% 60% 10% 20% 10%

Mali 0% 50% 25% 25% 0%

Mau ri ta nia 0% 67% 22% 0% 11%

Mo rocco 10% 62% 14% 10% 5%

Mo zam bique 0% 61% 33% 6% 0%

Namibia 14% 64% 21% 0% 0%

Niger 17% 50% 17% 0% 17%

Ni ge ria 2% 22% 51% 22% 2%

Rep. of the Congo (Brazzaville) 0% 58% 25% 8% 8%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 16: Reg u la tory du pli ca tion and in con sis ten cies (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Soma li land 0% 33% 33% 17% 17%

South Af rica 0% 50% 40% 0% 10%

South Su dan 0% 29% 43% 14% 14%

Tan za nia 0% 54% 38% 8% 0%

Tu ni sia 10% 61% 23% 0% 6%

Uganda 0% 67% 22% 11% 0%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 0% 71% 29% 0% 0%

Iran 5% 26% 26% 32% 11%

Iraq 0% 12% 27% 48% 12%

Is rael 14% 57% 14% 14% 0%

Jor dan 11% 33% 44% 0% 11%

Ku wait 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Leb a non 22% 33% 22% 0% 22%

Oman 12% 82% 0% 0% 6%

Qa tar 32% 58% 5% 5% 0%

Syria 0% 58% 17% 8% 17%

United Arab Emirates 17% 70% 9% 4% 0%

Ye men 0% 44% 25% 25% 6%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 0% 31% 38% 15% 15%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 0% 31% 38% 15% 15%

Ar gen tina—Neuquén 0% 43% 39% 9% 9%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 0% 38% 50% 13% 0%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 0% 17% 50% 25% 8%

Ar gen tina—Tierra del Fuego 0% 33% 42% 17% 8%

Bolivia 0% 29% 29% 29% 14%

Brazil—On shore CC 19% 44% 38% 0% 0%

Brazil—Off shore CC 14% 59% 27% 0% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSCs 7% 64% 29% 0% 0%

Chile 17% 33% 33% 0% 17%

Co lom bia 13% 48% 35% 2% 2%

Ec ua dor 0% 25% 45% 10% 20%

Gua te mala 0% 57% 14% 14% 14%

Guy ana 13% 88% 0% 0% 0%

Peru 8% 43% 38% 8% 3%

Trin i dad and To bago 0% 73% 27% 0% 0%

Uru guay 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

Ven e zuela 0% 15% 27% 38% 19%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSCs = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 16: Reg u la tory du pli ca tion and in con sis ten cies (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 58% 37% 3% 3% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 53% 42% 0% 4% 0%

Man i toba 38% 63% 0% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 46% 46% 8% 0% 0%

New Bruns wick 25% 38% 13% 13% 13%

North west Ter ri to ries 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Nova Sco tia 89% 11% 0% 0% 0%

Que bec 25% 33% 42% 0% 0%

Sas katch e wan 56% 44% 0% 0% 0%

Yu kon 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

USA
Alaska 43% 29% 21% 0% 7%

Cal i for nia 41% 47% 12% 0% 0%

Col o rado 36% 64% 0% 0% 0%

Kan sas 60% 20% 20% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 53% 32% 16% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

Montana 36% 45% 18% 0% 0%

New Mex ico 63% 38% 0% 0% 0%

New York 71% 29% 0% 0% 0%

North Da kota 23% 77% 0% 0% 0%

Ohio 71% 29% 0% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 60% 30% 10% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

Texas 61% 31% 6% 2% 0%

Utah 71% 29% 0% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 56% 44% 0% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 37% 41% 15% 7% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 29% 43% 14% 14% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 44% 50% 0% 6% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 48% 52% 0% 0% 0%

Queensland 56% 41% 3% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 17: Le gal sys tem

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
South Aus tra lia 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 42% 58% 0% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 55% 45% 0% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 62% 35% 3% 0% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 57% 40% 2% 0% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 28% 48% 12% 12% 0%

Brunei 6% 41% 47% 0% 6%

In do ne sia 0% 19% 41% 37% 3%

Ma lay sia 5% 49% 41% 3% 3%

New Zea land 54% 46% 0% 0% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 3% 17% 45% 24% 10%

Phil ip pines 3% 28% 53% 16% 0%

Timor Leste 6% 24% 47% 18% 6%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 0% 18% 55% 18% 9%

Bul garia 0% 40% 60% 0% 0%

Cy prus 29% 71% 0% 0% 0%

Den mark 63% 38% 0% 0% 0%

Faroe Is lands 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

France 47% 47% 6% 0% 0%

Geor gia 17% 33% 33% 17% 0%

Ger many 60% 30% 0% 10% 0%

Greece 20% 40% 20% 20% 0%

Green land 57% 29% 14% 0% 0%

Hun gary 0% 78% 11% 0% 11%

Ire land 43% 50% 7% 0% 0%

It aly 12% 35% 29% 18% 6%

Malta 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

Neth er lands 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 61% 39% 0% 0% 0%

Nor way 62% 38% 0% 0% 0%

Nor way—North Sea 71% 29% 0% 0% 0%

Po land 7% 60% 33% 0% 0%

Ro ma nia 0% 57% 29% 7% 7%

Rus sia—East ern Si be ria 0% 0% 25% 58% 17%

Rus sia—Off shore Arc tic 0% 0% 44% 33% 22%

Rus sia—Off shore Sakhalin 0% 0% 29% 57% 14%

Rus sia—other 0% 14% 36% 41% 9%

Tur key 5% 45% 41% 9% 0%

Ukraine 0% 13% 33% 33% 20%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 17: Le gal sys tem (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
United King dom 43% 50% 7% 0% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 51% 49% 0% 0% 0%

Asia
Azerbaijan 0% 38% 44% 13% 6%

Ban gla desh 0% 31% 23% 38% 8%

Cam bo dia 0% 7% 33% 53% 7%

China 0% 24% 48% 24% 5%

In dia 5% 27% 50% 18% 0%

Ja pan 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Kazakhstan 0% 6% 39% 45% 10%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 13% 38% 50% 0%

Myanmar 0% 15% 46% 31% 8%

Pa ki stan 5% 15% 40% 30% 10%

Thai land 8% 50% 31% 12% 0%

Turkmenistan 0% 20% 33% 40% 7%

Uzbekistan 0% 10% 30% 30% 30%

Viet nam 0% 37% 53% 10% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 4% 14% 57% 14% 11%

An gola 0% 14% 52% 24% 10%

Cam er oon 0% 43% 36% 21% 0%

Chad 0% 17% 17% 50% 17%

Côte d’Ivoire 0% 27% 47% 20% 7%

Dem. Rep. of the Congo (Kinshasa) 0% 29% 0% 43% 29%

Egypt 4% 20% 56% 16% 4%

Equa to rial Guinea 0% 25% 17% 50% 8%

Ethi o pia 0% 67% 0% 17% 17%

Ga bon 0% 19% 48% 24% 10%

Ghana 0% 47% 41% 12% 0%

Kenya 0% 31% 46% 15% 8%

Libya 0% 14% 38% 34% 14%

Mad a gas car 0% 30% 60% 10% 0%

Mali 0% 20% 40% 20% 20%

Mau ri ta nia 0% 20% 60% 20% 0%

Mo rocco 10% 50% 25% 10% 5%

Mo zam bique 0% 42% 37% 16% 5%

Namibia 7% 43% 29% 14% 7%

Niger 0% 40% 20% 40% 0%

Ni ge ria 3% 11% 39% 37% 11%

Rep. of the Congo (Brazzaville) 0% 10% 50% 30% 10%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 17: Le gal sys tem (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Soma li land 0% 17% 0% 67% 17%

South Af rica 0% 44% 44% 11% 0%

South Su dan 0% 13% 25% 50% 13%

Tan za nia 0% 50% 33% 17% 0%

Tu ni sia 7% 59% 24% 10% 0%

Uganda 0% 57% 29% 14% 0%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 0% 63% 13% 25% 0%

Iran 0% 22% 33% 39% 6%

Iraq 0% 12% 45% 36% 6%

Is rael 25% 38% 25% 13% 0%

Jor dan 0% 33% 44% 11% 11%

Ku wait 8% 58% 25% 8% 0%

Leb a non 0% 30% 60% 0% 10%

Oman 10% 70% 15% 0% 5%

Qa tar 5% 70% 20% 5% 0%

Syria 0% 21% 29% 43% 7%

United Arab Emirates 4% 68% 28% 0% 0%

Ye men 0% 27% 33% 13% 27%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 15% 23% 23% 23% 15%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 8% 38% 8% 23% 23%

Ar gen tina—Neuquén 15% 30% 25% 15% 15%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 13% 38% 25% 25% 0%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 8% 17% 25% 33% 17%

Ar gen tina—Tierra del Fuego 17% 25% 33% 17% 8%

Bolivia 0% 0% 29% 43% 29%

Brazil—On shore CC 6% 41% 35% 12% 6%

Brazil—Off shore CC 4% 39% 43% 13% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSCs 0% 40% 60% 0% 0%

Chile 20% 60% 0% 0% 20%

Co lom bia 20% 49% 24% 4% 2%

Ec ua dor 6% 24% 47% 12% 12%

Gua te mala 0% 57% 14% 14% 14%

Guy ana 22% 67% 11% 0% 0%

Peru 9% 47% 29% 9% 6%

Trin i dad and To bago 0% 80% 20% 0% 0%

Uru guay 29% 43% 14% 14% 0%

Ven e zuela 0% 8% 4% 44% 44%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSCs = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 17: Le gal sys tem (continued)
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Ques tion 18: Cor rup tion of gov ern ment of fi cials

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 63% 36% 1% 0% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

Man i toba 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

New Bruns wick 38% 25% 13% 13% 13%

North west Ter ri to ries 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Nova Sco tia 78% 22% 0% 0% 0%

Que bec 36% 45% 18% 0% 0%

Sas katch e wan 65% 35% 0% 0% 0%

Yu kon 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

USA
Alaska 50% 36% 14% 0% 0%

Cal i for nia 59% 35% 6% 0% 0%

Col o rado 36% 45% 18% 0% 0%

Kan sas 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 42% 37% 21% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Montana 55% 36% 9% 0% 0%

New Mex ico 50% 38% 13% 0% 0%

New York 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

North Da kota 46% 54% 0% 0% 0%

Ohio 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 40% 50% 10% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 55% 45% 0% 0% 0%

Texas 63% 35% 2% 0% 0%

Utah 43% 43% 14% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 80% 20% 0% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 60% 30% 10% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 54% 43% 4% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 57% 43% 0% 0% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 63% 38% 0% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 52% 43% 5% 0% 0%

Queensland 78% 19% 3% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 18: Cor rup tion of gov ern ment of fi cials (continued)

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

South Aus tra lia 63% 33% 4% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 58% 42% 0% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 75% 25% 0% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 72% 22% 3% 3% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 61% 37% 2% 0% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 40% 36% 20% 4% 0%

Brunei 12% 53% 29% 0% 6%

In do ne sia 2% 14% 31% 43% 10%

Ma lay sia 5% 41% 49% 3% 3%

New Zea land 50% 46% 0% 0% 4%

Pa pua New Guinea 3% 7% 48% 31% 10%

Phil ip pines 0% 20% 53% 27% 0%

Timor Leste 6% 13% 44% 25% 13%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 0% 20% 40% 30% 10%

Bul garia 0% 60% 40% 0% 0%

Cy prus 33% 50% 0% 17% 0%

Den mark 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

Faroe Is lands 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

France 59% 35% 6% 0% 0%

Geor gia 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

Ger many 60% 30% 10% 0% 0%

Greece 20% 60% 0% 0% 20%

Green land 83% 17% 0% 0% 0%

Hun gary 33% 56% 0% 0% 11%

Ire land 43% 57% 0% 0% 0%

It aly 18% 47% 18% 12% 6%

Malta 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

Neth er lands 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 65% 35% 0% 0% 0%

Nor way 59% 36% 5% 0% 0%

Nor way—North Sea 68% 32% 0% 0% 0%

Po land 7% 67% 20% 0% 7%

Ro ma nia 0% 31% 62% 0% 8%

Rus sia—East ern Si be ria 0% 8% 23% 38% 31%

Rus sia—Off shore Arc tic 0% 11% 33% 11% 44%

Rus sia—Off shore Sakhalin 0% 14% 29% 43% 14%

Rus sia—other 0% 14% 33% 38% 14%

Tur key 0% 76% 14% 5% 5%

Ukraine 0% 7% 47% 33% 13%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 18: Cor rup tion of gov ern ment of fi cials (continued)

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

United King dom 43% 57% 0% 0% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 63% 37% 0% 0% 0%

Asia
Azerbaijan 0% 47% 40% 0% 13%

Ban gla desh 0% 15% 54% 15% 15%

Cam bo dia 0% 14% 43% 36% 7%

China 0% 29% 48% 19% 5%

In dia 0% 16% 44% 36% 4%

Ja pan 69% 31% 0% 0% 0%

Kazakhstan 0% 16% 42% 29% 13%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 13% 25% 63% 0%

Myanmar 0% 29% 21% 29% 21%

Pa ki stan 0% 5% 40% 45% 10%

Thai land 4% 38% 46% 8% 4%

Turkmenistan 0% 14% 36% 43% 7%

Uzbekistan 0% 11% 22% 44% 22%

Viet nam 0% 33% 43% 20% 3%

Af rica
Al ge ria 0% 36% 32% 25% 7%

An gola 0% 13% 39% 30% 17%

Cam er oon 7% 29% 43% 21% 0%

Chad 0% 13% 50% 25% 13%

Côte d’Ivoire 0% 13% 63% 19% 6%

Dem. Rep. of the Congo (Kinshasa) 0% 0% 50% 25% 25%

Egypt 7% 18% 39% 32% 4%

Equa to rial Guinea 0% 15% 31% 54% 0%

Ethi o pia 0% 33% 50% 0% 17%

Ga bon 0% 14% 55% 23% 9%

Ghana 0% 28% 67% 6% 0%

Kenya 0% 21% 50% 21% 7%

Libya 4% 7% 29% 46% 14%

Mad a gas car 0% 36% 45% 18% 0%

Mali 0% 33% 33% 17% 17%

Mau ri ta nia 0% 27% 55% 18% 0%

Mo rocco 10% 43% 33% 10% 5%

Mo zam bique 0% 21% 63% 11% 5%

Namibia 7% 43% 29% 14% 7%

Niger 0% 50% 33% 17% 0%

Ni ge ria 0% 3% 28% 55% 15%

Rep. of the Congo (Brazzaville) 0% 0% 45% 45% 9%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 18: Cor rup tion of gov ern ment of fi cials (continued)

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Soma li land 0% 0% 33% 50% 17%

South Af rica 0% 10% 60% 30% 0%

South Su dan 0% 14% 57% 14% 14%

Tan za nia 0% 14% 71% 14% 0%

Tu ni sia 10% 45% 34% 7% 3%

Uganda 0% 33% 44% 22% 0%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 0% 43% 57% 0% 0%

Iran 0% 20% 25% 45% 10%

Iraq 0% 16% 38% 38% 9%

Is rael 29% 57% 0% 14% 0%

Jor dan 0% 50% 38% 0% 13%

Ku wait 0% 55% 45% 0% 0%

Leb a non 0% 33% 56% 0% 11%

Oman 6% 56% 31% 0% 6%

Qa tar 17% 56% 28% 0% 0%

Syria 0% 10% 30% 40% 20%

United Arab Emirates 9% 59% 32% 0% 0%

Ye men 0% 14% 36% 29% 21%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 0% 31% 38% 15% 15%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 0% 38% 23% 23% 15%

Ar gen tina—Neuquén 0% 38% 33% 19% 10%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 0% 38% 50% 13% 0%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 0% 18% 55% 9% 18%

Ar gen tina—Tierra del Fuego 8% 25% 50% 8% 8%

Bolivia 0% 13% 38% 25% 25%

Brazil—On shore CC 6% 47% 29% 6% 12%

Brazil—Off shore CC 8% 50% 33% 4% 4%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSCs 13% 47% 33% 0% 7%

Chile 0% 50% 33% 0% 17%

Co lom bia 11% 46% 35% 4% 4%

Ec ua dor 0% 28% 39% 11% 22%

Gua te mala 0% 57% 29% 0% 14%

Guy ana 0% 89% 11% 0% 0%

Peru 9% 53% 24% 6% 9%

Trin i dad and To bago 9% 55% 27% 0% 9%

Uru guay 14% 29% 29% 14% 14%

Ven e zuela 4% 8% 8% 36% 44%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSCs = profit shar ing con tracts.
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 22% 53% 15% 5% 4%

Brit ish Co lum bia 16% 62% 18% 2% 2%

Man i toba 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 25% 33% 42% 0% 0%

New Bruns wick 25% 13% 13% 25% 25%

North west Ter ri to ries 0% 33% 67% 0% 0%

Nova Sco tia 11% 22% 56% 0% 11%

Que bec 8% 15% 31% 15% 31%

Sas katch e wan 30% 63% 7% 0% 0%

Yu kon 0% 80% 20% 0% 0%

USA 
Alaska 14% 36% 43% 0% 7%

Cal i for nia 35% 29% 24% 6% 6%

Col o rado 18% 45% 27% 9% 0%

Kan sas 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 21% 53% 21% 0% 5%

Mich i gan 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 60% 20% 20% 0% 0%

Montana 10% 40% 30% 20% 0%

New Mex ico 25% 63% 0% 13% 0%

New York 14% 43% 0% 29% 14%

North Da kota 25% 58% 17% 0% 0%

Ohio 14% 57% 29% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 20% 70% 0% 10% 0%

Penn syl va nia 8% 67% 17% 0% 8%

Texas 25% 45% 18% 4% 8%

Utah 33% 17% 33% 17% 0%

West Vir ginia 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 33% 33% 22% 11% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 10% 45% 34% 10% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 0% 43% 43% 14% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 19: Best prac tices

How much do you think oil and gas ex plo ra tion and de vel op ment in each ju ris dic tion
with which you are fa mil iar might IN CREASE if a full and com plete tran si tion to “Best
Prac tices” in re la tion to the main driv ers of in vest ment de ci sions, such as roy al ties,
en vi ron men tal reg u la tions, cost of reg u la tory com pli ance, profit re pa tri a tion, a fair and
trans par ent le gal sys tem, and se cu rity of personnel and assets, were to oc cur?

1: Not at all        2: Only slightly        3: 20 to 50 per cent
4: 50 to 100 per cent   5: More than 100 per cent
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Oceania 
New South Wales 12% 24% 24% 29% 12%

North ern Ter ri tory 15% 45% 15% 25% 0%

Queensland 16% 44% 22% 16% 3%

South Aus tra lia 13% 54% 21% 13% 0%

Tas ma nia 8% 38% 15% 31% 8%

Vic to ria 10% 52% 19% 19% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 14% 47% 25% 14% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 15% 49% 20% 17% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 0% 41% 41% 14% 5%

Brunei 0% 47% 40% 13% 0%

In do ne sia 2% 13% 42% 33% 11%

Ma lay sia 3% 22% 53% 14% 8%

New Zea land 17% 62% 7% 10% 3%

Pa pua New Guinea 0% 11% 48% 19% 22%

Phil ip pines 4% 25% 46% 18% 7%

Timor Leste 0% 25% 31% 25% 19%

Eu rope 
Al ba nia 0% 10% 50% 40% 0%

Bul garia 0% 40% 40% 0% 20%

Cy prus 17% 50% 0% 0% 33%

Den mark 43% 57% 0% 0% 0%

Faroe Is lands 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

France 6% 41% 18% 24% 12%

Geor gia 0% 40% 60% 0% 0%

Ger many 40% 10% 30% 20% 0%

Greece 20% 20% 20% 40% 0%

Green land 0% 57% 14% 29% 0%

Hun gary 11% 67% 11% 11% 0%

Ire land 20% 47% 20% 13% 0%

It aly 6% 24% 24% 35% 12%

Malta 20% 20% 40% 20% 0%

Neth er lands 46% 23% 31% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 50% 28% 22% 0% 0%

Nor way 23% 41% 32% 0% 5%

Nor way—North Sea 31% 49% 17% 0% 3%

Po land 0% 53% 33% 13% 0%

Ro ma nia 0% 38% 38% 8% 15%

Rus sia—East ern Si be ria 0% 15% 54% 31% 0%

Rus sia—Off shore Arc tic 0% 22% 44% 33% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 19: Best prac tices (continued)



182 Fra ser In sti tute Global Pe tro leum Sur vey, 2012

www.fraserinstitute.org

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Rus sia—Off shore Sakhalin 0% 29% 14% 57% 0%

Rus sia—other 0% 10% 52% 29% 10%

Tur key 0% 10% 57% 29% 5%

Ukraine 7% 7% 53% 27% 7%

United King dom 26% 48% 11% 15% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 30% 45% 18% 8% 0%

Asia 
Azerbaijan 0% 43% 36% 14% 7%

Ban gla desh 0% 27% 36% 27% 9%

Cam bo dia 0% 8% 46% 23% 23%

China 0% 23% 41% 32% 5%

In dia 0% 8% 28% 48% 16%

Ja pan 31% 38% 23% 0% 8%

Kazakhstan 0% 7% 66% 24% 3%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 38% 50% 13% 0%

Myanmar 0% 15% 46% 23% 15%

Pa ki stan 0% 25% 35% 25% 15%

Thai land 4% 32% 52% 8% 4%

Turkmenistan 15% 38% 31% 15% 0%

Uzbekistan 11% 33% 22% 11% 22%

Viet nam 0% 14% 66% 10% 10%

Af rica 
Al ge ria 4% 18% 43% 21% 14%

An gola 5% 27% 36% 18% 14%

Cam er oon 0% 23% 31% 46% 0%

Chad 13% 25% 25% 25% 13%

Côte d’Ivoire 0% 36% 43% 7% 14%

Dem. Rep. of the Congo (Kinshasa) 0% 29% 14% 0% 57%

Egypt 0% 26% 41% 33% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 0% 40% 20% 30% 10%

Ethi o pia 14% 29% 29% 14% 14%

Ga bon 5% 29% 38% 24% 5%

Ghana 0% 29% 53% 18% 0%

Kenya 0% 23% 46% 23% 8%

Libya 0% 20% 20% 30% 30%

Mad a gas car 0% 30% 50% 20% 0%

Mali 0% 60% 0% 40% 0%

Mau ri ta nia 0% 33% 44% 11% 11%

Mo rocco 0% 43% 43% 10% 5%

Mo zam bique 0% 16% 53% 21% 11%

Namibia 0% 36% 43% 0% 21%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 19: Best prac tices (continued)
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Niger 0% 50% 33% 17% 0%

Ni ge ria 3% 11% 28% 33% 25%

Rep. of the Congo (Brazzaville) 0% 20% 60% 10% 10%

Soma li land 0% 33% 0% 17% 50%

South Af rica 0% 40% 40% 20% 0%

South Su dan 0% 29% 0% 14% 57%

Tan za nia 0% 23% 54% 15% 8%

Tu ni sia 0% 48% 45% 3% 3%

Uganda 0% 33% 33% 22% 11%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 29% 29% 43% 0% 0%

Iran 0% 10% 15% 35% 40%

Iraq 3% 20% 30% 30% 17%

Is rael 14% 43% 43% 0% 0%

Jor dan 11% 67% 22% 0% 0%

Ku wait 0% 44% 44% 0% 11%

Leb a non 11% 22% 22% 33% 11%

Oman 12% 59% 24% 0% 6%

Qa tar 22% 50% 22% 0% 6%

Syria 0% 25% 42% 17% 17%

United Arab Emirates 18% 45% 27% 5% 5%

Ye men 0% 27% 13% 47% 13%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin 
Ar gen tina—Salta 8% 31% 46% 8% 8%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 15% 15% 46% 15% 8%

Ar gen tina—Neuquén 10% 25% 35% 20% 10%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 13% 25% 50% 13% 0%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 8% 15% 46% 15% 15%

Ar gen tina—Tierra del Fuego 17% 17% 50% 8% 8%

Bolivia 0% 11% 22% 11% 56%

Brazil—On shore CC 6% 24% 24% 29% 18%

Brazil—Off shore CC 0% 36% 41% 14% 9%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSCs 0% 33% 27% 13% 27%

Chile 0% 29% 57% 14% 0%

Co lom bia 4% 39% 39% 9% 9%

Ec ua dor 6% 17% 33% 28% 17%

Gua te mala 0% 17% 33% 33% 17%

Guy ana 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Peru 6% 26% 35% 24% 9%

Trin i dad and To bago 0% 42% 42% 0% 17%

Uru guay 0% 29% 29% 0% 43%

Ven e zuela 0% 12% 4% 40% 44%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSCs = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 19: Best prac tices (continued)



Com pli ments re ceived

“Thought pro vok ing!”

“I need to study up on more global ram i fi ca tions of events pro hib it ing our in dus try

from con trib ut ing to the achieve ment of en ergy se cu rity at a rea son able cost to con -

sum ers.”

“Ex cel lent work! ”

“Con grat u la tions to the Fra ser In sti tute for their great an nual in form to the oil and gas

in dus try.”

“Thanks for call ing me up to re mind me to com plete the sur vey. I find the re sults very

use ful.”

“The an nual sur vey re sults re ports are very use ful.  The sur vey should be con tin ued in -

def i nitely.”

“Your sur vey and the re sults are wide rang ing and com pre hen sive. A great fo rum for

free dom of ex pres sion (my views may not nec es sar ily re flect those of my com pany)!!!

I am an explorationist and there fore al ways want to be lieve in ‘how big it could be,’ but 

af ter 40 years in the in dus try I re al ize that this is the big gest cap i tal and geo-po lit i cal

ball game on the planet—hence not eas ily re duced to sound bites and cur rent month

gas stor age num ber pontification. Oil/gas is not go ing away as the pri mary en ergy

source in the life time of any one read ing this, and will be the sin gle most pow er ful game 

and im por tant com mod ity for the fore see able fu ture on the planet.”
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