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Survey Information

The 2009 Fraser Institute Global Petroleum Survey was distributed to managers and executives of

petroleum exploration and production companies around the world and to firms that provide sup-

port services to such companies.

The analyses contained in this report are based on information obtained from 577 respondents repre-

senting 276 companies. The exploration and development budgets of these participating companies

totaled about $200 billion in 2008. That represents more than 50 percent of global upstream expendi-

tures last year, according to the World Energy Outlook 2008 (International Energy Agency, 2008).
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Executive Summary

This report presents the results of the Fraser Institute’s 3rd annual survey of petroleum industry executives and

managers regarding barriers to investment in oil and gas exploration and production in various jurisdictions

around the world. The survey responses have been tallied to rank provinces, states, and countries by the severity

of investment barriers such as high tax rates, costly regulatory schemes, and security threats, among other

factors.

A total of 577 respondents completed the survey questionnaire this year, providing sufficient data to evaluate

143 jurisdictions. This is a substantial increase from the 2008 survey, in which 81 jurisdictions were rated, and

the 2007 survey, in which 54 jurisdictions were rated.

The jurisdictions have been assigned scores for each of 16 factors that affect investment decisions. The scores are

based on the proportion of negative responses a jurisdiction received; the greater the proportion of negative

responses, the greater the perceived investment barriers and, therefore, the lower the jurisdiction’s ranking.

This year for the first time, the six Australian states, Australia’s Northern Territory, and the Timor Gap were

each evaluated as individual jurisdictions.

An All-Inclusive Composite Index derived from the scores of all 16 factors provides an overall assessment of

each jurisdiction. On this basis, the 10 least attractive jurisdictions for investment are Bolivia, Niger, Venezuela,

Ecuador, Sudan, Russia, Bangladesh, Nigeria, Kazakhstan, and Ethiopia.

Jurisdictions within North America, Europe, Australia, and New Zealand generally received the best rankings

overall. The 10 most attractive jurisdictions for investment, based on the All-Inclusive Composite Index, are

Arkansas, Alabama, Kansas, Austria, Mississippi, Nebraska, South Dakota, Texas, Oklahoma, and Indiana.

Nine of the top 10 jurisdictions on this year’s All Inclusive Composite Index are US states. Of these, top-ranked

Arkansas and second-ranked Alabama were also among the top three jurisdictions in 2008. Saskatchewan, the

only Canadian jurisdiction among the top 10 last year, fell to 38th (of 143) this year.

Among jurisdictions experiencing the greatest drops on the All Inclusive Composite Index are Bangladesh, Cote

d’Ivoire, Myanmar, and Libya. In Europe, both Spain and Italy lost considerable ground in the rankings, as did

the Ukraine, which continues to be regarded as among the least attractive jurisdictions for investment. Canada’s

Yukon and Northwest Territories also slipped in the rankings and, along with the third territory, Nunavut,

which was rated for the first time this year, stand out as the least attractive regions in North America for invest-

ment in exploration and development.

Comments received from respondents highlight why some jurisdictions are considered attractive for invest-

ment and others not. Investors say they turn to different jurisdictions when confronted with high royalty fees

and tax rates, inadequate infrastructure, price controls, and labor shortages. Similarly, investors prefer to avoid

jurisdictions with costly and time-consuming regulations. Other factors being equal, competitive tax and regu-

latory regimes can attract investment and thus generate substantial economic benefits.



Survey Methodology

Sample design

This survey was designed to identify the provinces, states, and countries with the highest barriers to investment

in oil and gas exploration and production. This allows jurisdictions ranked poorly by investors to consider

reforms that would improve the investment environment. Petroleum companies use the information to cor-

roborate their own assessments and to identify jurisdictions where new investment may be attractive.

The survey was distributed to managers and executives in the “upstream” petroleum industry. This includes

exploration for oil and gas reserves, and the production of crude oil, bitumen, and both conventional and

non-conventional forms of natural gas. It does not include the refining and processing of crude oil and raw nat-

ural gas, or the transportation and marketing of petroleum products.

The names of potential respondents were chosen from publicly available membership lists of trade associations.

Canadian trade commissioners abroad also provided the names of some companies and individuals in their

host countries. In addition, some industry associations provided contact information for individuals with

member companies.

The survey was administered from February 2, 2009 to April 17, 2009. A total of 577 responses were received

from individuals representing 276 companies. About two-thirds of the respondents identified themselves as

either a manager or holding a higher-level position. The companies represented in the survey account for more

than 50% of the industry’s annual spending on petroleum exploration and production (International Energy

Agency, 2008).
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Figure 1: The Position Survey Respondents Hold in Their Company, 2009
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Survey questionnaire

The survey was designed to capture the opinions of managers and executives regarding the level of investment

barriers in jurisdictions with which their companies were familiar. Respondents were asked to rate how the 16

factors listed below influence company decisions to invest in various jurisdictions.

1.  Fiscal Terms—government requirements pertaining to royalty payments, production shares, and

licensing fees.

2.  Taxation Regime—the tax burden (other than for oil production, which is reflected under Fiscal

Terms), including personal, corporate, payroll, and capital taxes.

3.  Local Natural Gas Prices—whether regulated rates for natural gas are set too low to recoup explora-

tion and production costs.

4.  Cost of Regulatory Compliance—the costs of processing permit applications, participating in hear-

ings, etc.

5.  Regulatory Uncertainty—the extent to which the regulatory environment is unstable, i.e., whether

there are frequent, unexpected, or unjustified changes in rules and requirements.

6.  Environmental Regulations—the costs of complying with regulatory requirements on exploration

and production processes and facilities.

7.  Local Processing Requirements—the extent to which a jurisdiction requires oil and gas that is

extracted locally also to be processed locally.

8.  Trade Regulations—the ability of producers to gain access to markets through the export of crude oil,

natural gas, and refined petroleum products.

9.  Labour Regulations and Employment Agreements—the degree of flexibility employers may exercise

in hiring and firing, compensation, and work rules.

10. Local Public Infrastructure—the availability and quality of schools and colleges, hospitals, and recre-

ation facilities.

11. Business Infrastructure—the adequacy of roads, railways, and airports.

12. Geological Database—the availability of credible and complete data on area geology.

13. Labor Availability—the supply and quality of labor, and the willingness of foreign workers to relo-

cate to the region.

14. Aboriginal Land Claims—the uncertainty of unresolved claims by native groups, which can interfere

with land access and transportation rights-of-way.

15. Political Stability—the frequency of changes in policies, regulations, and elected officials.

16. Security—the safety of assets and personnel, and the risk of expropriation.

Fraser Institute Global Petroleum Survey, 2009 edition 7
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For each of the 16 factors, respondents were asked to select one of the following five responses that best described

each jurisdiction they were familiar with:

1. Encourages investment

2. Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would not invest due to this criterion

The survey included a list of 162 jurisdictions that respondents could evaluate, including most Canadian prov-

inces and territories, many US states (and the Atlantic, Pacific, Alaska, and Gulf Coast offshore regions), all 6

Australian states and 1 territory, the Timor Gap, and countries with current or potential petroleum production

capacity. Mexico and other countries where investment in upstream petroleum exploration and development is

mostly confined to government-owned facilities were excluded.

Scoring the survey responses

For each jurisdiction, we calculated the percentage of negative scores for each of the 16 factors.1 We then devel-

oped an index for each factor by assigning the jurisdiction with the highest percentage of negative responses a

score of 100, and correspondingly lower scores to the other jurisdictions according to their ratings. The jurisdic-

tions with the lowest scores are considered the most attractive by the upstream investors and thus rank better

than jurisdictions with higher, more negative scores.

Only jurisdictions evaluated on all 16 factors by an average of five respondents are included in the rankings, and

no jurisdictions are included for which fewer than three responses were received for any of the 16 factors. This

resulted in the ranking of 143 jurisdictions with a median of 19 responses each.

In addition to rankings for each of the 16 factors, jurisdictions are ranked on four composite indices, as follows.

All-Inclusive Composite Index

The All-Inclusive Composite Index is derived equally from the scores earned by jurisdictions on all 16 factors.

This index is the most comprehensive measure of the investment barriers within each jurisdiction. A large index

value indicates that investors consider a jurisdiction relatively unattractive for investment.
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1 The negative scores were determined by the number of times respondents graded a factor as “a mild deterrent to

investment” or as a “strong deterrent to investment,” or indicated that they “would not invest” in the jurisdiction

because of issues summarized under that factor heading. This year, the scoring methodology was changed to

include the “mild deterrent to investment” response in order to differentiate among jurisdictions for which the

number of stronger negative responses was negligible or constituted only a small portion of the total number of

responses received.



Commercial Environment Index

The Commercial Environment Index ranks jurisdictions on five factors affecting the costs of conducting busi-

ness and the net revenue potential:

� Fiscal terms

� Taxation regime

� Local price of natural gas

� Local business infrastructure

� Labor availability

The index ranking was calculated by averaging the negative scores for each of these five factors. A large index

value indicates that industry managers and executives consider that commercial conditions constitute signifi-

cant barriers to investment.

Regulatory Climate Index

The Regulatory Climate Index reflects the scores assigned to jurisdictions for the following six factors:

� The cost of regulatory compliance

� Regulatory uncertainty

� Environmental regulations

� Local processing requirements

� Trade regulations

� Labor regulations and employment agreements

A relatively high Regulatory Climate Index value indicates that regulations, requirements, and agreements in a

jurisdiction constitute a considerable barrier to investment, resulting in a relatively poor ranking.

Geopolitical Risk Index

The Geopolitical Risk Index represents the scores earned by jurisdictions for political stability and security.

These two factors are considered to be more difficult to overcome than either regulatory or commercial barriers

because political change typically is necessary before significant progress can be made. A high score on the

Geopolitical Risk Index indicates that investment is relatively unattractive in that jurisdiction because of politi-

cal instability and/or security problems such as crime, confiscation and use of company equipment and vehicles,

and the threat of expropriation.

Fraser Institute Global Petroleum Survey, 2009 edition 9
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Global Results

All-Inclusive Composite Index

Table 1 compares the 2009 and 2008 scores and rankings of the All-Inclusive Composite Index. The first and sec-

ond columns present the 2009 and 2008 rankings respectively. The third and fourth columns present the abso-

lute scores for each jurisdiction in 2009 and 2008, based on the percentage of negative responses for each of the

16 factors in the survey. Those at the top of the list are regarded as having relatively few investment barriers and,

therefore, as being attractive for investment.

The marked increase in the number of jurisdictions ranked this year represents greater survey participation by

upstream investors with knowledge about overseas jurisdictions, especially in the Pacific Rim, Africa, and

Europe, as well as a number of US states, and federally administered offshore regions.

The 10 jurisdictions with the largest percentage of negative responses, indicating the greatest barriers to invest-

ment, are:

1.   Bolivia

2.   Niger

3.   Venezuela

4.   Ecuador

5.   Sudan

6.   Russia

7.   Bangladesh

8.   Nigeria

9.   Kazakhstan

10. Ethiopia

Apart from Ethiopia and Niger, which were not ranked in 2008, and Bangladesh, which fell from 45th (of 81) in

2008 to 137th (of 143) this year, the jurisdictions in this group were also among the 10 worst in last year’s survey.

Bangladesh appears to have fallen from investors’ favor largely as a result of fiscal terms, taxation, and the local

price of natural gas. The security of production facilities and equipment has also become more problematic

there.

In 2008, we noted some deterioration in the relative attractiveness for investment of Colorado, Alaska, and

Alberta compared with 2007. The unfavorable ratings for Alberta and Alaska stemmed from increasingly costly

fiscal terms and tax rates. Colorado’s ranking suffered because of the stringency of its proposed environmental

regulations for oil and gas explorers. As table 1 indicates, these factors have continued to affect the jurisdictional

rankings.
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Table 1: Jurisdictional Rankings According to the Extent of Investment Barriers
(based on All-Inclusive Composite Index values)

Jurisdiction 2009 Rank in

Group of 143

2008 Rank in

Group of 81

2009

Score

2008

Score

US—Arkansas 1 3 6.73 10.08

US—Alabama 2 1 8.88 8.17

US—Kansas 3 16 8.93 20.48

Austria 4 NA 9.81 NA

US—Mississippi 5 27 9.88 26.77

US—Nebraska 6 NA 10.62 NA

US—South Dakota 7 NA 10.90 NA

US—Texas 8 8 10.97 16.24

US—Oklahoma 9 7 11.30 15.18

US—Indiana 10 NA 12.46 NA

US—Nevada 11 NA 13.70 NA

US—Illinois 12 NA 15.26 NA

US—Utah 13 49 15.45 36.35

US Offshore—Gulf of Mexico 14 NA 15.96 NA

US—Louisiana 15 35 16.18 31.34

US—Wyoming 16 24 17.35 23.82

AU—South Australia 17 NA 18.73 NA

Netherlands—North Sea 18 NA 19.16 NA

Namibia 19 NA 19.80 NA

Tunisia 20 66 20.42 48.29

CA—Manitoba 21 17 20.98 20.49

US—Michigan 22 32 21.00 29.52

Chile 23 25 21.46 24.68

Bahrain 24 NA 21.62 NA

Netherlands 25 29 21.63 26.89

US—Kentucky 26 NA 21.66 NA

Ireland 27 NA 21.88 NA

US—North Dakota 28 19 22.37 21.23

US—New York 29 6 22.73 13.37

New Zealand 30 51 23.19 37.79

US—Virginia 31 NA 23.25 NA

AU—Northern Territory 32 NA 23.46 NA

US Offshore—Pacific 33 NA 23.55 NA

Croatia 34 NA 23.59 NA

Qatar 35 9 23.90 17.46

US—Ohio 36 18 24.06 20.69

Norway—North Sea 37 11 24.81 19.28
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Table 1: Jurisdictional Rankings According to the Extent of Investment Barriers
(based on All-Inclusive Composite Index values)

Jurisdiction 2009 Rank in

Group of 143

2008 Rank in

Group of 81

2009

Score

2008

Score

CA—Saskatchewan 38 10 25.02 18.89

United Kingdom—North Sea 39 12 25.02 19.66

Denmark 40 4 25.53 10.89

US—Montana 41 59 25.74 41.75

Taiwan 42 NA 26.16 NA

US—New Mexico 43 23 26.75 23.72

AU—Tasmania 44 NA 27.13 NA

United Kingdom 45 22 27.87 23.52

Norway 46 20 28.28 21.59

United Arab Emirates 47 5 28.29 12.84

France 48 38 28.61 32.68

AU—Queensland 49 NA 28.80 NA

Germany 50 28 28.90 26.78

US—Pennsylvania 51 55 29.56 40.46

Oman 52 NA 29.78 NA

US Offshore—Atlantic 53 NA 29.78 NA

CA—Nova Scotia 54 40 30.37 34.23

Brunei 55 NA 31.15 NA

AU—Western Australia 56 NA 31.25 NA

AU—Victoria 57 NA 31.52 NA

US—West Virginia 58 57 32.34 40.86

Trinidad and Tobago 59 58 32.81 41.06

CA—Ontario 60 30 33.30 29.12

Morocco 61 NA 33.49 NA

AU—New South Wales 62 NA 33.77 NA

Timor Gap 63 NA 34.82 NA

Thailand 64 48 35.77 36.34

Romania 65 43 36.09 35.70

Colombia 66 52 36.16 37.82

Uruguay 67 NA 36.26 NA

CA—Quebec 68 NA 36.89 NA

Egypt 69 26 37.15 25.06

Serbia 70 NA 37.57 NA

CA—British Columbia 71 33 37.66 29.86

US Offshore—Alaska 72 NA 37.92 NA

Ghana 73 NA 37.95 NA

Japan 74 NA 38.53 NA



Fraser Institute Global Petroleum Survey, 2009 edition 13
www.fraserinstitute.org

Table 1: Jurisdictional Rankings According to the Extent of Investment Barriers
(based on All-Inclusive Composite Index values)

Jurisdiction 2009 Rank in

Group of 143

2008 Rank in

Group of 81

2009

Score

2008

Score

Malaysia 75 44 39.06 35.84

Costa Rica 76 NA 39.12 NA

Kuwait 77 42 39.71 35.48

US—Alaska 78 46 39.75 36.31

US—California 79 74 40.13 58.39

Mozambique 80 NA 40.32 NA

US—Colorado 81 61 40.42 42.35

CA—Newfoundland and Labrador 82 63 40.87 46.04

Greenland 83 NA 41.44 NA

Bulgaria 84 NA 41.54 NA

Albania 85 NA 42.90 NA

Azerbaijan 86 37 43.91 32.44

Jordan 87 NA 44.56 NA

China 88 36 44.86 32.42

Brazil 89 64 45.43 46.51

Philippines 90 NA 45.65 NA

Hungary 91 NA 46.62 NA

CA—Alberta 92 54 47.46 38.78

Poland 93 NA 47.53 NA

Papua New Guinea 94 NA 48.29 NA

Gabon 95 NA 48.74 NA

Tanzania 96 NA 49.09 NA

Guatemala 97 NA 49.69 NA

Spain 98 15 50.04 20.30

South Africa 99 NA 50.36 NA

Yemen 100 69 51.46 51.74

Turkey 101 NA 51.57 NA

Peru 102 77 51.60 60.83

Italy 103 34 52.83 30.72

Vietnam 104 NA 53.95 NA

CA—Yukon 105 31 54.05 29.12

Greece 106 NA 54.26 NA

India 107 NA 54.71 NA

Cameroon 108 NA 55.27 NA

Syria 109 NA 56.27 NA

Uzbekistan 110 56 56.91 40.52

Suriname 111 NA 57.52 NA
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Table 1: Jurisdictional Rankings According to the Extent of Investment Barriers
(based on All-Inclusive Composite Index values)

Jurisdiction 2009 Rank in

Group of 143

2008 Rank in

Group of 81

2009

Score

2008

Score

Angola 112 39 58.72 33.38

Libya 113 14 58.95 20.30

Indonesia 114 67 59.66 48.98

Turkmenistan 115 60 60.57 41.82

Republic of Congo (Brazzaville) 116 NA 61.04 NA

Kyrgyzstan 117 NA 61.04 NA

Algeria 118 62 61.83 42.98

Pakistan 119 53 62.77 38.21

CA—Northwest Territories 120 65 62.84 47.18

CA—Nunavut 121 NA 63.51 NA

Paraguay 122 NA 63.95 NA

Cambodia 123 NA 64.08 NA

Equatorial Guinea 124 NA 65.15 NA

Guyana 125 NA 65.99 NA

Ukraine 126 50 69.16 37.67

Iran 127 NA 69.29 NA

Cote d’Ivoire 128 41 69.76 35.29

Iraq 129 68 70.09 49.09

Democratic Rep. of Congo (Kinshasa) 130 NA 70.68 NA

Argentina 131 76 71.51 59.35

Chad 132 70 73.46 54.51

Myanmar 133 NA 73.60 NA

Ethiopia 134 NA 74.24 NA

Kazakhstan 135 72 74.43 57.42

Nigeria 136 73 74.85 57.43

Bangladesh 137 45 74.99 36.09

Russia 138 78 78.69 62.33

Sudan 139 75 82.64 58.60

Ecuador 140 81 87.80 100.00

Venezuela 141 79 91.86 88.58

Niger 142 NA 99.03 NA

Bolivia 143 80 100.00 97.28

US—Arizona NA 2 NA 8.66

US—Offshore* NA 13 NA 20.09

Australia* NA 21 NA 22.20

Afghanistan NA 47 NA 36.34

US—Florida NA 71 NA 56.91

*Not available in 2009 because the jurisdictions were broken down into more detailed states, territories, and districts.
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Figure 2: All-Inclusive Composite Index



Figure 2 shows the All-Inclusive Composite Index rankings for all 143 jurisdictions ranked this year.

Respondents ranked the following 10 jurisdictions as the most attractive for investment in petroleum explora-

tion and development:

1.   Arkansas

2.   Alabama

3.   Kansas

4.   Austria

5.   Mississippi

6.   Nebraska

7.   South Dakota

8.   Texas

9.   Oklahoma

10. Indiana

Of these jurisdictions, Arkansas, Alabama, Texas, and Oklahoma were also among the 10 most attractive juris-

dictions in 2008. Kansas rose to 3rd (of 143) this year from 16th (of 81) last year. Mississippi jumped from 27th (of

81) to 5th position (of 143) in the rankings this year. Austria, Nebraska, South Dakota, and Indiana were not

assessed in 2008.

Figure 3 illustrates the relative attractiveness of jurisdictions around the globe for investment based on scores

from the All-Inclusive Composite Index. The scores, from 0 to 100, have been divided equally into five ranges

(quintiles). Those in the 0 to 19.99 range (first quintile) were considered the most attractive for investment

while jurisdictions with scores in the worst range (80.0 to 100— fifth quintile) appeared to be the least attractive.

In addition to the 10 most attractive jurisdictions noted above, the following nine also scored in the top range

(first quintile, light blue):

� Nevada

� Illinois

� Utah

� US Offshore—Gulf of Mexico

� Louisiana

� Wyoming

� South Australia

� Netherlands—North Sea

� Namibia
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Figure 3:   GLOBAL INVESTMENT CLIMATE for petroleum upstream development
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Jurisdictions with scores of 20 to 39.99 (second quintile) on the All-Inclusive Composite Index are identified in

dark blue. With the exception of California and Colorado, the US jurisdictions that failed to rank in the first

quintile still scored well enough to fall within the relatively attractive second quintile. And with the exception of

South Australia (which is in the first quintile), all of the Australian states, the Australian Northern Territory, and

the Timor Gap scored in the second quintile. All Canadian jurisdictions except Alberta, Newfoundland and

Labrador, and the three territories, also scored in the second quintile.

The jurisdictions with scores of 20 to 39.99 (second quintile) are:

� Tunisia

� Manitoba

� Michigan

� Chile

� Bahrain

� Netherlands

� Kentucky

� Ireland

� North Dakota

� New York

� New Zealand

� Virginia

� Northern Territory

(Australia)

� US Pacific Offshore

� Croatia

� Qatar

� Ohio

� Norway—North Sea

� Saskatchewan

� United Kingdom—

North Sea

� Denmark

� Montana

� Taiwan

� New Mexico

� Tasmania

� United Kingdom

� Norway

� United Arab Emirates

� France

� Queensland

� Germany

� Pennsylvania

� Oman

� US Offshore—Atlantic

� Nova Scotia

� Brunei

� Western Australia

� Victoria

� West Virginia

� Trinidad & Tobago

� Ontario

� Morocco

� New South Wales

� Timor Gap

� Thailand

� Romania

� Colombia

� Uruguay

� Quebec

� Egypt

� Serbia

� British Columbia

� Alaska Offshore

� Ghana

� Japan

� Malaysia

� Costa Rica

� Kuwait

� Alaska
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The jurisdictions ranking in the first and second quintiles are concentrated in Canada, the United States

(including offshore), Europe, Australia, and New Zealand. Nineteen jurisdictions in Latin America and the

Caribbean, Africa, the Middle East, and Asia scored well enough to rank in the first or second quintile (0 to

39.99).

Jurisdictions with All-Inclusive Index scores from 40 to 59.99 (i.e. in the third quintile) were not deemed as

attractive by investors as those with scores in the first and second quintiles. The thirty-six jurisdictions with

third quintile scores are:

� California

� Mozambique

� Colorado

� Newfoundland &

Labrador

� Greenland

� Bulgaria

� Albania

� Azerbaijan

� Jordan

� China

� Brazil

� Philippines

� Hungary

� Alberta

� Poland

� Papua New Guinea

� Gabon

� Tanzania

� Guatemala

� Spain

� South Africa

� Yemen

� Turkey

� Peru

� Italy

� Vietnam

� Yukon Territory

� Greece

� India

� Cameroon

� Syria

� Uzbekistan

� Suriname

� Angola

� Libya

� Indonesia

Jurisdictions scoring from 60 to 79.99 (the fourth quintile) all received a relatively high percentage of negative

scores and thus are regarded as unattractive to investors. These jurisdictions are:

� Turkmenistan

� Republic of Congo

(Brazzaville)

� Kyrgyzstan

� Algeria

� Pakistan

� Northwest Territories

� Nunavut

� Paraguay

� Cambodia

� Equatorial Guinea

� Guyana

� Ukraine

� Iran

� Cote d’Ivoire

� Iraq

� Democratic Republic of

Congo (Kinshasa)

� Argentina

� Chad

� Myanmar

� Ethiopia

� Kazakhstan

� Nigeria

� Bangladesh

� Russia
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The jurisdictions rated as least attractive, with scores of 80 to 100, fall into the fifth quintile (in red). These are:

� Sudan

� Ecuador

� Venezuela

� Niger

� Bolivia

Commercial Environment Index

Figure 4 provides rankings based on five commercial factors: fiscal terms, taxation, local price of natural gas,

business infrastructure, and labor availability.

The 10 least attractive jurisdictions based on commercial factors are Bolivia, Venezuela, Niger, Ecuador, Cote

d’Ivoire, Russia, Kazakhstan, Sudan, Myanmar and Iran.

Many Canadian investors are interested in seeing how Alberta ranked in terms of commerical environment fac-

tors in this year’s survey because the “New Royalty Framework” came into effect on January 1, 2009. In fact,

Alberta ranked 103rd (of 143) on the Commercial Environment Index compared to 92nd (of 143) on the

All-Inclusive Composite Index. The principal reason for the difference is Alberta’s lower score on fiscal terms;

globally, Alberta ranked 132nd (of 143) on the fiscal terms factor.

Ireland, which ranked 27th (of 143) on the All-Inclusive Composite Index, was rated the most attractive jurisdic-

tion for its commercial factors. This is mainly because it had the highest score of any jurisdiction for its fiscal

regime, business infrastructure, and labor availability. Austria ranked second-best on the Commercial Environ-

ment Index, followed by Kansas, the US Offshore–Gulf of Mexico, Alabama, Michigan, Texas, Illinois, Indiana,

Arkansas, Louisiana, and Australia’s Northern Territory. Other jurisdictions scoring in the top (first) quintile

are Oklahoma, Mississippi, Nevada, South Australia, the US Offshore–Pacific, New York, South Dakota,

Netherlands–North Sea, Chile, and Wyoming.

Regulatory Climate Index Results

The Regulatory Climate Index ranks jurisdictions on their regulatory environment, including regulatory uncer-

tainty, environmental regulations, and the cost of compliance.

As figure 5 illustrates, the 10 worst scorers on the regulatory climate index were Venezuela, Bolivia, Russia,

Niger, Ecuador, Kazakhstan, Argentina, Ethiopia, Italy, and Bangladesh. This indicates that regulatory concerns

are a major reason why these countries are regarded as having high barriers to investment.

The 10 jurisdictions that have the most attractive regulatory environments are Nebraska and Arkansas (tied for

the top spot), South Dakota, Namibia, Mississippi, Indiana, Oklahoma, Nevada, Alabama and Kansas. Other

jurisdictions in the first quintile are Texas, Croatia, Illinois, Austria, and Utah. Notably, no Canadian jurisdic-

tion scored well enough on regulatory factors to fall into the first quintile, and only Saskatchewan and Manitoba
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scored in the relatively attractive second quintile. In general, investors appear to be more troubled by regulatory

issues in Canada and Europe than in the US, Australia, and New Zealand.

Geopolitical Risk Index

The Geopolitical Risk Index grades political risk and security. As figure 6 illustrates, twelve jurisdictions scored

from 80 to 100 (in the fifth quintile) on geopolitical risk, indicating very significant political and/or security risks

for upstream investors. These jurisdictions are Paraguay, Niger, Myanmar, Bolivia, Sudan, Democratic Repub-

lic of Congo (Kinshasa), Chad, Pakistan, Nigeria, Venezuela, Iraq, and Algeria. Twenty-five jurisdictions with

scores of 60 to 79.99 (in the fourth quintile) also present considerable concerns to investors. They include Cote

d’Ivoire, Equatorial Guinea, Ecuador, Yemen, and Bangladesh.

The jurisdictions with the least geopolitical risk are Alabama, Arkansas, Australia’s Northern Territory, Austria,

Ireland, Kansas, Mississippi, Nebraska, Netherlands, Nevada, New Zealand, Queensland, South Australia,

South Dakota, Taiwan, Tasmania, the US Offshore—Atlantic Coast, and Western Australia. These 18 jurisdic-

tions all scored a zero on this index, which means that no one gave them a negative grade on political stability

and security.
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Results by Continental Region

North America

Compared to other regions in the world, a large number of jurisdictions in Canada and the United States are

rated as attractive overall for upstream investment. However, as figure 8 illustrates, Canada’s Northwest Terri-

tories and Nunavut each rank in the relatively poor fourth quintile on the All-Inclusive Composite Index, along-

side countries such as Pakistan, Algeria, Paraguay, and Cambodia. In fact, the Northwest Territories and

Nunavut are the least attractive jurisdictions in North America for petroleum investment.

As was the case in 2008, the negative perceptions investors have of the Northwest Territories relate to aboriginal

land claims, the availability of labor, the cost of regulatory compliance, regulatory uncertainty, and environ-

mental regulations.

Nunavut suffers from the same issues although, in most cases, not to the same extent. The lack of a geological

database is of greater concern in Nunavut, where little exploration has taken place.

Alberta, Newfoundland and Labrador, and the Yukon Territory each scored in the third quintile, which indi-

cates that investors see these jurisdictions as less attractive than Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Nova Scotia, Ontario,

Quebec, and British Columbia—all of which ranked in the relatively attractive second quintile.

As table 2 summarizes, some shifts have occurred since 2008 in the relative attractiveness of Canadian

jurisdictions.
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Table 2: Rankings of Canadian Jurisdictions for 2009 and their
All-Inclusive Index Scores

Rank in 2009 Jurisdiction (and rank in 2008) 2009 value

1 Manitoba (2) 21.0

2 Saskatchewan (1) 25.0

3 Nova Scotia (5) 30.4

4 Ontario (3) 33.3

5 Quebec (NA) 36.9

6 British Columbia (4) 37.7

7 Nfld. & Lab. (7) 40.9

8 Alberta (6) 47.5

9 Yukon (3) 54.0

10 Northwest Territories (8) 62.8

11 Nunavut (NA) 63.5



Figure 7:  NORTH AMERICA
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Saskatchewan and Manitoba have switched positions as the two most attractive jurisdictions in Canada, and

Nova Scotia has moved ahead of Ontario, British Columbia, and Yukon. Yukon has dropped to 9th (out of 11),

from a tie for 3rd position (out of 9) in 2008. More significantly, Alberta has fallen behind Newfoundland and

Labrador as the least attractive Canadian province.

Comments from respondents with regard to Canada ranged from complimentary to critical.

Canada

“Safe, stable, and close to the world’s largest energy market.”

Quebec

“Favorable land tenure and royalties.”

“Industry is not yet developed, meaning the government is more receptive to new investment.”

Manitoba

“Lowest Crown royalties; strongest regulatory feedback framework; great people.”
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Saskatchewan

“They have a royalty regime that encourages investment in the oil and gas industry in the province.”

“Good government department support; good database, favorable royalty regime.”

“Competitive royalty framework; supportive business-friendly provincial government.”

“Royalty system is stable. Royalty rebate rewards expenditures on the drilling of deeper horizontals,

which are the most effective drainage tools.”

“Royalty holidays, better government understanding of the risks of finding oil and gas.”

British Columbia

“Have royalty structures which encourage companies to take risks and leave enough upside for inves-

tors to make a decent return. They have not shattered investor confidence with confiscatory royalties

while pandering to ill-informed public opinion.”

“They work with industry to create the right investment conditions. They don’t take us for granted

and are very customer focused. Their regulatory system is streamlined and they have developed good

arrangements with local aboriginal bands to align interests.”

“They understand their costs are high and they try to help where possible.”

“Attractive tiered royalty structure that recognizes depth and therefore cost.”

“Knowledgeable regulatory personnel with authority to act.”

Alberta

“Populist anti-energy ambiance copied from Alaska; unskilled, uneducated, and inaccessible leader-

ship with out-of-control regulatory expansion.”

“Surface access driven by rural wealth transfer policies.”

“Royalties too high, basin over-drilled. Royalties must be reduced.”

“The government has placed punitive royalties on production within the province. The companies

enjoyed a few good years of profits and in turn get nailed with punitive royalties. The government has

an acidic relationship with firms … it must return the royalty rates to the original levels and look at

adding incentives for the unconventional resources.”

“They take the industry for granted and don’t look for ways to encourage activity.”
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“The royalty changes were made without consultation and without understanding the potential con-

sequences.”

“Alberta needs to reverse the New Royalty Framework if it wants to have any credibility as a business

friendly province that honors existing agreements with energy companies.”

Northwest Territories

“[Aboriginal] land claims and federal [government] ineptitude. An overall aboriginal land claim set-

tlement similar to Alaska is very much needed.”

“A complete shambles, multiple overlapping jurisdictions, industry seen as gravy train which will cure

all social ills, lack of leadership at the federal level. Let the NEB take control—do away with the

multiple hangers-on whose sole intention seems to be to sterilize the region in terms of any worth-

while activity.

“Policies and approval processes are cumbersome. Need elimination of multi-level and

reiterative steps through streamlined policies. No more than six-month timeframe from sub-

mission to decision.”

“There is a dog’s breakfast of overlapping regulatory jurisdictions (federal, territorial, aboriginal) and

no willingness to ensure that there is a coherent policy direction. As well, the processes which do exist

are often not followed, timelines are meaningless, individual agendas are allowed to come into play,

and even permits which are granted are often ignored.”

As figure 9 illustrates, California and Colorado received the worst overall scores on the All-Inclusive Composite

Index among the 32 US jurisdictions rated in this year’s survey, both falling on the low end of the third quintile.

Both states received poor scores because of fiscal and tax issues, and both also rated poorly on environmental

regulatory factors.

All of the other US states and offshore territories scored in the top two tiers. As indicated in table 1, 15 of the 19

most attractive jurisdictions (of 143) are US states or offshore regions. Of the 59 jurisdictions (of 143) with

scores in the relatively attractive second quintile, 14 are US states or offshore areas.

Alaska ranked 3rd worst overall among the US states, largely because of investment barriers related to environ-

mental regulations.

Respondents commented favorably about Louisiana, Texas, and the Gulf of Mexico while indicating concerns

about Alaska, California, Colorado, New Mexico, and Pennsylvania.
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Gulf of Mexico

“Mature fields with relatively low royalty and tax in a stable regime.”

“Less government interference with transparent tax systems.”

Louisiana

“Access to and field potential in the adjacent Gulf of Mexico; plus technological experience, expertise,

and good safety record.”
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Texas

“Fiscal dependence through public school fund, employment and excise taxes, and less distortion of

legal system due to environmental tort claims.”

“Easy regulations, business friendly, low royalty rates, competitive labor costs.”

“Willing workforce, positive business attitude of government and workforce. They want jobs and

income.”

“State encourages the oil and gas industry through proper regulation and lower taxes.”

“Long history of oil and gas production. Landowners/mineral owners, regulatory authorities, and po-

litical leaders know the value of the industry to their economy and are able to work together.”

Alaska

“Notoriously corrupt government. Essentially a Third World country.”

California

“Influence of plaintiffs’ attorneys, and politicians disconnected from industry stakeholders (employ-

ees, stockholders).”

“Overbearing and overly influential regulatory agencies, from the local level on up to the state level.”

“Strong nondevelopment influence often blocks and delays projects. Adopting an honest, consistent

process for review and discernment of acceptable development is key.”

Colorado

“Operational, legal, and air quality rules and regulations are being instituted at a dizzying pace. It is

hard to keep up with as an operator. Most of the regulators instituting and enforcing these new rules

have little or no experience in the industry and do not understand operations. Often they cannot an-

swer questions or help, even with their own rules.”

New Mexico

“Corrupt government. Furthermore, politicians want to stop development but they still want the in-

come. The state should rely on one agency to police the oil and gas industry rather than every agency,

county, and city, having a separate permitting procedure.”

“State government is extremely ‘anti-oil’; very hard to make a profit.”
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Pennsylvania

“Not sure yet if the industry is to be accepted there by the general public. Water use issues, cumber-

some regulatory structure, and lack of historical production database and well histories/logs are hin-

dering exploration and development.”

Europe

As figure 11 illustrates, Ukraine was the only European jurisdiction with an All-Inclusive Composite Index score

in the unattractive fourth quintile. No jurisdictions in Europe scored in the bottom tier (fifth quintile).

Ukraine’s poor score reflects investors’ concerns with political instability, labor issues, the cost of regulatory

compliance, and geological data.

Nine European countries scored in the relatively unattractive third quintile on the All-Inclusive Composite

Index: Greenland, Bulgaria, Albania, Hungary, Poland, Spain, Turkey, Italy, and Greece. The cost of regulatory

compliance is of considerable concern in the latter five countries; fiscal terms and general taxation are problem-

atical in Poland; and Italy scored poorly on both its tax regime and environmental regulation. Environmental

regulation was also an important reason for the relatively low scores that Greece and Spain received.

On a positive note, 14 (of 24) European jurisdictions achieved relatively attractive scores (first or second

quintile) on the All-Inclusive Composite Index. Austria and Netherlands—North Sea were in the first quintile,

and 12 countries scored in the second quintile: Netherlands, Ireland, Croatia, Norway—North Sea, United

Kingdom—North Sea, Denmark, United Kingdom, Norway, France, Germany, Romania, and Serbia. The

European jurisdictions with second quintile scores are comparable to most of the Australian states and Cana-

dian provinces, many US states, Chile, Bahrain, Brunei, Thailand, and various other jurisdications.

Comparing results for 2008 and 2009, the Netherlands is now regarded as more attractive for investment than a

year ago, having jumped to 1st place among the twelve European countries that were rated in both years from 8th

position in 2008.2 The improved standing of the Netherlands, both in comparison to European jurisdictions

and globally, reflects better scores for fiscal terms, taxation, and trade regulations. France moved up slightly,

from 10th spot to 7th (of 12). On the other hand, Spain tumbled from 4th place to 10th (of 12), and Denmark

dropped to 4th (of 12) from 1st place. Ukraine is the worst-ranked European jurisdiction again this year.

Respondents had a variety of comments about European jurisdictions.
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2 If Austria and the Netherlands—North Sea, two jurisdictions not ranked last year, are included, the Netherlands

is 3
rd

of the 24 European countries ranked in 2009.



Figure 10:   EUROPE  

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

GREENLAND

SPAIN

POLAND

ITALY

AUSTRIA
HUNGARY

BULGARIA

TURKEY

CROATIA

UKRAINE

GREECE

ALBANIA

FRANCE

GERMANY

NORWAY

IRELAND
UNITED

KINGDOM

ROMANIA

SERBIA

NETHERLANDS

DENMARK



Netherlands

“Good data access and a very constructive government partner, excellent fiscal regime, low taxes,

guaranteed buyer, and good price for product.”

“State participation mitigates access to infrastructure and processing fees. The so-called Polder

Model.”

Norway

“Risk shared by government up to 78%.”

“Clear and transparent licensing rounds.”
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“Excellent, easily-available petroleum databases.”

“Highly competent and honest regulatory authorities.”

“[Regulations] balance needs of industry and other stakeholders.”

United Kingdom

“Legal certainty, relatively attractive asset prices given current downturn in oil and gas prices and soft-

ening of corporate valuations.”

“Stability, long-established petroleum industry with respectful industry/government interaction.”

“Tough public revenue requirements overall with result that the government seeks to tax as much as

they can. Reduction in supplemental tax rate (or complete abolishment) is required.”

Asia

Figure 13 lists Asian jurisdictions by overall scores on the All-Inclusive Composite Index.

The Asian continent presents a dichotomy: countries in Central Asia and Russia have relatively poor ratings,

while Taiwan, Thailand, and Japan in the East have relatively attractive scores.

Respondents rated Russia and many Central Asian countries as perilously unpredictable in terms of geopolitical

risk. Russia received the most negative scores for its geopolitical climate. Taiwan, China, and Japan scored much

better on political stability and security factors.

Countries in Central Asia also scored poorly on their regulatory and commercial environments. Russia, for

example, ranked last on these factors. Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan also garnered very negative scores on the costs

of doing business.

The most dramatic change between the 2008 and 2009 rankings for Asia was the worse showing this year of Ban-

gladesh, which had ranked 45th (of 81) in 2008 but fell to 137th (of 143) this year. Respondents were particularly

critical of the country’s geopolitical situation and its fiscal terms.

China shifted slightly from 36th (of 81) in 2008 to 88th (of 143) this year, mostly as a result of negative ratings for

its regulatory climate. However, China obtained favorable scores for its commercial and political environments.

Respondents had many comments about jurisdictions in Asia.

35 2006/2007  Survey of Mining Companies



Figure 12:   ASIA  
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Bangladesh

“Inability of public servants and politicians to make decisions.”

“Poor understanding of the fiscal requirements to enable foreign investment, and a mistaken belief

that the state should dominate high-risk exploration using state controlled service and oil company

vehicles.”

“Free market rights for gas sales are sorely needed.”

China

“Upstream investment is extremely encouraged. Enormous growth in energy demand.”

India

“Strong democracy with constitution and independent judiciary. New exploratory policies attract in-

ternational investment.”
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Indonesia

“So far, the government of Indonesia respects all of the existing contracts. No nationalization issues.”

Kazakhstan

“Current policies are acceptable and attractive from perspective of upstream activities.”

“Reasonable and understandable fiscal regime, positive country policy towards foreign investment of

most nations, existing foreign projects, attractive geology and resource base.”

Russia

“One of the strongest potentials for exploration and development.”

“Very worried about the political system in the time of financial crisis.”

“The combination of corruption, organized crime infiltration into the political sphere, and general

nationalistic rhetoric make it a political unstable and a very undesirable place to invest.”

“They are even more likely to get away with stealing your property and capital than Venezuela.”

“Lack of secure title, taxes, regulations, and security.”

Vietnam

“Full cost recovery of any exploration and development expenditure.”

“Reasonable fiscal terms and a clear administrative system that enables exploration.”

Africa and the Middle E ast

Respondents’ gave jurisdictions in Africa and the Middle East mixed reviews as investment targets. This is indi-

cated by the wide range of rankings on the All-Inclusive Composite Index (figure 15).

The least attractive jurisdictions in Africa and the Middle East for petroleum investment are located in the

sub-Sahara. Niger, with a fifth quintile score, ranked worst overall in the region, reflecting its last-place ranking

on the commercial environment, regulatory climate, and geopolitical risk indices. Sudan also had a fifth quintile

score on the All-Inclusive Composite Index, indicating that it is highly unattractive to investors.
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Figure 14:  AFRICA & MIDDLE EAST
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Nigeria ranked particularly poorly this year and last. The violence that continues to plague the Niger Delta

resulted in the country receiving very poor ratings for political stability and security. Nigeria also drew negative

scores for its regulatory and commercial environment.

Globally, Mozambique ranked 80th (of 143) on the All-Inclusive Composite Index. The country was 3rd best

among the African and Middle East group for its regulatory climate though its commercial environment and

political stability scores were relatively poor.

Namibia, which poses the fewest investment barriers in the region overall, received the top rank, out-scoring

more established oil producers such as Oman, the United Arab Emirates, and Qatar, largely because of its favor-

able regulatory and commercial environment.
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Among the sub-Saharan countries, Ghana was the only jurisdiction other than Namibia that scored in the top

two quintiles. Its relative attractiveness was related to lower geopolitical risk factors.

The United Arab Emirates lost considerable ground in this year’s rankings, falling from 5th (of 81) overall in 2008

to 47th (of 143) this year on the All-Inclusive Composite Index. The country received favorable scores for regula-

tory issues, political stability, and security, but scored poorly on its fiscal terms and general taxation regime.

Libya also was rated less favorably this year, slipping from 14th (of 81) in 2008 to 113th (of 143) this year on the

All-Inclusive Composite Index. The country scored poorly on regulatory uncertainty and fiscal terms.

Respondents voiced several concerns about jurisdictions in Africa and the Middle East.

Iraq and Kurdistan

“Excessive upfront payments and inability to provide stability with the central government of

Iraq. The regional government of Kurdistan and the central government need to find suitable

compromise.”

Iran

“The buy-back contract (Exploration Service Agreement) did not benefit from the higher oil prices.

The rate of return is fixed (Remuneration Fee). Change to a different contract regime like a Produc-

tion Sharing Agreement.”

“No foreign upstream investor has made a decent return on any project since the revolution. They

should adopt a production sharing agreement regime.”

“Worst possible terms, constant renegotiations. Should adopt a system that aligns interests of nation

with investors.”

“Total misunderstanding of the industry and a misalignment of critical interests.”

Libya

“Very harsh production sharing regime with threat through nationalization and changes in fiscal re-

gime. Needs a clear commitment to a production sharing contract structure, and a pledge to adhere to

the structure through [both] high and low oil prices.”

Nigeria

“Endemic, systematic, and comprehensive corruption at all levels of government, coupled with the

armed insurgency in the Delta. Change the Nigerian kleptocracy to a less corrupt governmental form

that does not steal from producers, nor from its own citizens.”
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Latin America and the Caribbean

Figure 16 summarizes the rankings by quintile of jurisdictions in Latin America and the Caribbean.

Figure 17 shows the attractiveness of Latin American and Caribbean jurisdictions on the All-Inclusive Compos-

ite Index. Bolivia, Venezuela, and Ecuador ranked as the least attractive jurisdictions for investment in the

region. For each of them, fiscal terms, taxation regime, and the manner in which the local price of natural gas is

administered garnered the most negative scores, but regulatory issues, local processing requirements, trade reg-

ulations, labor regulations, and political instability also were judged to be problematical in these countries. Both

Bolivia and Ecuador also scored poorly on the issue of aboriginal land claims.

Argentina, Guyana, and Paraguay scored in the relatively unattractive fourth quintile. Argentina’s relatively

poor score was, in large part, a result of concerns about its fiscal terms, general taxation, and regulatory issues.

Paraguay rated poorly on labor availability, political stability, and security factors.

Suriname, Peru, Guatemala, and Brazil all ranked in the third quintile. Suriname did not rank particularly

favorably on the All-Inclusive Composite Index (111th of 143). However, it was one of only three jurisdictions

in the world (along with Indiana and Michigan) for which no respondents indicated that they “would not

invest” on account of any of the factors reflected in the survey questions or that they see the factor in question as

“a strong deterrent to investment.”

Peru obtained relatively high negative scores for aboriginal land claims, public and business infrastructure, and

labor agreements. However, Peru’s score improved from last year to this relative to Argentina; it had ranked

below Argentina in 2008, but rose to 8th (of 15) in this year’s regional ranking compared to 12th (of 15) for

Argentina.

Guatemala scored poorly on general taxation, regulatory issues, and security of plant and equipment. Brazil

received negative scores for taxation, the cost of regulatory compliance, regulatory uncertainty, labor regula-

tions and employment agreements, and lack of public infrastructure.

No country in the Latin American and Caribbean region ranked in the top quintile on the All-Inclusive Com-

posite Index. However, five countries did score in the relatively attractive second quintile. Chile was rated the

most attractive jurisdiction for investment among all of the Latin American and Caribbean jurisdictions. This

favorable result ranks Chile as comparable to Manitoba, the Netherlands, and Tunisia. Trinidad & Tobago,

Colombia, Uruguay, and Costa Rica also scored in the relatively attractive second quintile, with scores similar to

Thailand, British Columbia, and Malaysia.

A selection of respondents’ comments about jurisdictions in Latin American and the Caribbean appear below.

Chile

“The country is starved for energy, and has adopted a regulatory framework that will encourage in-

vestment in the petroleum and gas sector.”
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Figure 16:  LATIN AMERICA & CARIBBEAN BASIN 
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“The level of risk in exploration and production here is higher from the geological point of view than

many other areas. Thus, the conditions and terms are more favorable to the international oil compa-

nies so as to encourage investment.”

Colombia

“Excellent fiscal regime, underexplored, great potential in a politically secure environment.”

“Great fiscal policy plus a stable regulatory regime.”

“Good geological potential which is highly underexplored.”

“The country is currently reaching out to foreign investment to increase production and the condi-

tions are very favorable.”

“Fewer regulatory compliance issues [or] energy utility boards to hamstring your projects, and trans-

parent environmental statutes… it’s the Wild West of old!”

“It is like a cruise, they give you all the tools to do business easily.”
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Uruguay

“Sound and fair fiscal terms and contract model, frontier but promising basins.”

Argentina

“Government regulated price and intervention.”

“Acreage relinquishment obligations re non-explored areas.”

Bolivia

“The last expropriation process shattered the most productive firms.”

Ecuador

“Constantly shifting political forces have consistently driven investment out of the country. Most

recently, expropriation has been used as a tool to meet OPEC quotas. New leadership is an absolute

necessity.”

Venezuela

“Rules are frequently changed. They [the government] refuse to abide by international arbitration.”

“Political instability and constant attacks on foreign investors make it very risky to invest. Currently,

investments in the country are for global strategic reasons more than the expectation of high revenue

in the short term. Chavez has to go.”

Oceania

Oceania is composed of Australia, New Zealand, Brunei, Malaysia, the Philippines, Papua New Guinea, Indone-

sia, and the Timor Gap. The survey this year, for the first time, ranks seven Australian jurisdictions (the six states

and the Northern Territory) and the Timor Gap separately. This provides for greater differentiation than in pre-

vious surveys. Figure 19 provides scores from the All-Inclusive Composite Index for jurisdictions in Oceania.

Indonesia received the worst ranking in the region, 114th (of 143) on the All-Inclusive Composite Index. The

poor showing was largely the result of negative scores for fiscal terms, regulatory issues, and political stability

and security concerns. Papua New Guinea and the Philippines also scored in the relatively poor third quintile.
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Figure 18:  OCEANIA 
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New South Wales had the lowest All-Inclusive Composite Index ranking of the seven Australian jurisdictions.

The state received relatively poor scores for its commercial environment, especially fiscal terms. However, it still

ranked in the relatively attractive second quintile, along with Malaysia, the Timor Gap, Brunei, New Zealand,

and all other Australian jurisdictions (with the exception of South Australia).

South Australia was rated the most favorable jurisdiction in the region, and was the only one in Oceania to place

in the top quintile on the All-Inclusive Composite Index.

Victoria, which scored well on most factors, drew negative ratings for its regulatory climate, scoring just ahead of

Indonesia, but worse than all of the other jurisdictions in the region on the Regulatory Climate Index.

Brunei, which did not rank highly overall on the All-Inclusive Composite Index, scored better than any of the

other Oceania jurisdictions on regulatory climate factors.

Respondents offered both positive and negative comments about conditions in the region.

Australia (in general)

“Fundamental respect for property rights.”

“Policy on national and state level aimed at promoting development of offshore exploration and de-

velopment.”
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“Unmatched transparency.”

“Promote balanced policies allowing for development under reasonable terms while protecting the

environment.”

Queensland

“Incentives for energy development for coal seam gas. Top shelf security and certainty as well as high

quality skilled labor force.”

South Australia

“Progressive mines department. Royalty agreements on native title issues, total royalties around 10%.”

Victoria

“Petroleum exploration makes up only a small portion of resource exploration, the state pays more

attention to minerals and other commodities.”

Western Australia

“Straightforward regulations, stable fiscal regime, not punitive.”

Indonesia

“High tax burden.”

“Asymmetric risk structure.”

“Unclear and complex regulatory framework.”

“Slow and bureaucratic approval process.”

“So far, government is still respectful of existing contracts, no nationalization issue.”
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Single-Factor Results

The figures for specific factors provide detailed information about the relative attractiveness of jurisdictions for

investment. The results for each factor are illustrated by the figures, and the complete data set is provided in the

tabular appendix. The jurisdictions with a relatively low proportion of negative scores appear near the top of the

rankings and are generally regarded as more attractive for upstream petroleum investment.

The single-factor results are self-explanatory. However, some findings of general interest are highlighted below.

Fiscal terms

Fiscal terms pose substantial investment barriers in Bolivia and Ecuador. Taxes on petroleum production are

also significant barriers to investment in Bangladesh, Ecuador, Iran, Niger, and Russia, as well as a considerable

investment concern in Kazakhstan, Myanmar, Iraq, and Argentina.

Alberta now ranks as the least attractive jurisdiction on fiscal terms in both Canada and the United States, and

11th worst (of 143) in the world. In the United States, jurisdictions with the most unfavorable ratings for fiscal

terms include California, Colorado, New Mexico, and Atlantic Offshore.

Cost of regulatory compliance

The jurisdictions garnering the highest negative ratings for the cost of regulatory compliance are Venezuela,

Bolivia, Greece, Ukraine, Italy, and Canada’s Northwest Territories. Regulatory compliance is also a substantial

barrier to investment in Russia, Ethiopia, Niger, Kazakhstan, and Turkey.

California, Colorado, and Alaska scored worst among US jurisdictions for the cost of regulatory compliance.

Environmental regulations

Italy scored worst on environmental regulations; other poor scorers include Germany, Alaska, Taiwan, and the

US Offshore—Pacific region. Environmental regulations also rate as a major barrier to investment in Victoria,

Nunavut, California, Ireland, Greece, and Spain.

Local processing requirements

Venezuela and Uzbekistan drew negative scores for their local processing requirements, as did Spain, Bolivia,

Niger, Serbia, Sudan, and Turkey. In North America, relatively high negative scores also were assigned to New-

foundland and Labrador, Pennsylvania, and New York for this factor.

Labor regulations and employment agreements

Labor regulations and employment agreements are significant barriers to investment in Bolivia, Venezuela, the

Ukraine, and Argentina, as well as Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Ireland, and Italy.
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Local public infrastructure

The lack or quality of public infrastructure such as roads, airports, and railways was cited as a significant barrier

to investment in several African countries, particularly Niger, Sudan, and Tanzania, as well as Cameroon, Nige-

ria, Chad, Democratic Republic of Congo (Kinshasa), and Angola. Canada’s Northwest Territories also scored

poorly on this factor.

Trade regulations

Russia and Venezuela scored particularly poorly on trade regulations, while this was also judged a major deter-

rent to investment in Kyrgyzstan, Kazakhstan, Niger, Iran, Bolivia and Ecuador.

Aboriginal land claims

Aboriginal land claims were rated as a considerable constraint on investment in Bolivia, Niger, the Northwest

Territories, Chad, and Peru, as well Nunavut, Western Australia, Ecuador, Queensland, Australia’s Northern

Territory, and British Columbia.

Political stability

Political instability was rated as worst in Niger, Paraguay, Pakistan, Bolivia, Venezuela, and Myanmar.

Security

The security of property was rated particularly poor in Chad, Congo (Kinshasa), Myanmar, Niger, Paraguay,

and Sudan, as well as Bolivia, Nigeria, Pakistan, Congo (Brazzaville), Yemen and Iraq.
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Figure 22: Local Natural Gas Price
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Figure 23: Cost of Regulatory Compliance
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Figure 24: Regulatory Uncertainty
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Figure 25: Environmental Regulations



Fraser Institute Global Petroleum Survey, 2009 edition 57
www.fraserinstitute.org

0 20 40 60 80 100

US—California
CA—Ontario

Greenland
Trinidad and Tobago

France
US—Alaska

United Arab Emirates
AU—Western Australia
CA—British Columbia
US Offshore—Atlantic

Jordan
US—Wyoming

US—New Mexico
Azerbaijan

Thailand
US—Utah

US—West Virginia
US Offshore—Pacific

Cameroon
CA—Quebec

Papua New Guinea
AU—Victoria

US—Montana
Qatar
Chile

Morocco
Norway

Oman
United Kingdom

Tunisia
CA—Saskatchewan

Norway—North Sea
Colombia
US—Ohio

US—South Dakota
Brunei
Egypt

Hungary
Namibia

Taiwan
AU—Queensland

US—North Dakota
United Kingdom—North Sea

US—Louisiana
AU—Northern Territory

CA—Manitoba
US—Illinois

Germany
Netherlands–North Sea
AU—New South Wales

US—Kansas
US—Mississippi

Netherlands
US—Texas

AU—Tasmania
US Offshore—Gulf of

Bahrain
US—Oklahoma

AU—South Australia
US—Alabama
US—Arkansas

US—Indiana
US—Michigan
US—Nebraska

US—Nevada
US—Virginia

Uruguay
Ireland

Guatemala
Denmark

Croatia
Austria

Mild deterrent to investment

Strong deterrent to investment

Would not invest

0 20 40 60 80 100

Venezuela
Uzbekistan

Spain
Bolivia

Niger
Serbia
Sudan
Turkey

Iran
Ecuador

Iraq
Myanmar

Chad
Argentina

Cote d'Ivoire
Turkmenistan

Vietnam
Bangladesh

DR Congo (Kinshasa)
Nigeria

Malaysia
CA—Nfld. & Lab.

India
CA—Nunavut

Russia
CA—Yukon

Indonesia
Kuwait

Libya
Kazakhstan

CA—Northwest Territories
Algeria

China
Ethiopia

Greece
Pakistan

Suriname
Angola

Cambodia
Ukraine
Yemen

Romania
US—Pennsylvania

Syria
Brazil

Bulgaria
Guyana

Kyrgyzstan
Rep. of Congo (Brazzaville)

South Africa
Italy

US—New York
Ghana
Poland

Philippines
CA—Nova Scotia

Peru
CA—Alberta

US—Kentucky
US Offshore—Alaska

Albania
Costa Rica

Equatorial Guinea
Gabon
Japan

Mozambique
Paraguay
Tanzania

New Zealand
Timor Gap

US—Colorado

Figure 26: Local Processing Requirements
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Figure 27: Trade Regulations
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Figure 28: Labor Regulations and Employment Agreements
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Figure 29: Local Public Infrastructure
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Figure 30: Business Infrastructure
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Figure 31: Geological Database
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Figure 32: Labor Availability
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Figure 33: Aboriginal Land Claims
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Figure 34: Political Stability
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The scores for each of the 16 factors are provided below for all 143 jurisdictions that were ranked in this year’s
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Question 1: Fiscal Terms

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

CANADA

CA—Alberta 8% 22% 28% 38% 4%

CA—British Columbia 37% 50% 11% 2% 0%

CA—Manitoba 26% 63% 11% 0% 0%

CA—Newfoundland 22% 38% 25% 16% 0%

CA—Northwest Territories 26% 45% 18% 11% 0%

CA—Nova Scotia 43% 39% 18% 0% 0%

CA—Nunavut 18% 55% 0% 27% 0%

CA—Ontario 15% 62% 23% 0% 0%

CA—Quebec 32% 47% 21% 0% 0%

CA—Saskatchewan 53% 39% 6% 1% 1%

CA—Yukon 20% 35% 35% 10% 0%

USA

US—Alabama 44% 44% 11% 0% 0%

US—Alaska 25% 42% 29% 4% 0%

US—Arkansas 36% 64% 0% 0% 0%

US—California 28% 25% 22% 25% 0%

US—Colorado 16% 41% 28% 16% 0%

US—Illinois 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

US—Indiana 14% 86% 0% 0% 0%

US—Kansas 30% 60% 10% 0% 0%

US—Kentucky 0% 88% 13% 0% 0%

US—Louisiana 34% 59% 3% 3% 0%

US—Michigan 14% 86% 0% 0% 0%

US—Mississippi 42% 50% 8% 0% 0%

US—Montana 26% 41% 33% 0% 0%

US—Nebraska 38% 63% 0% 0% 0%

US—Nevada 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

US—New Mexico 20% 44% 20% 12% 4%

US—New York 29% 64% 7% 0% 0%
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Question 1: Fiscal Terms

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

US—North Dakota 35% 52% 9% 4% 0%

US—Ohio 20% 60% 10% 10% 0%

US—Oklahoma 43% 43% 7% 3% 3%

US—Pennsylvania 0% 79% 21% 0% 0%

US—South Dakota 43% 57% 0% 0% 0%

US—Texas 51% 40% 6% 1% 1%

US—Utah 31% 38% 23% 8% 0%

US—Virginia 0% 83% 0% 17% 0%

US—West Virginia 8% 83% 0% 0% 8%

US—Wyoming 33% 50% 13% 3% 0%

US Offshore—Atlantic 11% 33% 44% 11% 0%

US Offshore—Pacific 10% 60% 10% 20% 0%

US Offshore—Gulf of Mexico 51% 37% 10% 0% 2%

US Offshore—Alaska 18% 55% 27% 0% 0%

EUROPE

Albania 25% 50% 13% 13% 0%

Austria 71% 29% 0% 0% 0%

Bulgaria 50% 17% 33% 0% 0%

Croatia 57% 14% 29% 0% 0%

Denmark 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

France 17% 50% 33% 0% 0%

Germany 25% 50% 20% 5% 0%

Greece 0% 67% 17% 17% 0%

Greenland 20% 40% 40% 0% 0%

Hungary 38% 38% 13% 0% 13%

Ireland 30% 70% 0% 0% 0%

Italy 8% 52% 28% 12% 0%

Netherlands 15% 62% 23% 0% 0%

Netherlands—North Sea 33% 52% 14% 0% 0%

Norway 45% 27% 27% 0% 0%

Norway—North Sea 39% 36% 21% 3% 0%
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Question 1: Fiscal Terms

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

Poland 11% 33% 44% 0% 11%

Romania 20% 40% 33% 7% 0%

Serbia 0% 25% 50% 0% 25%

Spain 20% 50% 20% 0% 10%

Turkey 25% 33% 33% 8% 0%

Ukraine 0% 46% 31% 23% 0%

United Kingdom 30% 45% 20% 5% 0%

United Kingdom—North Sea 37% 32% 23% 8% 0%

Asia

Azerbaijan 21% 42% 32% 5% 0%

Bangladesh 0% 19% 38% 25% 19%

Cambodia 22% 28% 44% 6% 0%

China 20% 32% 37% 10% 2%

India 18% 33% 39% 9% 0%

Japan 33% 28% 33% 0% 6%

Kazakhstan 0% 28% 42% 28% 3%

Kyrgyzstan 22% 22% 22% 11% 22%

Myanmar 0% 20% 47% 13% 20%

Pakistan 17% 44% 17% 17% 6%

Russia 2% 15% 19% 48% 17%

Taiwan 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

Thailand 19% 56% 19% 3% 3%

Turkmenistan 11% 33% 39% 6% 11%

Uzbekistan 13% 50% 38% 0% 0%

Vietnam 10% 35% 48% 6% 0%

AFRICA AND MIDDLE EAST

Algeria 0% 31% 38% 31% 0%

Angola 21% 42% 24% 12% 0%

Bahrain 21% 64% 14% 0% 0%

Cameroon 15% 46% 31% 8% 0%
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Question 1: Fiscal Terms

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

Chad 15% 31% 23% 15% 15%

Cote d’Ivoire 15% 23% 54% 8% 0%

Democratic Republic of Congo
(Kinshasa)

20% 20% 20% 30% 10%

Egypt 17% 44% 33% 3% 3%

Equatorial Guinea 5% 30% 40% 25% 0%

Ethiopia 17% 33% 50% 0% 0%

Gabon 19% 43% 38% 0% 0%

Ghana 36% 43% 21% 0% 0%

Iran 3% 6% 26% 42% 23%

Iraq 13% 13% 47% 16% 13%

Jordan 25% 38% 13% 25% 0%

Kuwait 18% 24% 24% 29% 6%

Libya 3% 30% 45% 15% 6%

Morocco 38% 38% 15% 0% 8%

Mozambique 10% 70% 20% 0% 0%

Namibia 50% 30% 20% 0% 0%

Niger 0% 20% 80% 0% 0%

Nigeria 14% 23% 31% 29% 3%

Oman 11% 56% 30% 0% 4%

Qatar 24% 43% 30% 0% 3%

Republic of the Congo
(Brazzaville)

11% 44% 33% 11% 0%

South Africa 8% 46% 46% 0% 0%

Sudan 10% 20% 40% 30% 0%

Syria 7% 47% 27% 20% 0%

Tanzania 22% 44% 33% 0% 0%

Tunisia 38% 38% 24% 0% 0%

United Arab Emirates 21% 45% 27% 3% 3%

Yemen 16% 28% 36% 16% 4%
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Question 1: Fiscal Terms

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN BASIN

Argentina 7% 23% 28% 35% 7%

Bolivia 0% 0% 13% 61% 26%

Brazil 27% 47% 22% 2% 2%

Chile 38% 50% 12% 0% 0%

Colombia 60% 33% 7% 0% 0%

Costa Rica 13% 63% 25% 0% 0%

Ecuador 3% 9% 12% 32% 44%

Guatemala 17% 50% 33% 0% 0%

Guyana 33% 11% 33% 11% 11%

Paraguay 33% 33% 17% 17% 0%

Peru 42% 29% 19% 3% 6%

Suriname 29% 43% 29% 0% 0%

Trinidad and Tobago 13% 47% 27% 13% 0%

Uruguay 63% 25% 13% 0% 0%

Venezuela 0% 2% 11% 30% 57%

OCEANIA

AU—New South Wales 30% 45% 20% 0% 5%

AU—Northern Territory 44% 56% 0% 0% 0%

AU—Queensland 35% 50% 4% 8% 4%

AU—South Australia 58% 38% 4% 0% 0%

AU—Tasmania 50% 43% 7% 0% 0%

AU—Victoria 35% 61% 4% 0% 0%

AU—Western Australia 47% 35% 16% 0% 2%

Brunei 9% 64% 27% 0% 0%

Indonesia 9% 34% 42% 14% 2%

Malaysia 9% 46% 37% 6% 3%

New Zealand 37% 52% 11% 0% 0%

Papua New Guinea 38% 46% 17% 0% 0%

Philippines 23% 46% 19% 12% 0%

Timor Gap 30% 30% 40% 0% 0%
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Question 2: Taxation Regime

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

CANADA

CA—Alberta 10% 54% 23% 9% 4%

CA—British Columbia 12% 60% 24% 5% 0%

CA—Manitoba 10% 70% 20% 0% 0%

CA—Newfoundland 17% 47% 33% 3% 0%

CA—Northwest Territories 5% 54% 32% 5% 3%

CA—Nova Scotia 19% 58% 19% 4% 0%

CA—Nunavut 10% 40% 30% 20% 0%

CA—Ontario 15% 62% 23% 0% 0%

CA—Quebec 26% 47% 26% 0% 0%

CA—Saskatchewan 19% 58% 21% 1% 1%

CA—Yukon 10% 50% 25% 15% 0%

USA

US—Alabama 22% 78% 0% 0% 0%

US—Alaska 13% 61% 22% 4% 0%

US—Arkansas 18% 82% 0% 0% 0%

US—California 19% 31% 31% 19% 0%

US—Colorado 13% 41% 31% 13% 3%

US—Illinois 0% 89% 11% 0% 0%

US—Indiana 14% 71% 14% 0% 0%

US—Kansas 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

US—Kentucky 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

US—Louisiana 22% 68% 8% 3% 0%

US—Michigan 13% 75% 13% 0% 0%

US—Mississippi 38% 54% 8% 0% 0%

US—Montana 11% 71% 18% 0% 0%

US—Nebraska 11% 89% 0% 0% 0%

US—Nevada 55% 45% 0% 0% 0%

US—New Mexico 20% 48% 20% 8% 4%

US—New York 17% 50% 25% 8% 0%
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Question 2: Taxation Regime

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

US—North Dakota 23% 64% 9% 5% 0%

US—Ohio 10% 60% 30% 0% 0%

US—Oklahoma 26% 55% 16% 0% 3%

US—Pennsylvania 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

US—South Dakota 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

US—Texas 30% 60% 8% 1% 0%

US—Utah 23% 69% 8% 0% 0%

US—Virginia 0% 67% 17% 17% 0%

US—West Virginia 9% 73% 9% 0% 9%

US—Wyoming 28% 62% 7% 3% 0%

US Offshore—Atlantic 11% 67% 11% 0% 11%

US Offshore—Pacific 45% 55% 0% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Gulf of Mexico 40% 48% 10% 0% 2%

US Offshore—Alaska 9% 64% 27% 0% 0%

EUROPE

Albania 0% 71% 29% 0% 0%

Austria 38% 50% 13% 0% 0%

Bulgaria 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

Croatia 43% 57% 0% 0% 0%

Denmark 0% 44% 50% 6% 0%

France 4% 61% 30% 4% 0%

Germany 10% 50% 35% 5% 0%

Greece 20% 20% 40% 0% 20%

Greenland 11% 56% 33% 0% 0%

Hungary 25% 38% 25% 13% 0%

Ireland 10% 80% 10% 0% 0%

Italy 0% 44% 32% 24% 0%

Netherlands 17% 50% 33% 0% 0%

Netherlands—North Sea 38% 33% 29% 0% 0%

Norway 14% 29% 43% 14% 0%

Norway—North Sea 21% 33% 30% 12% 3%
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Question 2: Taxation Regime

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

Poland 0% 44% 33% 11% 11%

Romania 7% 60% 33% 0% 0%

Serbia 0% 50% 25% 0% 25%

Spain 8% 50% 25% 8% 8%

Turkey 9% 36% 45% 9% 0%

Ukraine 0% 50% 20% 30% 0%

United Kingdom 11% 53% 26% 11% 0%

United Kingdom—North Sea 18% 43% 31% 7% 1%

ASIA

Azerbaijan 0% 75% 19% 6% 0%

Bangladesh 13% 27% 40% 13% 7%

Cambodia 18% 35% 41% 6% 0%

China 10% 33% 44% 10% 3%

India 13% 31% 41% 16% 0%

Japan 31% 13% 38% 6% 13%

Kazakhstan 0% 16% 47% 28% 9%

Kyrgyzstan 33% 11% 33% 22% 0%

Myanmar 0% 36% 29% 14% 21%

Pakistan 13% 47% 20% 7% 13%

Russia 2% 13% 26% 43% 17%

Taiwan 50% 17% 33% 0% 0%

Thailand 13% 45% 35% 3% 3%

Turkmenistan 0% 45% 18% 18% 18%

Uzbekistan 0% 50% 33% 17% 0%

Vietnam 0% 47% 47% 7% 0%

AFRICA AND MIDDLE EAST

Algeria 0% 31% 50% 15% 4%

Angola 17% 40% 30% 13% 0%

Bahrain 10% 50% 40% 0% 0%

Cameroon 0% 27% 55% 18% 0%

Chad 27% 9% 27% 27% 9%
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Question 2: Taxation Regime

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

Cote d’Ivoire 8% 50% 42% 0% 0%

Democratic Republic of Congo
(Kinshasa)

0% 22% 44% 11% 22%

Egypt 12% 50% 32% 3% 3%

Equatorial Guinea 0% 56% 28% 17% 0%

Ethiopia 0% 20% 80% 0% 0%

Gabon 17% 50% 33% 0% 0%

Ghana 31% 46% 23% 0% 0%

Iran 3% 20% 30% 30% 17%

Iraq 7% 24% 34% 28% 7%

Jordan 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Kuwait 8% 54% 31% 8% 0%

Libya 3% 30% 43% 10% 13%

Morocco 31% 23% 38% 0% 8%

Mozambique 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Namibia 50% 38% 13% 0% 0%

Niger 20% 40% 40% 0% 0%

Nigeria 3% 32% 42% 19% 3%

Oman 8% 50% 38% 0% 4%

Qatar 18% 58% 21% 0% 3%

Republic of the Congo
(Brazzaville)

9% 36% 36% 18% 0%

South Africa 0% 40% 40% 20% 0%

Sudan 0% 33% 44% 11% 11%

Syria 14% 36% 29% 14% 7%

Tanzania 13% 50% 38% 0% 0%

Tunisia 33% 38% 29% 0% 0%

United Arab Emirates 26% 42% 29% 0% 3%

Yemen 9% 39% 39% 9% 4%
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Question 2: Taxation Regime

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN BASIN

Argentina 0% 12% 51% 30% 7%

Bolivia 0% 5% 18% 45% 32%

Brazil 12% 41% 43% 2% 2%

Chile 30% 52% 19% 0% 0%

Colombia 33% 56% 12% 0% 0%

Costa Rica 38% 13% 50% 0% 0%

Ecuador 3% 12% 15% 48% 21%

Guatemala 17% 33% 50% 0% 0%

Guyana 13% 38% 25% 13% 13%

Paraguay 50% 17% 17% 17% 0%

Peru 19% 52% 16% 10% 3%

Suriname 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Trinidad and Tobago 11% 64% 21% 4% 0%

Uruguay 38% 38% 25% 0% 0%

Venezuela 0% 6% 6% 48% 40%

OCEANIA

AU—New South Wales 30% 45% 15% 5% 5%

AU—Northern Territory 42% 50% 8% 0% 0%

AU—Queensland 32% 44% 16% 4% 4%

AU—South Australia 35% 52% 13% 0% 0%

AU—Tasmania 38% 54% 8% 0% 0%

AU—Victoria 24% 52% 24% 0% 0%

AU—Western Australia 28% 50% 20% 0% 2%

Brunei 10% 50% 30% 10% 0%

Indonesia 6% 41% 28% 22% 3%

Malaysia 12% 58% 24% 3% 3%

New Zealand 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Papua New Guinea 35% 48% 17% 0% 0%

Philippines 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Timor Gap 11% 67% 22% 0% 0%
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Question 3: Local Natural Gas Price

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

CANADA

CA—Alberta 9% 28% 26% 32% 5%

CA—British Columbia 11% 31% 30% 26% 1%

CA—Manitoba 4% 48% 12% 36% 0%

CA—Newfoundland 11% 41% 22% 26% 0%

CA—Northwest Territories 3% 36% 24% 30% 6%

CA—Nova Scotia 29% 42% 8% 21% 0%

CA—Nunavut 0% 44% 22% 33% 0%

CA—Ontario 8% 50% 25% 17% 0%

CA—Quebec 18% 35% 29% 18% 0%

CA—Saskatchewan 7% 35% 30% 27% 0%

CA—Yukon 5% 47% 21% 26% 0%

USA

US—Alabama 25% 50% 13% 13% 0%

US—Alaska 9% 41% 14% 32% 5%

US—Arkansas 20% 30% 30% 20% 0%

US—California 25% 50% 7% 18% 0%

US—Colorado 13% 35% 16% 35% 0%

US—Illinois 22% 67% 11% 0% 0%

US—Indiana 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

US—Kansas 25% 58% 8% 8% 0%

US—Kentucky 22% 33% 33% 11% 0%

US—Louisiana 26% 54% 11% 9% 0%

US—Michigan 63% 13% 25% 0% 0%

US—Mississippi 25% 58% 8% 8% 0%

US—Montana 7% 33% 33% 26% 0%

US—Nebraska 11% 22% 33% 33% 0%

US—Nevada 9% 45% 9% 9% 27%

US—New Mexico 17% 38% 29% 13% 4%

US—New York 55% 18% 27% 0% 0%
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Question 3: Local Natural Gas Price

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

US—North Dakota 10% 38% 33% 19% 0%

US—Ohio 38% 25% 25% 13% 0%

US—Oklahoma 19% 58% 10% 13% 0%

US—Pennsylvania 50% 29% 21% 0% 0%

US—South Dakota 0% 67% 22% 11% 0%

US—Texas 23% 53% 13% 10% 1%

US—Utah 25% 33% 25% 17% 0%

US—Virginia 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

US—West Virginia 30% 40% 20% 0% 10%

US—Wyoming 11% 18% 36% 29% 7%

US Offshore—Atlantic 43% 29% 14% 14% 0%

US Offshore—Pacific 45% 55% 0% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Gulf of Mexico 41% 41% 14% 5% 0%

US Offshore—Alaska 10% 70% 0% 20% 0%

EUROPE

Albania 25% 25% 50% 0% 0%

Austria 50% 38% 13% 0% 0%

Bulgaria 33% 50% 0% 0% 17%

Croatia 0% 50% 17% 17% 17%

Denmark 50% 44% 6% 0% 0%

France 36% 36% 23% 5% 0%

Germany 26% 42% 21% 11% 0%

Greece 0% 33% 50% 17% 0%

Greenland 17% 50% 17% 17% 0%

Hungary 29% 43% 29% 0% 0%

Ireland 13% 63% 25% 0% 0%

Italy 32% 41% 23% 5% 0%

Netherlands 55% 18% 27% 0% 0%

Netherlands—North Sea 60% 25% 15% 0% 0%

Norway 41% 29% 24% 6% 0%

Norway—North Sea 37% 44% 11% 7% 0%
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Question 3: Local Natural Gas Price

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

Poland 33% 22% 33% 0% 11%

Romania 7% 57% 36% 0% 0%

Serbia 0% 60% 20% 0% 20%

Spain 27% 45% 18% 0% 9%

Turkey 8% 33% 50% 8% 0%

Ukraine 17% 50% 17% 17% 0%

United Kingdom 38% 38% 24% 0% 0%

United Kingdom—North Sea 31% 56% 10% 3% 0%

ASIA

Azerbaijan 0% 50% 25% 25% 0%

Bangladesh 17% 25% 8% 42% 8%

Cambodia 14% 29% 29% 29% 0%

China 8% 35% 43% 11% 3%

India 12% 27% 39% 21% 0%

Japan 41% 35% 18% 6% 0%

Kazakhstan 10% 28% 24% 28% 10%

Kyrgyzstan 13% 50% 25% 13% 0%

Myanmar 17% 25% 33% 17% 8%

Pakistan 14% 7% 50% 29% 0%

Russia 6% 25% 25% 31% 13%

Taiwan 17% 50% 33% 0% 0%

Thailand 19% 54% 27% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 12% 29% 24% 24% 12%

Uzbekistan 14% 43% 29% 14% 0%

Vietnam 10% 38% 31% 14% 7%

AFRICA AND MIDDLE EAST

Algeria 16% 36% 32% 8% 8%

Angola 9% 45% 9% 14% 23%

Bahrain 9% 55% 27% 9% 0%

Cameroon 0% 11% 44% 33% 11%
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Question 3: Local Natural Gas Price

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

Chad 10% 30% 20% 20% 20%

Cote d’Ivoire 0% 10% 70% 20% 0%

Democratic Republic of Congo
(Kinshasa)

14% 29% 29% 29% 0%

Egypt 16% 29% 39% 13% 3%

Equatorial Guinea 14% 21% 36% 21% 7%

Ethiopia 0% 40% 60% 0% 0%

Gabon 0% 29% 41% 24% 6%

Ghana 0% 30% 30% 0% 40%

Iran 7% 15% 22% 37% 19%

Iraq 4% 27% 27% 23% 19%

Jordan 0% 38% 38% 25% 0%

Kuwait 8% 25% 42% 17% 8%

Libya 3% 31% 34% 17% 14%

Morocco 9% 27% 45% 9% 9%

Mozambique 29% 43% 29% 0% 0%

Namibia 75% 0% 0% 0% 25%

Niger 0% 40% 60% 0% 0%

Nigeria 11% 15% 41% 22% 11%

Oman 15% 40% 25% 20% 0%

Qatar 25% 36% 32% 7% 0%

Republic of the Congo
(Brazzaville)

0% 22% 56% 11% 11%

South Africa 0% 44% 22% 22% 11%

Sudan 0% 33% 44% 11% 11%

Syria 0% 23% 46% 31% 0%

Tanzania 14% 43% 43% 0% 0%

Tunisia 30% 40% 20% 10% 0%

United Arab Emirates 12% 38% 38% 8% 4%

Yemen 5% 25% 40% 15% 15%
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Question 3: Local Natural Gas Price

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN BASIN

Argentina 7% 14% 17% 38% 24%

Bolivia 0% 10% 10% 50% 30%

Brazil 18% 39% 34% 9% 0%

Chile 39% 39% 13% 9% 0%

Colombia 10% 44% 27% 7% 12%

Costa Rica 0% 67% 17% 0% 17%

Ecuador 0% 14% 10% 41% 34%

Guatemala 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Guyana 0% 40% 20% 20% 20%

Paraguay 40% 20% 40% 0% 0%

Peru 12% 31% 38% 12% 8%

Suriname 0% 0% 100% 0% 0%

Trinidad and Tobago 23% 38% 19% 19% 0%

Uruguay 38% 25% 25% 13% 0%

Venezuela 0% 9% 11% 40% 40%

OCEANIA

AU—New South Wales 24% 29% 35% 12% 0%

AU—Northern Territory 25% 63% 8% 4% 0%

AU—Queensland 18% 50% 32% 0% 0%

AU—South Australia 27% 36% 36% 0% 0%

AU—Tasmania 36% 36% 18% 9% 0%

AU—Victoria 24% 38% 38% 0% 0%

AU—Western Australia 32% 43% 18% 2% 5%

Brunei 25% 38% 38% 0% 0%

Indonesia 7% 42% 33% 15% 3%

Malaysia 7% 48% 41% 3% 0%

New Zealand 24% 32% 32% 12% 0%

Papua New Guinea 27% 41% 27% 0% 5%

Philippines 14% 57% 24% 5% 0%

Timor Gap 40% 40% 13% 0% 7%
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Question 4: Cost of Regulatory Compliance

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

CANADA

CA—Alberta 7% 26% 41% 24% 1%

CA—British Columbia 8% 32% 48% 11% 0%

CA—Manitoba 9% 52% 36% 3% 0%

CA—Newfoundland 13% 39% 35% 13% 0%

CA—Northwest Territories 3% 18% 32% 42% 5%

CA—Nova Scotia 16% 40% 28% 16% 0%

CA—Nunavut 10% 10% 30% 30% 20%

CA—Ontario 8% 25% 42% 25% 0%

CA—Quebec 6% 41% 41% 12% 0%

CA—Saskatchewan 15% 54% 27% 2% 1%

CA—Yukon 5% 32% 21% 37% 5%

USA

US—Alabama 14% 57% 29% 0% 0%

US—Alaska 9% 36% 32% 23% 0%

US—Arkansas 29% 71% 0% 0% 0%

US—California 4% 17% 25% 50% 4%

US—Colorado 3% 41% 28% 28% 0%

US—Illinois 0% 86% 14% 0% 0%

US—Indiana 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

US—Kansas 10% 70% 20% 0% 0%

US—Kentucky 0% 86% 14% 0% 0%

US—Louisiana 10% 68% 23% 0% 0%

US—Michigan 17% 33% 50% 0% 0%

US—Mississippi 18% 64% 18% 0% 0%

US—Montana 13% 57% 26% 4% 0%

US—Nebraska 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

US—Nevada 0% 83% 17% 0% 0%

US—New Mexico 15% 55% 15% 10% 5%

US—New York 9% 45% 45% 0% 0%
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Question 4: Cost of Regulatory Compliance

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

US—North Dakota 15% 65% 15% 5% 0%

US—Ohio 22% 56% 11% 11% 0%

US—Oklahoma 27% 58% 12% 4% 0%

US—Pennsylvania 0% 54% 46% 0% 0%

US—South Dakota 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

US—Texas 24% 59% 17% 0% 0%

US—Utah 10% 70% 20% 0% 0%

US—Virginia 0% 80% 0% 20% 0%

US—West Virginia 0% 80% 10% 0% 10%

US—Wyoming 22% 43% 30% 0% 4%

US Offshore—Atlantic 13% 25% 25% 38% 0%

US Offshore—Pacific 0% 30% 20% 50% 0%

US Offshore—Gulf of Mexico 20% 38% 35% 8% 0%

US Offshore—Alaska 11% 22% 44% 22% 0%

EUROPE

Albania 38% 38% 13% 13% 0%

Austria 29% 29% 29% 14% 0%

Bulgaria 17% 33% 33% 17% 0%

Croatia 80% 20% 0% 0% 0%

Denmark 14% 50% 36% 0% 0%

France 5% 42% 42% 11% 0%

Germany 7% 50% 36% 7% 0%

Greece 0% 17% 50% 33% 0%

Greenland 29% 29% 43% 0% 0%

Hungary 29% 43% 29% 0% 0%

Ireland 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Italy 0% 21% 42% 32% 5%

Netherlands 0% 33% 56% 11% 0%

Netherlands—North Sea 6% 47% 47% 0% 0%

Norway 19% 38% 44% 0% 0%

Norway—North Sea 15% 41% 37% 4% 4%
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Question 4: Cost of Regulatory Compliance

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

Poland 0% 38% 63% 0% 0%

Romania 0% 67% 33% 0% 0%

Serbia 0% 80% 20% 0% 0%

Spain 8% 25% 25% 33% 8%

Turkey 10% 10% 60% 20% 0%

Ukraine 0% 10% 40% 30% 20%

United Kingdom 6% 39% 45% 10% 0%

United Kingdom—North Sea 10% 44% 39% 5% 2%

ASIA

Azerbaijan 0% 65% 18% 18% 0%

Bangladesh 9% 18% 27% 45% 0%

Cambodia 8% 31% 46% 8% 8%

China 3% 39% 42% 13% 3%

India 3% 30% 43% 23% 0%

Japan 15% 23% 31% 15% 15%

Kazakhstan 0% 18% 43% 32% 7%

Kyrgyzstan 20% 20% 60% 0% 0%

Myanmar 0% 27% 55% 9% 9%

Pakistan 7% 43% 36% 7% 7%

Russia 8% 13% 28% 43% 10%

Taiwan 0% 33% 67% 0% 0%

Thailand 11% 56% 30% 0% 4%

Turkmenistan 0% 15% 46% 31% 8%

Uzbekistan 0% 43% 29% 29% 0%

Vietnam 4% 31% 46% 19% 0%

AFRICA AND MIDDLE EAST

Algeria 5% 41% 41% 14% 0%

Angola 4% 60% 20% 12% 4%

Bahrain 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

Cameroon 11% 67% 11% 11% 0%
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Question 4: Cost of Regulatory Compliance

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

Chad 29% 43% 29% 0% 0%

Cote d’Ivoire 0% 88% 13% 0% 0%

Democratic Republic of Congo
(Kinshasa)

0% 33% 50% 0% 17%

Egypt 10% 60% 23% 3% 3%

Equatorial Guinea 8% 42% 33% 17% 0%

Ethiopia 0% 25% 50% 25% 0%

Gabon 13% 60% 20% 7% 0%

Ghana 0% 89% 11% 0% 0%

Iran 9% 9% 39% 35% 9%

Iraq 13% 21% 42% 17% 8%

Jordan 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

Kuwait 15% 46% 31% 8% 0%

Libya 17% 25% 33% 8% 17%

Morocco 36% 36% 18% 9% 0%

Mozambique 17% 83% 0% 0% 0%

Namibia 43% 43% 0% 14% 0%

Niger 0% 25% 75% 0% 0%

Nigeria 4% 35% 27% 31% 4%

Oman 0% 61% 28% 6% 6%

Qatar 13% 60% 23% 0% 3%

Republic of the Congo
(Brazzaville)

14% 14% 71% 0% 0%

South Africa 0% 50% 20% 30% 0%

Sudan 0% 38% 63% 0% 0%

Syria 7% 43% 43% 7% 0%

Tanzania 0% 50% 33% 17% 0%

Tunisia 18% 65% 18% 0% 0%

United Arab Emirates 9% 65% 22% 0% 4%

Yemen 15% 55% 15% 10% 5%
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Question 4: Cost of Regulatory Compliance

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN BASIN

Argentina 3% 28% 51% 15% 3%

Bolivia 0% 11% 28% 33% 28%

Brazil 2% 47% 44% 5% 2%

Chile 14% 57% 24% 5% 0%

Colombia 17% 50% 31% 2% 0%

Costa Rica 17% 50% 33% 0% 0%

Ecuador 6% 19% 16% 32% 26%

Guatemala 0% 40% 60% 0% 0%

Guyana 14% 43% 29% 14% 0%

Paraguay 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Peru 7% 46% 29% 18% 0%

Suriname 0% 40% 60% 0% 0%

Trinidad and Tobago 8% 60% 28% 4% 0%

Uruguay 40% 20% 40% 0% 0%

Venezuela 2% 9% 20% 41% 27%

OCEANIA

AU—New South Wales 11% 44% 28% 11% 6%

AU—Northern Territory 13% 52% 35% 0% 0%

AU—Queensland 9% 52% 30% 4% 4%

AU—South Australia 17% 52% 30% 0% 0%

AU—Tasmania 8% 67% 25% 0% 0%

AU—Victoria 5% 52% 38% 5% 0%

AU—Western Australia 7% 41% 41% 7% 2%

Brunei 13% 63% 25% 0% 0%

Indonesia 7% 30% 39% 20% 4%

Malaysia 4% 43% 39% 11% 4%

New Zealand 5% 67% 19% 10% 0%

Papua New Guinea 5% 57% 38% 0% 0%

Philippines 0% 50% 40% 10% 0%

Timor Gap 7% 60% 33% 0% 0%
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Question 5: Regulatory Uncertainty

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

CANADA

CA—Alberta 9% 17% 37% 32% 5%

CA—British Columbia 14% 57% 24% 5% 0%

CA—Manitoba 15% 58% 21% 6% 0%

CA—Newfoundland 13% 31% 34% 22% 0%

CA—Northwest Territories 6% 17% 22% 47% 8%

CA—Nova Scotia 24% 40% 20% 16% 0%

CA—Nunavut 10% 10% 30% 30% 20%

CA—Ontario 14% 36% 36% 14% 0%

CA—Quebec 22% 28% 28% 22% 0%

CA—Saskatchewan 24% 52% 19% 3% 1%

CA—Yukon 5% 32% 16% 42% 5%

USA

US—Alabama 43% 57% 0% 0% 0%

US—Alaska 23% 36% 32% 9% 0%

US—Arkansas 29% 71% 0% 0% 0%

US—California 20% 32% 20% 24% 4%

US—Colorado 10% 41% 17% 28% 3%

US—Illinois 0% 86% 14% 0% 0%

US—Indiana 17% 83% 0% 0% 0%

US—Kansas 30% 70% 0% 0% 0%

US—Kentucky 0% 86% 14% 0% 0%

US—Louisiana 13% 72% 9% 6% 0%

US—Michigan 0% 83% 17% 0% 0%

US—Mississippi 36% 64% 0% 0% 0%

US—Montana 17% 52% 30% 0% 0%

US—Nebraska 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

US—Nevada 17% 83% 0% 0% 0%

US—New Mexico 25% 50% 10% 5% 10%

US—New York 27% 55% 18% 0% 0%
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Question 5: Regulatory Uncertainty

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

US—North Dakota 16% 68% 11% 5% 0%

US—Ohio 22% 67% 0% 11% 0%

US—Oklahoma 35% 62% 4% 0% 0%

US—Pennsylvania 14% 43% 36% 7% 0%

US—South Dakota 14% 86% 0% 0% 0%

US—Texas 36% 58% 4% 1% 0%

US—Utah 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

US—Virginia 0% 80% 0% 20% 0%

US—West Virginia 0% 82% 9% 0% 9%

US—Wyoming 24% 68% 4% 0% 4%

US Offshore—Atlantic 0% 38% 38% 25% 0%

US Offshore—Pacific 0% 60% 20% 20% 0%

US Offshore—Gulf of Mexico 29% 52% 19% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Alaska 22% 22% 56% 0% 0%

EUROPE

Albania 25% 25% 38% 13% 0%

Austria 71% 29% 0% 0% 0%

Bulgaria 17% 50% 17% 17% 0%

Croatia 60% 20% 20% 0% 0%

Denmark 29% 43% 29% 0% 0%

France 5% 84% 11% 0% 0%

Germany 14% 64% 21% 0% 0%

Greece 0% 50% 17% 17% 17%

Greenland 57% 29% 14% 0% 0%

Hungary 43% 29% 14% 14% 0%

Ireland 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

Italy 0% 40% 30% 20% 10%

Netherlands 10% 80% 10% 0% 0%

Netherlands—North Sea 28% 67% 6% 0% 0%

Norway 25% 56% 19% 0% 0%

Norway—North Sea 26% 52% 15% 4% 4%
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Question 5: Regulatory Uncertainty

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

Poland 0% 38% 63% 0% 0%

Romania 0% 33% 44% 22% 0%

Serbia 0% 60% 0% 20% 20%

Spain 8% 33% 17% 33% 8%

Turkey 11% 33% 56% 0% 0%

Ukraine 0% 20% 30% 20% 30%

United Kingdom 6% 65% 26% 3% 0%

United Kingdom—North Sea 11% 48% 30% 8% 3%

ASIA

Azerbaijan 0% 53% 33% 13% 0%

Bangladesh 0% 9% 36% 55% 0%

Cambodia 0% 38% 38% 8% 15%

China 0% 36% 48% 12% 3%

India 0% 38% 55% 7% 0%

Japan 17% 42% 25% 8% 8%

Kazakhstan 0% 13% 33% 47% 7%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 33% 50% 0% 17%

Myanmar 0% 31% 38% 8% 23%

Pakistan 7% 36% 36% 14% 7%

Russia 0% 5% 33% 37% 26%

Taiwan 0% 86% 14% 0% 0%

Thailand 15% 41% 41% 0% 4%

Turkmenistan 7% 27% 7% 53% 7%

Uzbekistan 0% 29% 14% 57% 0%

Vietnam 4% 41% 41% 15% 0%

AFRICA AND MIDDLE EAST

Algeria 4% 21% 46% 25% 4%

Angola 22% 30% 30% 13% 4%

Bahrain 15% 62% 23% 0% 0%

Cameroon 11% 33% 33% 22% 0%
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Question 5: Regulatory Uncertainty

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

Chad 0% 29% 43% 29% 0%

Cote d’Ivoire 0% 38% 50% 13% 0%

Democratic Republic of Congo
(Kinshasa)

0% 17% 33% 33% 17%

Egypt 13% 53% 27% 3% 3%

Equatorial Guinea 0% 29% 64% 7% 0%

Ethiopia 0% 25% 50% 25% 0%

Gabon 7% 57% 21% 14% 0%

Ghana 11% 56% 33% 0% 0%

Iran 4% 12% 35% 38% 12%

Iraq 4% 8% 36% 40% 12%

Jordan 33% 17% 50% 0% 0%

Kuwait 14% 50% 0% 29% 7%

Libya 4% 25% 38% 25% 8%

Morocco 36% 36% 18% 9% 0%

Mozambique 0% 83% 17% 0% 0%

Namibia 57% 29% 14% 0% 0%

Niger 0% 0% 60% 40% 0%

Nigeria 0% 27% 23% 42% 8%

Oman 6% 67% 17% 6% 6%

Qatar 23% 52% 19% 3% 3%

Republic of the Congo
(Brazzaville)

0% 43% 43% 14% 0%

South Africa 0% 40% 20% 40% 0%

Sudan 0% 0% 71% 0% 29%

Syria 7% 36% 36% 21% 0%

Tanzania 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Tunisia 6% 78% 17% 0% 0%

United Arab Emirates 17% 54% 21% 4% 4%

Yemen 10% 35% 30% 15% 10%
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Question 5: Regulatory Uncertainty

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN BASIN

Argentina 0% 13% 31% 31% 26%

Bolivia 0% 0% 5% 47% 47%

Brazil 7% 42% 40% 9% 2%

Chile 45% 45% 10% 0% 0%

Colombia 24% 52% 19% 2% 2%

Costa Rica 14% 43% 14% 29% 0%

Ecuador 0% 9% 9% 34% 47%

Guatemala 20% 0% 80% 0% 0%

Guyana 14% 14% 57% 0% 14%

Paraguay 50% 0% 50% 0% 0%

Peru 7% 39% 39% 11% 4%

Suriname 0% 43% 57% 0% 0%

Trinidad and Tobago 0% 56% 36% 8% 0%

Uruguay 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

Venezuela 0% 2% 2% 38% 57%

OCEANIA

AU—New South Wales 29% 41% 12% 12% 6%

AU—Northern Territory 52% 35% 13% 0% 0%

AU—Queensland 28% 40% 20% 8% 4%

AU—South Australia 35% 48% 17% 0% 0%

AU—Tasmania 42% 42% 17% 0% 0%

AU—Victoria 29% 48% 19% 5% 0%

AU—Western Australia 36% 38% 22% 2% 2%

Brunei 11% 67% 22% 0% 0%

Indonesia 4% 25% 46% 23% 4%

Malaysia 3% 55% 31% 7% 3%

New Zealand 19% 52% 24% 5% 0%

Papua New Guinea 14% 33% 43% 10% 0%

Philippines 5% 40% 50% 5% 0%

Timor Gap 13% 47% 27% 13% 0%
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Question 6: Environmental Regulations

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

CANADA

CA—Alberta 4% 39% 36% 20% 1%

CA—British Columbia 4% 44% 42% 9% 0%

CA—Manitoba 3% 61% 33% 3% 0%

CA—Newfoundland 10% 50% 30% 10% 0%

CA—Northwest Territories 3% 32% 32% 32% 3%

CA—Nova Scotia 8% 50% 25% 17% 0%

CA—Nunavut 10% 10% 30% 40% 10%

CA—Ontario 8% 38% 46% 8% 0%

CA—Quebec 6% 44% 39% 11% 0%

CA—Saskatchewan 5% 56% 36% 2% 1%

CA—Yukon 5% 32% 21% 42% 0%

USA

US—Alabama 0% 86% 14% 0% 0%

US—Alaska 0% 27% 50% 23% 0%

US—Arkansas 14% 86% 0% 0% 0%

US—California 0% 25% 17% 50% 8%

US—Colorado 0% 39% 36% 25% 0%

US—Illinois 0% 71% 29% 0% 0%

US—Indiana 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

US—Kansas 10% 70% 20% 0% 0%

US—Kentucky 0% 63% 25% 13% 0%

US—Louisiana 13% 65% 19% 3% 0%

US—Michigan 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

US—Mississippi 9% 82% 9% 0% 0%

US—Montana 9% 65% 22% 4% 0%

US—Nebraska 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

US—Nevada 0% 83% 17% 0% 0%

US—New Mexico 0% 63% 21% 11% 5%

US—New York 0% 70% 30% 0% 0%
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Question 6: Environmental Regulations

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

US—North Dakota 5% 58% 32% 5% 0%

US—Ohio 11% 67% 11% 11% 0%

US—Oklahoma 15% 65% 15% 4% 0%

US—Pennsylvania 7% 57% 29% 7% 0%

US—South Dakota 14% 71% 14% 0% 0%

US—Texas 18% 63% 19% 0% 0%

US—Utah 10% 50% 20% 10% 10%

US—Virginia 0% 80% 0% 20% 0%

US—West Virginia 9% 64% 0% 18% 9%

US—Wyoming 12% 65% 15% 4% 4%

US Offshore—Atlantic 14% 43% 14% 29% 0%

US Offshore—Pacific 0% 30% 20% 40% 10%

US Offshore—Gulf of Mexico 7% 54% 29% 10% 0%

US Offshore—Alaska 0% 38% 25% 38% 0%

EUROPE

Albania 25% 63% 0% 13% 0%

Austria 0% 86% 14% 0% 0%

Bulgaria 17% 50% 17% 17% 0%

Croatia 20% 20% 40% 20% 0%

Denmark 21% 36% 29% 14% 0%

France 0% 53% 37% 11% 0%

Germany 7% 20% 60% 13% 0%

Greece 17% 17% 33% 33% 0%

Greenland 29% 29% 43% 0% 0%

Hungary 29% 29% 29% 14% 0%

Ireland 17% 17% 67% 0% 0%

Italy 0% 10% 50% 35% 5%

Netherlands 0% 50% 20% 30% 0%

Netherlands—North Sea 11% 50% 28% 11% 0%

Norway 6% 38% 50% 6% 0%

Norway—North Sea 4% 35% 38% 19% 4%
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Question 6: Environmental Regulations

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

Poland 0% 63% 25% 13% 0%

Romania 11% 67% 22% 0% 0%

Serbia 0% 60% 40% 0% 0%

Spain 0% 33% 33% 33% 0%

Turkey 9% 45% 45% 0% 0%

Ukraine 10% 50% 30% 10% 0%

United Kingdom 3% 45% 52% 0% 0%

United Kingdom—North Sea 5% 49% 33% 11% 2%

ASIA

Azerbaijan 7% 73% 20% 0% 0%

Bangladesh 9% 55% 36% 0% 0%

Cambodia 8% 54% 31% 0% 8%

China 6% 63% 25% 3% 3%

India 0% 70% 30% 0% 0%

Japan 8% 31% 23% 31% 8%

Kazakhstan 0% 48% 38% 7% 7%

Kyrgyzstan 17% 50% 33% 0% 0%

Myanmar 21% 50% 14% 0% 14%

Pakistan 14% 57% 14% 7% 7%

Russia 7% 35% 40% 14% 5%

Taiwan 0% 29% 57% 14% 0%

Thailand 7% 57% 29% 4% 4%

Turkmenistan 8% 69% 8% 8% 8%

Uzbekistan 14% 86% 0% 0% 0%

Vietnam 0% 74% 22% 4% 0%

AFRICA AND MIDDLE EAST

Algeria 14% 73% 14% 0% 0%

Angola 17% 70% 9% 4% 0%

Bahrain 8% 75% 17% 0% 0%

Cameroon 11% 67% 22% 0% 0%
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Question 6: Environmental Regulations

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

Chad 14% 71% 14% 0% 0%

Cote d’Ivoire 0% 83% 17% 0% 0%

Democratic Republic of Congo
(Kinshasa)

0% 67% 17% 17% 0%

Egypt 11% 75% 11% 0% 4%

Equatorial Guinea 0% 71% 29% 0% 0%

Ethiopia 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Gabon 7% 79% 14% 0% 0%

Ghana 0% 89% 11% 0% 0%

Iran 12% 56% 16% 8% 8%

Iraq 12% 52% 24% 0% 12%

Jordan 0% 83% 17% 0% 0%

Kuwait 7% 71% 21% 0% 0%

Libya 12% 56% 32% 0% 0%

Morocco 18% 73% 9% 0% 0%

Mozambique 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Namibia 29% 71% 0% 0% 0%

Niger 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Nigeria 8% 58% 23% 8% 4%

Oman 0% 85% 5% 5% 5%

Qatar 7% 76% 14% 0% 3%

Republic of the Congo
(Brazzaville)

0% 86% 14% 0% 0%

South Africa 0% 90% 10% 0% 0%

Sudan 14% 43% 43% 0% 0%

Syria 23% 62% 15% 0% 0%

Tanzania 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Tunisia 11% 78% 11% 0% 0%

United Arab Emirates 8% 67% 21% 0% 4%

Yemen 15% 65% 15% 0% 5%
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Question 6: Environmental Regulations

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN BASIN

Argentina 0% 72% 26% 3% 0%

Bolivia 0% 50% 33% 11% 6%

Brazil 0% 57% 31% 10% 2%

Chile 5% 65% 25% 5% 0%

Colombia 5% 62% 31% 2% 0%

Costa Rica 14% 29% 29% 29% 0%

Ecuador 3% 29% 29% 29% 10%

Guatemala 0% 60% 40% 0% 0%

Guyana 0% 43% 57% 0% 0%

Paraguay 20% 20% 60% 0% 0%

Peru 4% 50% 36% 7% 4%

Suriname 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Trinidad and Tobago 4% 68% 28% 0% 0%

Uruguay 17% 50% 33% 0% 0%

Venezuela 5% 34% 39% 18% 5%

OCEANIA

AU—New South Wales 6% 28% 56% 6% 6%

AU—Northern Territory 4% 52% 39% 4% 0%

AU—Queensland 0% 48% 40% 4% 8%

AU—South Australia 8% 38% 42% 13% 0%

AU—Tasmania 0% 55% 36% 9% 0%

AU—Victoria 0% 33% 52% 14% 0%

AU—Western Australia 5% 30% 44% 19% 2%

Brunei 0% 78% 22% 0% 0%

Indonesia 9% 68% 20% 0% 4%

Malaysia 7% 73% 17% 0% 3%

New Zealand 9% 41% 32% 18% 0%

Papua New Guinea 5% 77% 18% 0% 0%

Philippines 0% 70% 30% 0% 0%

Timor Gap 0% 65% 29% 6% 0%
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Question 7: Local Processing Requirements

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

CANADA

CA—Alberta 10% 55% 20% 13% 1%

CA—British Columbia 8% 67% 20% 5% 0%

CA—Manitoba 7% 79% 14% 0% 0%

CA—Newfoundland 8% 35% 46% 12% 0%

CA—Northwest Territories 4% 43% 25% 29% 0%

CA—Nova Scotia 9% 55% 27% 9% 0%

CA—Nunavut 14% 29% 43% 14% 0%

CA—Ontario 20% 50% 20% 10% 0%

CA—Quebec 21% 57% 21% 0% 0%

CA—Saskatchewan 13% 68% 16% 3% 0%

CA—Yukon 6% 38% 44% 13% 0%

USA

US—Alabama 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

US—Alaska 16% 58% 26% 0% 0%

US—Arkansas 17% 83% 0% 0% 0%

US—California 9% 61% 17% 13% 0%

US—Colorado 8% 62% 27% 4% 0%

US—Illinois 14% 71% 14% 0% 0%

US—Indiana 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

US—Kansas 20% 70% 10% 0% 0%

US—Kentucky 0% 67% 17% 17% 0%

US—Louisiana 15% 70% 15% 0% 0%

US—Michigan 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

US—Mississippi 20% 70% 10% 0% 0%

US—Montana 16% 63% 21% 0% 0%

US—Nebraska 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

US—Nevada 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

US—New Mexico 18% 59% 12% 6% 6%

US—New York 13% 50% 38% 0% 0%
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Question 7: Local Processing Requirements

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

US—North Dakota 11% 74% 5% 11% 0%

US—Ohio 0% 83% 17% 0% 0%

US—Oklahoma 23% 69% 8% 0% 0%

US—Pennsylvania 17% 42% 33% 8% 0%

US—South Dakota 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

US—Texas 19% 71% 10% 0% 0%

US—Utah 11% 67% 22% 0% 0%

US—Virginia 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

US—West Virginia 0% 78% 11% 0% 11%

US—Wyoming 24% 52% 19% 5% 0%

US Offshore—Atlantic 0% 75% 0% 25% 0%

US Offshore—Pacific 11% 67% 0% 22% 0%

US Offshore—Gulf of Mexico 33% 58% 9% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Alaska 17% 50% 33% 0% 0%

EUROPE

Albania 17% 50% 0% 33% 0%

Austria 14% 86% 0% 0% 0%

Bulgaria 20% 40% 20% 20% 0%

Croatia 75% 25% 0% 0% 0%

Denmark 23% 77% 0% 0% 0%

France 0% 73% 27% 0% 0%

Germany 29% 57% 14% 0% 0%

Greece 0% 50% 33% 17% 0%

Greenland 29% 43% 29% 0% 0%

Hungary 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

Ireland 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Italy 0% 61% 17% 11% 11%

Netherlands 0% 90% 10% 0% 0%

Netherlands—North Sea 13% 73% 13% 0% 0%

Norway 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Norway—North Sea 23% 59% 18% 0% 0%

continued ...



100 Fraser Institute Global Petroleum Survey, 2009 edition

www.fraserinstitute.org

Question 7: Local Processing Requirements

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

Poland 13% 50% 38% 0% 0%

Romania 14% 43% 43% 0% 0%

Serbia 0% 25% 75% 0% 0%

Spain 0% 22% 22% 33% 22%

Turkey 13% 13% 63% 0% 13%

Ukraine 11% 44% 11% 33% 0%

United Kingdom 0% 80% 16% 4% 0%

United Kingdom—North Sea 13% 72% 11% 2% 2%

ASIA

Azerbaijan 15% 62% 15% 8% 0%

Bangladesh 20% 20% 50% 0% 10%

Cambodia 9% 45% 27% 18% 0%

China 7% 41% 33% 19% 0%

India 11% 32% 50% 7% 0%

Japan 33% 33% 22% 11% 0%

Kazakhstan 0% 46% 32% 14% 7%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 60% 20% 20% 0%

Myanmar 11% 22% 56% 0% 11%

Pakistan 0% 50% 33% 0% 17%

Russia 14% 30% 35% 16% 5%

Taiwan 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

Thailand 18% 59% 23% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 0% 38% 23% 31% 8%

Uzbekistan 0% 14% 57% 29% 0%

Vietnam 0% 39% 48% 13% 0%

AFRICA AND MIDDLE EAST

Algeria 5% 43% 43% 5% 5%

Angola 10% 43% 24% 24% 0%

Bahrain 9% 82% 9% 0% 0%

Cameroon 22% 56% 22% 0% 0%
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Question 7: Local Processing Requirements

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

Chad 17% 17% 50% 17% 0%

Cote d’Ivoire 0% 38% 50% 13% 0%

Democratic Republic of Congo
(Kinshasa)

0% 40% 40% 20% 0%

Egypt 8% 75% 13% 4% 0%

Equatorial Guinea 17% 50% 33% 0% 0%

Ethiopia 0% 50% 33% 17% 0%

Gabon 7% 60% 33% 0% 0%

Ghana 0% 63% 38% 0% 0%

Iran 4% 25% 25% 33% 13%

Iraq 0% 30% 35% 30% 5%

Jordan 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Kuwait 0% 45% 27% 27% 0%

Libya 0% 46% 33% 17% 4%

Morocco 20% 60% 10% 10% 0%

Mozambique 0% 67% 33% 0% 0%

Namibia 50% 33% 0% 0% 17%

Niger 25% 0% 50% 25% 0%

Nigeria 5% 35% 30% 25% 5%

Oman 0% 80% 20% 0% 0%

Qatar 4% 75% 21% 0% 0%

Republic of the Congo
(Brazzaville)

0% 60% 20% 20% 0%

South Africa 0% 60% 20% 20% 0%

Sudan 0% 25% 50% 25% 0%

Syria 0% 58% 25% 17% 0%

Tanzania 0% 67% 33% 0% 0%

Tunisia 0% 81% 19% 0% 0%

United Arab Emirates 5% 68% 26% 0% 0%

Yemen 6% 50% 31% 13% 0%
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Question 7: Local Processing Requirements

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN BASIN

Argentina 3% 32% 39% 24% 3%

Bolivia 0% 25% 19% 38% 19%

Brazil 3% 57% 32% 8% 0%

Chile 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Colombia 21% 62% 18% 0% 0%

Costa Rica 33% 33% 17% 17% 0%

Ecuador 7% 22% 33% 30% 7%

Guatemala 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Guyana 20% 40% 40% 0% 0%

Paraguay 67% 0% 33% 0% 0%

Peru 9% 57% 35% 0% 0%

Suriname 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Trinidad and Tobago 14% 57% 29% 0% 0%

Uruguay 75% 25% 0% 0% 0%

Venezuela 0% 10% 30% 33% 28%

OCEANIA

AU—New South Wales 19% 69% 13% 0% 0%

AU—Northern Territory 38% 48% 14% 0% 0%

AU—Queensland 21% 63% 11% 5% 0%

AU—South Australia 38% 57% 5% 0% 0%

AU—Tasmania 27% 64% 9% 0% 0%

AU—Victoria 16% 63% 21% 0% 0%

AU—Western Australia 22% 53% 17% 8% 0%

Brunei 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

Indonesia 4% 40% 38% 15% 2%

Malaysia 4% 38% 54% 4% 0%

New Zealand 5% 63% 26% 0% 5%

Papua New Guinea 0% 79% 21% 0% 0%

Philippines 6% 56% 31% 6% 0%

Timor Gap 8% 62% 23% 8% 0%
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Question 8: Trade Regulations

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

CANADA

CA—Alberta 22% 62% 11% 5% 1%

CA—British Columbia 18% 70% 11% 1% 0%

CA—Manitoba 15% 69% 15% 0% 0%

CA—Newfoundland 16% 40% 32% 12% 0%

CA—Northwest Territories 19% 58% 12% 12% 0%

CA—Nova Scotia 19% 52% 19% 10% 0%

CA—Nunavut 29% 29% 14% 29% 0%

CA—Ontario 25% 42% 33% 0% 0%

CA—Quebec 25% 50% 19% 6% 0%

CA—Saskatchewan 17% 67% 16% 0% 0%

CA—Yukon 36% 43% 7% 14% 0%

USA

US—Alabama 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

US—Alaska 25% 60% 15% 0% 0%

US—Arkansas 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

US—California 33% 48% 19% 0% 0%

US—Colorado 26% 59% 11% 4% 0%

US—Illinois 14% 86% 0% 0% 0%

US—Indiana 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

US—Kansas 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

US—Kentucky 13% 88% 0% 0% 0%

US—Louisiana 4% 85% 12% 0% 0%

US—Michigan 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

US—Mississippi 20% 70% 10% 0% 0%

US—Montana 19% 71% 10% 0% 0%

US—Nebraska 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

US—Nevada 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

US—New Mexico 28% 61% 0% 6% 6%

US—New York 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%
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Question 8: Trade Regulations

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

US—North Dakota 17% 61% 11% 11% 0%

US—Ohio 17% 67% 0% 17% 0%

US—Oklahoma 23% 73% 0% 4% 0%

US—Pennsylvania 8% 92% 0% 0% 0%

US—South Dakota 14% 86% 0% 0% 0%

US—Texas 23% 70% 7% 0% 0%

US—Utah 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

US—Virginia 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

US—West Virginia 10% 80% 0% 0% 10%

US—Wyoming 18% 73% 5% 5% 0%

US Offshore—Atlantic 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Pacific 22% 78% 0% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Gulf of Mexico 38% 53% 9% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Alaska 29% 57% 14% 0% 0%

EUROPE

Albania 20% 20% 40% 20% 0%

Austria 67% 17% 17% 0% 0%

Bulgaria 20% 40% 40% 0% 0%

Croatia 67% 17% 0% 17% 0%

Denmark 15% 77% 8% 0% 0%

France 27% 60% 13% 0% 0%

Germany 33% 60% 7% 0% 0%

Greece 17% 50% 17% 0% 17%

Greenland 29% 57% 14% 0% 0%

Hungary 25% 63% 0% 13% 0%

Ireland 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

Italy 5% 53% 37% 5% 0%

Netherlands 38% 63% 0% 0% 0%

Netherlands—North Sea 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Norway 33% 53% 13% 0% 0%

Norway—North Sea 17% 79% 4% 0% 0%
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Question 8: Trade Regulations

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

Poland 13% 38% 50% 0% 0%

Romania 25% 63% 13% 0% 0%

Serbia 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Spain 10% 50% 30% 0% 10%

Turkey 10% 50% 30% 10% 0%

Ukraine 0% 44% 33% 22% 0%

United Kingdom 19% 69% 12% 0% 0%

United Kingdom—North Sea 19% 71% 10% 0% 0%

ASIA

Azerbaijan 8% 58% 25% 8% 0%

Bangladesh 8% 33% 42% 17% 0%

Cambodia 17% 42% 33% 8% 0%

China 11% 41% 48% 0% 0%

India 11% 46% 36% 7% 0%

Japan 9% 45% 18% 27% 0%

Kazakhstan 8% 12% 65% 12% 4%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 0% 100% 0% 0%

Myanmar 0% 36% 36% 9% 18%

Pakistan 0% 31% 46% 15% 8%

Russia 3% 5% 47% 37% 8%

Taiwan 67% 17% 17% 0% 0%

Thailand 14% 77% 9% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 0% 20% 50% 20% 10%

Uzbekistan 17% 33% 33% 17% 0%

Vietnam 13% 50% 29% 8% 0%

AFRICA AND MIDDLE EAST

Algeria 5% 45% 32% 14% 5%

Angola 5% 62% 33% 0% 0%

Bahrain 40% 50% 10% 0% 0%

Cameroon 25% 38% 38% 0% 0%
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Question 8: Trade Regulations

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

Chad 25% 0% 25% 50% 0%

Cote d’Ivoire 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Democratic Republic of Congo
(Kinshasa)

25% 0% 0% 75% 0%

Egypt 19% 62% 15% 4% 0%

Equatorial Guinea 27% 36% 36% 0% 0%

Ethiopia 0% 50% 25% 25% 0%

Gabon 15% 62% 23% 0% 0%

Ghana 0% 71% 29% 0% 0%

Iran 8% 12% 28% 48% 4%

Iraq 0% 25% 69% 6% 0%

Jordan 33% 17% 50% 0% 0%

Kuwait 20% 40% 30% 10% 0%

Libya 9% 36% 41% 14% 0%

Morocco 10% 70% 10% 10% 0%

Mozambique 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Namibia 80% 20% 0% 0% 0%

Niger 25% 0% 25% 50% 0%

Nigeria 5% 40% 45% 5% 5%

Oman 13% 63% 25% 0% 0%

Qatar 26% 61% 13% 0% 0%

Republic of the Congo
(Brazzaville)

0% 67% 33% 0% 0%

South Africa 0% 33% 67% 0% 0%

Sudan 0% 38% 63% 0% 0%

Syria 18% 27% 45% 9% 0%

Tanzania 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Tunisia 22% 67% 11% 0% 0%

United Arab Emirates 25% 55% 20% 0% 0%

Yemen 0% 73% 13% 7% 7%
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Question 8: Trade Regulations

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN BASIN

Argentina 3% 30% 19% 32% 16%

Bolivia 6% 12% 18% 47% 18%

Brazil 8% 65% 22% 5% 0%

Chile 25% 65% 10% 0% 0%

Colombia 20% 70% 10% 0% 0%

Costa Rica 29% 57% 14% 0% 0%

Ecuador 7% 17% 28% 34% 14%

Guatemala 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

Guyana 0% 40% 60% 0% 0%

Paraguay 40% 20% 20% 20% 0%

Peru 19% 56% 19% 7% 0%

Suriname 0% 20% 80% 0% 0%

Trinidad and Tobago 23% 59% 18% 0% 0%

Uruguay 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

Venezuela 0% 10% 12% 46% 32%

OCEANIA

AU—New South Wales 44% 50% 6% 0% 0%

AU—Northern Territory 43% 52% 4% 0% 0%

AU—Queensland 50% 45% 5% 0% 0%

AU—South Australia 33% 62% 5% 0% 0%

AU—Tasmania 40% 50% 10% 0% 0%

AU—Victoria 26% 63% 11% 0% 0%

AU—Western Australia 28% 65% 8% 0% 0%

Brunei 13% 88% 0% 0% 0%

Indonesia 8% 44% 42% 6% 0%

Malaysia 4% 68% 28% 0% 0%

New Zealand 16% 79% 5% 0% 0%

Papua New Guinea 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Philippines 6% 67% 22% 6% 0%

Timor Gap 13% 60% 20% 7% 0%
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Question 9: Labor Regulations

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

CANADA

CA—Alberta 14% 66% 17% 3% 0%

CA—British Columbia 3% 43% 49% 4% 0%

CA—Manitoba 13% 69% 19% 0% 0%

CA—Newfoundland 21% 32% 29% 18% 0%

CA—Northwest Territories 12% 39% 27% 21% 0%

CA—Nova Scotia 17% 48% 22% 13% 0%

CA—Nunavut 14% 14% 29% 43% 0%

CA—Ontario 8% 54% 23% 15% 0%

CA—Quebec 6% 44% 33% 17% 0%

CA—Saskatchewan 11% 72% 13% 4% 0%

CA—Yukon 19% 38% 13% 31% 0%

USA

US—Alabama 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

US—Alaska 25% 45% 30% 0% 0%

US—Arkansas 57% 43% 0% 0% 0%

US—California 20% 32% 32% 16% 0%

US—Colorado 21% 43% 29% 7% 0%

US—Illinois 29% 57% 14% 0% 0%

US—Indiana 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

US—Kansas 30% 60% 10% 0% 0%

US—Kentucky 29% 57% 14% 0% 0%

US—Louisiana 24% 52% 24% 0% 0%

US—Michigan 20% 20% 60% 0% 0%

US—Mississippi 30% 70% 0% 0% 0%

US—Montana 23% 64% 9% 5% 0%

US—Nebraska 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

US—Nevada 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

US—New Mexico 21% 63% 11% 5% 0%

US—New York 18% 36% 36% 9% 0%
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Question 9: Labor Regulations

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

US—North Dakota 21% 68% 5% 5% 0%

US—Ohio 25% 25% 50% 0% 0%

US—Oklahoma 37% 59% 4% 0% 0%

US—Pennsylvania 7% 36% 50% 7% 0%

US—South Dakota 29% 71% 0% 0% 0%

US—Texas 24% 63% 13% 0% 0%

US—Utah 40% 50% 10% 0% 0%

US—Virginia 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

US—West Virginia 20% 50% 20% 0% 10%

US—Wyoming 20% 68% 12% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Atlantic 40% 20% 40% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Pacific 50% 30% 20% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Gulf of Mexico 44% 32% 24% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Alaska 29% 43% 29% 0% 0%

EUROPE

Albania 43% 57% 0% 0% 0%

Austria 29% 57% 14% 0% 0%

Bulgaria 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Croatia 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

Denmark 23% 15% 54% 8% 0%

France 6% 38% 38% 13% 6%

Germany 13% 33% 40% 13% 0%

Greece 17% 33% 17% 33% 0%

Greenland 17% 33% 50% 0% 0%

Hungary 38% 25% 25% 13% 0%

Ireland 25% 0% 75% 0% 0%

Italy 0% 26% 47% 26% 0%

Netherlands 10% 60% 20% 10% 0%

Netherlands—North Sea 12% 53% 24% 12% 0%

Norway 20% 40% 33% 7% 0%

Norway—North Sea 9% 39% 35% 17% 0%
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Question 9: Labor Regulations

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

Poland 0% 38% 50% 13% 0%

Romania 13% 63% 25% 0% 0%

Serbia 17% 50% 17% 17% 0%

Spain 0% 33% 42% 17% 8%

Turkey 10% 50% 30% 10% 0%

Ukraine 10% 10% 60% 20% 0%

United Kingdom 4% 52% 37% 7% 0%

United Kingdom—North Sea 15% 42% 37% 6% 0%

ASIA

Azerbaijan 13% 47% 40% 0% 0%

Bangladesh 8% 17% 58% 17% 0%

Cambodia 18% 45% 36% 0% 0%

China 7% 38% 55% 0% 0%

India 4% 36% 50% 11% 0%

Japan 20% 30% 10% 40% 0%

Kazakhstan 4% 36% 36% 18% 7%

Kyrgyzstan 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

Myanmar 0% 58% 25% 8% 8%

Pakistan 0% 46% 38% 8% 8%

Russia 3% 25% 50% 20% 3%

Taiwan 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

Thailand 36% 36% 28% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 8% 42% 33% 8% 8%

Uzbekistan 14% 29% 43% 14% 0%

Vietnam 8% 58% 29% 4% 0%

AFRICA AND MIDDLE EAST

Algeria 10% 33% 52% 5% 0%

Angola 10% 25% 35% 30% 0%

Bahrain 20% 30% 50% 0% 0%

Cameroon 22% 33% 44% 0% 0%
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Question 9: Labor Regulations

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

Chad 17% 50% 33% 0% 0%

Cote d’Ivoire 13% 63% 25% 0% 0%

Democratic Republic of Congo
(Kinshasa)

0% 40% 40% 20% 0%

Egypt 16% 48% 28% 8% 0%

Equatorial Guinea 8% 42% 50% 0% 0%

Ethiopia 0% 25% 50% 25% 0%

Gabon 7% 36% 57% 0% 0%

Ghana 0% 88% 13% 0% 0%

Iran 9% 36% 36% 9% 9%

Iraq 0% 53% 47% 0% 0%

Jordan 14% 57% 29% 0% 0%

Kuwait 27% 18% 45% 9% 0%

Libya 8% 44% 28% 20% 0%

Morocco 18% 55% 27% 0% 0%

Mozambique 0% 71% 14% 14% 0%

Namibia 57% 43% 0% 0% 0%

Niger 25% 25% 50% 0% 0%

Nigeria 5% 24% 29% 38% 5%

Oman 6% 47% 47% 0% 0%

Qatar 17% 50% 33% 0% 0%

Republic of the Congo
(Brazzaville)

0% 57% 43% 0% 0%

South Africa 0% 70% 20% 10% 0%

Sudan 29% 29% 43% 0% 0%

Syria 15% 31% 38% 15% 0%

Tanzania 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Tunisia 0% 67% 28% 6% 0%

United Arab Emirates 29% 33% 33% 5% 0%

Yemen 0% 69% 25% 6% 0%
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Question 9: Labor Regulations

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN BASIN

Argentina 3% 18% 46% 28% 5%

Bolivia 0% 6% 38% 50% 6%

Brazil 3% 42% 45% 8% 3%

Chile 15% 55% 25% 5% 0%

Colombia 5% 71% 24% 0% 0%

Costa Rica 14% 43% 29% 14% 0%

Ecuador 3% 24% 28% 34% 10%

Guatemala 0% 60% 40% 0% 0%

Guyana 0% 50% 33% 17% 0%

Paraguay 20% 40% 40% 0% 0%

Peru 7% 44% 41% 7% 0%

Suriname 0% 83% 17% 0% 0%

Trinidad and Tobago 5% 55% 23% 18% 0%

Uruguay 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

Venezuela 2% 5% 27% 49% 17%

OCEANIA

AU—New South Wales 7% 47% 47% 0% 0%

AU—Northern Territory 9% 48% 43% 0% 0%

AU—Queensland 10% 48% 43% 0% 0%

AU—South Australia 15% 45% 35% 5% 0%

AU—Tasmania 0% 55% 45% 0% 0%

AU—Victoria 0% 30% 55% 15% 0%

AU—Western Australia 8% 45% 42% 5% 0%

Brunei 13% 50% 38% 0% 0%

Indonesia 10% 31% 45% 12% 2%

Malaysia 7% 52% 30% 11% 0%

New Zealand 5% 71% 24% 0% 0%

Papua New Guinea 16% 58% 26% 0% 0%

Philippines 0% 63% 32% 5% 0%

Timor Gap 7% 53% 40% 0% 0%
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Question 10: Local Public Infrastructure

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

CANADA

CA—Alberta 34% 52% 15% 0% 0%

CA—British Columbia 24% 57% 19% 0% 0%

CA—Manitoba 24% 66% 10% 0% 0%

CA—Newfoundland 23% 50% 19% 8% 0%

CA—Northwest Territories 6% 9% 39% 42% 3%

CA—Nova Scotia 19% 57% 19% 5% 0%

CA—Nunavut 11% 11% 11% 11% 56%

CA—Ontario 31% 46% 15% 8% 0%

CA—Quebec 28% 22% 33% 17% 0%

CA—Saskatchewan 29% 58% 13% 0% 0%

CA—Yukon 13% 25% 31% 31% 0%

USA

US—Alabama 57% 43% 0% 0% 0%

US—Alaska 38% 19% 29% 14% 0%

US—Arkansas 43% 57% 0% 0% 0%

US—California 54% 21% 25% 0% 0%

US—Colorado 29% 50% 21% 0% 0%

US—Illinois 43% 43% 14% 0% 0%

US—Indiana 50% 33% 17% 0% 0%

US—Kansas 60% 30% 10% 0% 0%

US—Kentucky 14% 71% 14% 0% 0%

US—Louisiana 33% 53% 7% 7% 0%

US—Michigan 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

US—Mississippi 36% 55% 9% 0% 0%

US—Montana 32% 59% 5% 5% 0%

US—Nebraska 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

US—Nevada 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

US—New Mexico 40% 45% 0% 10% 5%

US—New York 30% 40% 30% 0% 0%
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Question 10: Local Public Infrastructure

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

US—North Dakota 35% 55% 5% 0% 5%

US—Ohio 43% 29% 14% 14% 0%

US—Oklahoma 42% 58% 0% 0% 0%

US—Pennsylvania 14% 64% 21% 0% 0%

US—South Dakota 43% 43% 14% 0% 0%

US—Texas 46% 54% 0% 0% 0%

US—Utah 56% 44% 0% 0% 0%

US—Virginia 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

US—West Virginia 22% 44% 11% 11% 11%

US—Wyoming 29% 54% 17% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Atlantic 29% 29% 29% 14% 0%

US Offshore—Pacific 50% 30% 20% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Gulf of Mexico 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Alaska 25% 38% 38% 0% 0%

EUROPE

Albania 14% 14% 29% 29% 14%

Austria 86% 14% 0% 0% 0%

Bulgaria 17% 50% 33% 0% 0%

Croatia 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

Denmark 64% 18% 18% 0% 0%

France 47% 47% 7% 0% 0%

Germany 43% 57% 0% 0% 0%

Greece 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Greenland 0% 0% 60% 40% 0%

Hungary 14% 57% 29% 0% 0%

Ireland 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

Italy 11% 50% 33% 6% 0%

Netherlands 70% 20% 10% 0% 0%

Netherlands—North Sea 53% 47% 0% 0% 0%

Norway 62% 31% 8% 0% 0%

Norway—North Sea 40% 56% 4% 0% 0%
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Question 10: Local Public Infrastructure

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

Poland 0% 38% 50% 13% 0%

Romania 11% 56% 11% 22% 0%

Serbia 0% 80% 0% 20% 0%

Spain 20% 30% 30% 10% 10%

Turkey 0% 70% 30% 0% 0%

Ukraine 0% 18% 55% 27% 0%

United Kingdom 41% 48% 7% 4% 0%

United Kingdom—North Sea 44% 50% 6% 0% 0%

ASIA

Azerbaijan 0% 38% 63% 0% 0%

Bangladesh 8% 17% 33% 33% 8%

Cambodia 0% 17% 42% 42% 0%

China 6% 55% 32% 6% 0%

India 7% 17% 52% 24% 0%

Japan 36% 45% 0% 0% 18%

Kazakhstan 3% 17% 55% 24% 0%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 20% 40% 40% 0%

Myanmar 0% 9% 18% 64% 9%

Pakistan 0% 29% 43% 21% 7%

Russia 0% 38% 33% 24% 5%

Taiwan 17% 83% 0% 0% 0%

Thailand 27% 50% 23% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 0% 31% 46% 23% 0%

Uzbekistan 0% 43% 43% 14% 0%

Vietnam 0% 35% 31% 35% 0%

AFRICA AND MIDDLE EAST

Algeria 5% 24% 52% 19% 0%

Angola 5% 9% 55% 27% 5%

Bahrain 18% 64% 18% 0% 0%

Cameroon 0% 13% 63% 25% 0%
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Question 10: Local Public Infrastructure

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

Chad 0% 17% 17% 67% 0%

Cote d’Ivoire 13% 13% 25% 50% 0%

Democratic Republic of Congo
(Kinshasa)

0% 17% 17% 67% 0%

Egypt 4% 50% 42% 4% 0%

Equatorial Guinea 7% 14% 36% 43% 0%

Ethiopia 0% 25% 25% 50% 0%

Gabon 0% 33% 40% 27% 0%

Ghana 0% 43% 57% 0% 0%

Iran 8% 21% 42% 25% 4%

Iraq 0% 14% 36% 45% 5%

Jordan 14% 14% 43% 29% 0%

Kuwait 36% 36% 27% 0% 0%

Libya 0% 28% 56% 16% 0%

Morocco 10% 40% 50% 0% 0%

Mozambique 17% 17% 17% 50% 0%

Namibia 20% 20% 20% 20% 20%

Niger 0% 0% 50% 50% 0%

Nigeria 0% 13% 25% 58% 4%

Oman 19% 44% 31% 6% 0%

Qatar 28% 56% 16% 0% 0%

Republic of the Congo
(Brazzaville)

0% 17% 50% 33% 0%

South Africa 11% 56% 22% 11% 0%

Sudan 0% 0% 57% 43% 0%

Syria 0% 31% 46% 23% 0%

Tanzania 0% 0% 80% 20% 0%

Tunisia 24% 65% 12% 0% 0%

United Arab Emirates 23% 55% 23% 0% 0%

Yemen 0% 38% 38% 25% 0%
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Question 10: Local Public Infrastructure

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN BASIN

Argentina 3% 51% 40% 6% 0%

Bolivia 0% 11% 22% 56% 11%

Brazil 8% 46% 38% 8% 0%

Chile 15% 65% 20% 0% 0%

Colombia 14% 43% 36% 5% 2%

Costa Rica 67% 17% 17% 0% 0%

Ecuador 3% 19% 32% 39% 6%

Guatemala 0% 60% 20% 20% 0%

Guyana 0% 0% 67% 33% 0%

Paraguay 0% 20% 20% 60% 0%

Peru 8% 31% 42% 19% 0%

Suriname 0% 17% 83% 0% 0%

Trinidad and Tobago 13% 57% 30% 0% 0%

Uruguay 50% 17% 33% 0% 0%

Venezuela 0% 16% 40% 31% 13%

OCEANIA

AU—New South Wales 40% 27% 33% 0% 0%

AU—Northern Territory 39% 26% 35% 0% 0%

AU—Queensland 38% 38% 19% 0% 5%

AU—South Australia 33% 48% 19% 0% 0%

AU—Tasmania 27% 18% 55% 0% 0%

AU—Victoria 37% 47% 16% 0% 0%

AU—Western Australia 35% 38% 23% 5% 0%

Brunei 0% 67% 22% 11% 0%

Indonesia 2% 39% 45% 14% 0%

Malaysia 12% 54% 35% 0% 0%

New Zealand 43% 38% 19% 0% 0%

Papua New Guinea 6% 17% 44% 33% 0%

Philippines 5% 21% 58% 16% 0%

Timor Gap 13% 47% 20% 20% 0%
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Question 11: Business Infrastructure

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

CANADA

CA—Alberta 40% 49% 7% 4% 1%

CA—British Columbia 28% 61% 10% 1% 0%

CA—Manitoba 19% 71% 10% 0% 0%

CA—Newfoundland 28% 41% 24% 7% 0%

CA—Northwest Territories 9% 32% 32% 24% 3%

CA—Nova Scotia 27% 59% 9% 5% 0%

CA—Nunavut 9% 27% 18% 36% 9%

CA—Ontario 33% 47% 20% 0% 0%

CA—Quebec 22% 39% 33% 6% 0%

CA—Saskatchewan 32% 59% 9% 0% 0%

CA—Yukon 22% 28% 28% 22% 0%

USA

US—Alabama 57% 43% 0% 0% 0%

US—Alaska 43% 38% 19% 0% 0%

US—Arkansas 38% 50% 13% 0% 0%

US—California 44% 40% 12% 4% 0%

US—Colorado 36% 50% 7% 7% 0%

US—Illinois 43% 43% 14% 0% 0%

US—Indiana 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

US—Kansas 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

US—Kentucky 14% 86% 0% 0% 0%

US—Louisiana 33% 50% 10% 7% 0%

US—Michigan 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

US—Mississippi 45% 36% 18% 0% 0%

US—Montana 33% 57% 10% 0% 0%

US—Nebraska 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

US—Nevada 50% 25% 25% 0% 0%

US—New Mexico 40% 45% 5% 10% 0%

US—New York 50% 40% 10% 0% 0%
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Question 11: Business Infrastructure

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

US—North Dakota 44% 44% 6% 6% 0%

US—Ohio 29% 57% 0% 14% 0%

US—Oklahoma 52% 44% 4% 0% 0%

US—Pennsylvania 21% 43% 29% 7% 0%

US—South Dakota 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

US—Texas 55% 35% 10% 0% 0%

US—Utah 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

US—Virginia 40% 20% 40% 0% 0%

US—West Virginia 11% 56% 22% 0% 11%

US—Wyoming 29% 58% 8% 4% 0%

US Offshore—Atlantic 38% 38% 13% 13% 0%

US Offshore—Pacific 67% 22% 11% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Gulf of Mexico 79% 13% 8% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Alaska 38% 38% 25% 0% 0%

EUROPE

Albania 29% 0% 57% 14% 0%

Austria 57% 29% 14% 0% 0%

Bulgaria 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

Croatia 60% 20% 20% 0% 0%

Denmark 58% 42% 0% 0% 0%

France 50% 44% 6% 0% 0%

Germany 46% 54% 0% 0% 0%

Greece 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

Greenland 25% 0% 50% 25% 0%

Hungary 29% 43% 29% 0% 0%

Ireland 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Italy 17% 44% 28% 11% 0%

Netherlands 70% 30% 0% 0% 0%

Netherlands—North Sea 75% 25% 0% 0% 0%

Norway 62% 31% 8% 0% 0%

Norway—North Sea 63% 37% 0% 0% 0%
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Question 11: Business Infrastructure

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

Poland 0% 75% 13% 13% 0%

Romania 22% 67% 11% 0% 0%

Serbia 0% 60% 20% 20% 0%

Spain 20% 50% 20% 0% 10%

Turkey 10% 70% 20% 0% 0%

Ukraine 9% 18% 27% 36% 9%

United Kingdom 38% 50% 8% 4% 0%

United Kingdom—North Sea 50% 42% 8% 0% 0%

ASIA

Azerbaijan 0% 38% 50% 13% 0%

Bangladesh 8% 8% 42% 33% 8%

Cambodia 0% 25% 50% 25% 0%

China 6% 74% 16% 3% 0%

India 14% 38% 38% 10% 0%

Japan 40% 30% 20% 10% 0%

Kazakhstan 0% 37% 53% 10% 0%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 60% 20% 20% 0%

Myanmar 0% 0% 42% 42% 17%

Pakistan 0% 21% 57% 14% 7%

Russia 5% 23% 45% 15% 13%

Taiwan 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Thailand 23% 54% 23% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 7% 29% 14% 43% 7%

Uzbekistan 0% 29% 43% 29% 0%

Vietnam 0% 31% 65% 4% 0%

AFRICA AND MIDDLE EAST

Algeria 4% 35% 48% 13% 0%

Angola 4% 13% 70% 9% 4%

Bahrain 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

Cameroon 0% 25% 63% 13% 0%
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Question 11: Business Infrastructure

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

Chad 0% 0% 50% 33% 17%

Cote d’Ivoire 0% 0% 88% 13% 0%

Democratic Republic of Congo
(Kinshasa)

0% 17% 17% 67% 0%

Egypt 4% 58% 35% 4% 0%

Equatorial Guinea 0% 8% 75% 17% 0%

Ethiopia 25% 0% 50% 25% 0%

Gabon 0% 36% 50% 14% 0%

Ghana 13% 25% 63% 0% 0%

Iran 4% 9% 57% 26% 4%

Iraq 0% 5% 45% 45% 5%

Jordan 43% 29% 14% 14% 0%

Kuwait 36% 36% 18% 0% 9%

Libya 0% 25% 46% 21% 8%

Morocco 10% 60% 20% 0% 10%

Mozambique 17% 17% 33% 33% 0%

Namibia 20% 40% 20% 20% 0%

Niger 0% 0% 50% 50% 0%

Nigeria 0% 18% 41% 41% 0%

Oman 6% 76% 18% 0% 0%

Qatar 32% 60% 8% 0% 0%

Republic of the Congo
(Brazzaville)

0% 29% 43% 29% 0%

South Africa 44% 22% 22% 11% 0%

Sudan 0% 0% 86% 14% 0%

Syria 0% 36% 43% 21% 0%

Tanzania 0% 60% 40% 0% 0%

Tunisia 18% 76% 6% 0% 0%

United Arab Emirates 41% 50% 9% 0% 0%

Yemen 0% 33% 27% 40% 0%
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Question 11: Business Infrastructure

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN BASIN

Argentina 9% 49% 31% 9% 3%

Bolivia 0% 0% 42% 37% 21%

Brazil 16% 51% 30% 3% 0%

Chile 42% 47% 11% 0% 0%

Colombia 20% 54% 22% 5% 0%

Costa Rica 60% 20% 20% 0% 0%

Ecuador 3% 13% 43% 33% 7%

Guatemala 20% 40% 20% 20% 0%

Guyana 0% 0% 86% 14% 0%

Paraguay 0% 20% 20% 60% 0%

Peru 11% 48% 33% 7% 0%

Suriname 0% 33% 67% 0% 0%

Trinidad and Tobago 19% 52% 29% 0% 0%

Uruguay 50% 0% 50% 0% 0%

Venezuela 0% 19% 28% 37% 16%

OCEANIA

AU—New South Wales 40% 53% 7% 0% 0%

AU—Northern Territory 43% 52% 4% 0% 0%

AU—Queensland 52% 39% 4% 0% 4%

AU—South Australia 43% 52% 5% 0% 0%

AU—Tasmania 36% 55% 9% 0% 0%

AU—Victoria 41% 53% 6% 0% 0%

AU—Western Australia 44% 49% 5% 3% 0%

Brunei 0% 33% 67% 0% 0%

Indonesia 6% 37% 48% 8% 2%

Malaysia 11% 63% 26% 0% 0%

New Zealand 50% 40% 10% 0% 0%

Papua New Guinea 17% 17% 50% 17% 0%

Philippines 42% 5% 37% 16% 0%

Timor Gap 7% 67% 20% 7% 0%
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Question 12: Geological Database

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

CANADA

CA—Alberta 58% 36% 2% 3% 0%

CA—British Columbia 54% 40% 5% 1% 0%

CA—Manitoba 21% 68% 11% 0% 0%

CA—Newfoundland 21% 67% 13% 0% 0%

CA—Northwest Territories 26% 42% 23% 10% 0%

CA—Nova Scotia 30% 50% 20% 0% 0%

CA—Nunavut 22% 22% 33% 22% 0%

CA—Ontario 17% 42% 25% 17% 0%

CA—Quebec 24% 59% 6% 12% 0%

CA—Saskatchewan 45% 48% 5% 1% 0%

CA—Yukon 12% 41% 35% 12% 0%

USA

US—Alabama 57% 43% 0% 0% 0%

US—Alaska 56% 33% 11% 0% 0%

US—Arkansas 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

US—California 38% 46% 13% 4% 0%

US—Colorado 38% 50% 12% 0% 0%

US—Illinois 57% 29% 0% 14% 0%

US—Indiana 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

US—Kansas 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

US—Kentucky 43% 29% 14% 14% 0%

US—Louisiana 52% 45% 3% 0% 0%

US—Michigan 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

US—Mississippi 45% 55% 0% 0% 0%

US—Montana 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

US—Nebraska 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

US—Nevada 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

US—New Mexico 42% 53% 5% 0% 0%

US—New York 63% 38% 0% 0% 0%
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Question 12: Geological Database

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

US—North Dakota 42% 37% 16% 5% 0%

US—Ohio 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

US—Oklahoma 60% 32% 8% 0% 0%

US—Pennsylvania 38% 46% 8% 8% 0%

US—South Dakota 43% 43% 14% 0% 0%

US—Texas 55% 35% 10% 0% 0%

US—Utah 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

US—Virginia 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

US—West Virginia 40% 40% 10% 0% 10%

US—Wyoming 38% 54% 8% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Atlantic 43% 43% 14% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Pacific 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Gulf of Mexico 63% 37% 0% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Alaska 43% 57% 0% 0% 0%

EUROPE

Albania 40% 0% 60% 0% 0%

Austria 83% 17% 0% 0% 0%

Bulgaria 0% 80% 20% 0% 0%

Croatia 40% 20% 20% 20% 0%

Denmark 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

France 50% 17% 25% 8% 0%

Germany 45% 9% 36% 9% 0%

Greece 20% 40% 20% 20% 0%

Greenland 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

Hungary 29% 43% 29% 0% 0%

Ireland 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

Italy 23% 54% 8% 15% 0%

Netherlands 50% 33% 17% 0% 0%

Netherlands—North Sea 7% 73% 20% 0% 0%

Norway 62% 31% 8% 0% 0%

Norway—North Sea 63% 37% 0% 0% 0%
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Question 12: Geological Database

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

Poland 38% 50% 0% 13% 0%

Romania 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Serbia 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

Spain 0% 33% 17% 17% 33%

Turkey 0% 57% 29% 14% 0%

Ukraine 20% 10% 40% 30% 0%

United Kingdom 46% 38% 13% 4% 0%

United Kingdom—North Sea 48% 46% 6% 0% 0%

ASIA

Azerbaijan 7% 57% 36% 0% 0%

Bangladesh 10% 20% 50% 20% 0%

Cambodia 21% 45% 32% 3% 0%

China 12% 56% 28% 4% 0%

India 15% 48% 30% 7% 0%

Japan 20% 50% 20% 0% 10%

Kazakhstan 12% 40% 28% 20% 0%

Kyrgyzstan 20% 20% 60% 0% 0%

Myanmar 0% 20% 60% 20% 0%

Pakistan 9% 36% 55% 0% 0%

Russia 24% 32% 22% 19% 3%

Taiwan 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

Thailand 17% 43% 39% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 18% 27% 27% 9% 18%

Uzbekistan 14% 43% 14% 14% 14%

Vietnam 5% 45% 45% 5% 0%

AFRICA AND MIDDLE EAST

Algeria 18% 47% 24% 6% 6%

Angola 25% 40% 35% 0% 0%

Bahrain 20% 70% 10% 0% 0%

Cameroon 0% 67% 33% 0% 0%
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Question 12: Geological Database

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

Chad 20% 0% 60% 0% 20%

Cote d’Ivoire 0% 13% 88% 0% 0%

Democratic Republic of Congo
(Kinshasa)

20% 40% 40% 0% 0%

Egypt 26% 52% 13% 4% 4%

Equatorial Guinea 27% 36% 27% 9% 0%

Ethiopia 0% 25% 75% 0% 0%

Gabon 8% 54% 38% 0% 0%

Ghana 14% 43% 43% 0% 0%

Iran 33% 33% 22% 11% 0%

Iraq 28% 44% 28% 0% 0%

Jordan 14% 57% 14% 14% 0%

Kuwait 56% 22% 22% 0% 0%

Libya 14% 52% 24% 5% 5%

Morocco 25% 50% 13% 13% 0%

Mozambique 0% 60% 0% 20% 20%

Namibia 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Niger 0% 20% 80% 0% 0%

Nigeria 9% 36% 36% 14% 5%

Oman 40% 47% 13% 0% 0%

Qatar 26% 52% 13% 4% 4%

Republic of the Congo
(Brazzaville)

0% 29% 71% 0% 0%

South Africa 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Sudan 0% 14% 57% 14% 14%

Syria 0% 50% 30% 20% 0%

Tanzania 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Tunisia 14% 71% 14% 0% 0%

United Arab Emirates 26% 47% 21% 0% 5%

Yemen 0% 57% 43% 0% 0%
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Question 12: Geological Database

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN BASIN

Argentina 10% 43% 30% 17% 0%

Bolivia 0% 35% 12% 47% 6%

Brazil 32% 50% 18% 0% 0%

Chile 13% 50% 38% 0% 0%

Colombia 21% 45% 32% 3% 0%

Costa Rica 33% 17% 50% 0% 0%

Ecuador 7% 22% 44% 26% 0%

Guatemala 20% 60% 0% 20% 0%

Guyana 0% 20% 60% 20% 0%

Paraguay 20% 20% 40% 20% 0%

Peru 8% 63% 29% 0% 0%

Suriname 0% 60% 40% 0% 0%

Trinidad and Tobago 29% 53% 12% 6% 0%

Uruguay 17% 17% 67% 0% 0%

Venezuela 11% 38% 30% 19% 3%

OCEANIA

AU—New South Wales 63% 19% 13% 6% 0%

AU—Northern Territory 52% 43% 0% 4% 0%

AU—Queensland 52% 38% 5% 0% 5%

AU—South Australia 64% 32% 5% 0% 0%

AU—Tasmania 42% 42% 17% 0% 0%

AU—Victoria 53% 42% 5% 0% 0%

AU—Western Australia 57% 41% 3% 0% 0%

Brunei 38% 25% 25% 13% 0%

Indonesia 15% 43% 35% 7% 0%

Malaysia 13% 63% 25% 0% 0%

New Zealand 58% 32% 11% 0% 0%

Papua New Guinea 19% 50% 25% 0% 6%

Philippines 12% 47% 29% 12% 0%

Timor Gap 31% 46% 23% 0% 0%



128 Fraser Institute Global Petroleum Survey, 2009 edition

www.fraserinstitute.org

Question 13: Labor Availability

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

CANADA

CA—Alberta 13% 40% 38% 9% 0%

CA—British Columbia 12% 53% 31% 3% 0%

CA—Manitoba 22% 63% 16% 0% 0%

CA—Newfoundland 21% 50% 29% 0% 0%

CA—Northwest Territories 9% 18% 38% 35% 0%

CA—Nova Scotia 15% 60% 20% 5% 0%

CA—Nunavut 0% 27% 27% 45% 0%

CA—Ontario 29% 36% 29% 7% 0%

CA—Quebec 11% 50% 22% 17% 0%

CA—Saskatchewan 19% 51% 29% 1% 0%

CA—Yukon 6% 28% 33% 33% 0%

USA

US—Alabama 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

US—Alaska 17% 33% 39% 11% 0%

US—Arkansas 43% 57% 0% 0% 0%

US—California 24% 43% 24% 10% 0%

US—Colorado 19% 50% 31% 0% 0%

US—Illinois 29% 43% 14% 14% 0%

US—Indiana 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

US—Kansas 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

US—Kentucky 14% 43% 29% 14% 0%

US—Louisiana 36% 50% 7% 7% 0%

US—Michigan 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

US—Mississippi 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

US—Montana 24% 57% 19% 0% 0%

US—Nebraska 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

US—Nevada 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

US—New Mexico 47% 47% 5% 0% 0%

US—New York 33% 56% 11% 0% 0%
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Question 13: Labor Availability

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

US—North Dakota 32% 37% 26% 5% 0%

US—Ohio 25% 63% 13% 0% 0%

US—Oklahoma 44% 48% 8% 0% 0%

US—Pennsylvania 21% 57% 14% 7% 0%

US—South Dakota 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

US—Texas 44% 49% 6% 0% 0%

US—Utah 38% 63% 0% 0% 0%

US—Virginia 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

US—West Virginia 20% 60% 10% 0% 10%

US—Wyoming 22% 48% 26% 4% 0%

US Offshore—Atlantic 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Pacific 40% 50% 10% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Gulf of Mexico 41% 53% 6% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Alaska 29% 29% 43% 0% 0%

Europe

Albania 14% 57% 29% 0% 0%

Austria 43% 57% 0% 0% 0%

Bulgaria 17% 50% 33% 0% 0%

Croatia 50% 25% 25% 0% 0%

Denmark 23% 54% 23% 0% 0%

France 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Germany 36% 50% 14% 0% 0%

Greece 17% 33% 50% 0% 0%

Greenland 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Hungary 50% 33% 17% 0% 0%

Ireland 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Italy 17% 50% 33% 0% 0%

Netherlands 11% 67% 22% 0% 0%

Netherlands—North Sea 7% 73% 20% 0% 0%

Norway 21% 64% 14% 0% 0%

Norway—North Sea 29% 52% 10% 10% 0%
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Question 13: Labor Availability

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

Poland 25% 63% 0% 13% 0%

Romania 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

Serbia 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

Spain 33% 11% 33% 11% 11%

Turkey 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

Ukraine 0% 50% 30% 20% 0%

United Kingdom 26% 56% 19% 0% 0%

United Kingdom—North Sea 28% 58% 14% 0% 0%

ASIA

Azerbaijan 0% 69% 23% 8% 0%

Bangladesh 9% 36% 45% 9% 0%

Cambodia 0% 36% 45% 18% 0%

China 22% 67% 7% 4% 0%

India 16% 71% 10% 3% 0%

Japan 20% 40% 30% 10% 0%

Kazakhstan 8% 24% 48% 20% 0%

Kyrgyzstan 20% 20% 40% 20% 0%

Myanmar 0% 33% 50% 17% 0%

Pakistan 0% 69% 23% 8% 0%

Russia 13% 56% 21% 8% 3%

Taiwan 43% 29% 29% 0% 0%

Thailand 13% 67% 21% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 15% 15% 31% 38% 0%

Uzbekistan 14% 29% 29% 29% 0%

Vietnam 8% 58% 31% 4% 0%

AFRICA AND MIDDLE EAST

Algeria 26% 37% 32% 5% 0%

Angola 0% 39% 39% 22% 0%

Bahrain 20% 40% 40% 0% 0%

Cameroon 0% 57% 29% 14% 0%

continued ...



Fraser Institute Global Petroleum Survey, 2009 edition 131
www.fraserinstitute.org

Question 13: Labor Availability

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

Chad 20% 0% 60% 0% 20%

Cote d’Ivoire 0% 13% 88% 0% 0%

Democratic Republic of Congo
(Kinshasa)

0% 20% 40% 40% 0%

Egypt 13% 58% 29% 0% 0%

Equatorial Guinea 0% 27% 27% 45% 0%

Ethiopia 0% 50% 25% 25% 0%

Gabon 8% 38% 46% 8% 0%

Ghana 0% 43% 43% 0% 14%

Iran 21% 38% 17% 25% 0%

Iraq 10% 35% 30% 25% 0%

Jordan 0% 83% 17% 0% 0%

Kuwait 18% 36% 45% 0% 0%

Libya 0% 50% 36% 14% 0%

Morocco 10% 60% 30% 0% 0%

Mozambique 0% 25% 0% 75% 0%

Namibia 0% 50% 25% 25% 0%

Niger 0% 0% 60% 40% 0%

Nigeria 8% 29% 29% 25% 8%

Oman 7% 47% 47% 0% 0%

Qatar 12% 36% 36% 12% 4%

Republic of the Congo
(Brazzaville)

0% 43% 43% 14% 0%

South Africa 25% 38% 25% 13% 0%

Sudan 0% 14% 71% 14% 0%

Syria 0% 45% 45% 9% 0%

Tanzania 0% 40% 60% 0% 0%

Tunisia 31% 50% 19% 0% 0%

United Arab Emirates 20% 55% 20% 0% 5%

Yemen 7% 60% 33% 0% 0%
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Question 13: Labor Availability

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN BASIN

Argentina 13% 58% 26% 3% 0%

Bolivia 0% 29% 36% 29% 7%

Brazil 14% 66% 20% 0% 0%

Chile 12% 65% 24% 0% 0%

Colombia 16% 57% 24% 3% 0%

Costa Rica 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

Ecuador 9% 26% 35% 30% 0%

Guatemala 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

Guyana 0% 40% 60% 0% 0%

Paraguay 0% 0% 20% 80% 0%

Peru 9% 50% 41% 0% 0%

Suriname 0% 40% 60% 0% 0%

Trinidad and Tobago 33% 44% 22% 0% 0%

Uruguay 0% 60% 20% 20% 0%

Venezuela 6% 31% 37% 23% 3%

OCEANIA

AU—New South Wales 27% 47% 20% 0% 7%

AU—Northern Territory 19% 24% 52% 5% 0%

AU—Queensland 15% 40% 30% 15% 0%

AU—South Australia 24% 57% 14% 5% 0%

AU—Tasmania 27% 27% 36% 9% 0%

AU—Victoria 12% 53% 18% 18% 0%

AU—Western Australia 17% 34% 40% 9% 0%

Brunei 27% 36% 27% 9% 0%

Indonesia 21% 67% 10% 2% 0%

Malaysia 19% 50% 31% 0% 0%

New Zealand 0% 74% 26% 0% 0%

Papua New Guinea 0% 33% 61% 0% 6%

Philippines 5% 58% 37% 0% 0%

Timor Gap 0% 46% 46% 0% 8%
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Question 14: Aboriginal Land Claims

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

CANADA

CA—Alberta 4% 31% 40% 23% 1%

CA—British Columbia 5% 21% 41% 32% 1%

CA—Manitoba 7% 67% 20% 7% 0%

CA—Newfoundland 14% 55% 27% 5% 0%

CA—Northwest Territories 3% 9% 39% 39% 9%

CA—Nova Scotia 5% 60% 30% 5% 0%

CA—Nunavut 9% 18% 18% 27% 27%

CA—Ontario 7% 50% 29% 14% 0%

CA—Quebec 6% 53% 35% 6% 0%

CA—Saskatchewan 4% 50% 32% 11% 4%

CA—Yukon 6% 24% 29% 29% 12%

USA

US—Alabama 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

US—Alaska 18% 35% 24% 24% 0%

US—Arkansas 75% 25% 0% 0% 0%

US—California 13% 69% 13% 6% 0%

US—Colorado 9% 64% 18% 5% 5%

US—Illinois 25% 63% 13% 0% 0%

US—Indiana 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

US—Kansas 13% 88% 0% 0% 0%

US—Kentucky 14% 71% 14% 0% 0%

US—Louisiana 35% 65% 0% 0% 0%

US—Michigan 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

US—Mississippi 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

US—Montana 18% 53% 24% 6% 0%

US—Nebraska 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

US—Nevada 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

US—New Mexico 13% 63% 13% 6% 6%

US—New York 11% 67% 22% 0% 0%
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Question 14: Aboriginal Land Claims

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

US—North Dakota 36% 43% 14% 7% 0%

US—Ohio 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

US—Oklahoma 21% 68% 11% 0% 0%

US—Pennsylvania 8% 92% 0% 0% 0%

US—South Dakota 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

US—Texas 26% 65% 7% 2% 0%

US—Utah 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

US—Virginia 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

US—West Virginia 11% 67% 11% 0% 11%

US—Wyoming 10% 85% 5% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Atlantic 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Pacific 38% 63% 0% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Gulf of Mexico 46% 42% 12% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Alaska 20% 20% 60% 0% 0%

EUROPE

Albania 75% 25% 0% 0% 0%

Austria 80% 20% 0% 0% 0%

Bulgaria 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

Croatia 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Denmark 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

France 22% 67% 11% 0% 0%

Germany 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Greece 17% 33% 50% 0% 0%

Greenland 50% 25% 25% 0% 0%

Hungary 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

Ireland 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Italy 8% 50% 42% 0% 0%

Netherlands 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Netherlands—North Sea 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Norway 33% 56% 11% 0% 0%
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Question 14: Aboriginal Land Claims

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

Norway—North Sea 31% 62% 8% 0% 0%

Poland 38% 38% 0% 0% 25%

Romania 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

Serbia 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Spain 0% 25% 50% 0% 25%

Turkey 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

Ukraine 14% 71% 0% 14% 0%

United Kingdom 38% 56% 6% 0% 0%

United Kingdom—North Sea 32% 68% 0% 0% 0%

ASIA

Azerbaijan 8% 62% 15% 15% 0%

Bangladesh 30% 70% 0% 0% 0%

Cambodia 27% 55% 18% 0% 0%

China 22% 65% 9% 0% 4%

India 18% 64% 14% 5% 0%

Japan 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

Kazakhstan 12% 76% 12% 0% 0%

Kyrgyzstan 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Myanmar 13% 75% 13% 0% 0%

Pakistan 9% 64% 27% 0% 0%

Russia 15% 65% 15% 4% 0%

Taiwan 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Thailand 31% 56% 13% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 33% 56% 0% 11% 0%

Uzbekistan 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

Vietnam 15% 65% 20% 0% 0%

AFRICA AND MIDDLE EAST

Algeria 23% 38% 23% 15% 0%

Angola 21% 43% 21% 14% 0%

Bahrain 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Cameroon 0% 67% 33% 0% 0%
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Question 14: Aboriginal Land Claims

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

Chad 14% 14% 43% 14% 14%

Cote d’Ivoire 0% 71% 29% 0% 0%

Democratic Republic of Congo
(Kinshasa)

0% 60% 20% 20% 0%

Egypt 35% 47% 12% 6% 0%

Equatorial Guinea 0% 71% 29% 0% 0%

Ethiopia 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Gabon 8% 69% 23% 0% 0%

Ghana 0% 86% 0% 14% 0%

Iran 19% 50% 31% 0% 0%

Iraq 0% 40% 30% 30% 0%

Jordan 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Kuwait 29% 57% 14% 0% 0%

Libya 10% 75% 10% 0% 5%

Morocco 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Mozambique 20% 40% 20% 20% 0%

Namibia 67% 0% 33% 0% 0%

Niger 0% 13% 63% 25% 0%

Nigeria 6% 33% 33% 22% 6%

Oman 13% 88% 0% 0% 0%

Qatar 13% 88% 0% 0% 0%

Republic of the Congo
(Brazzaville)

0% 83% 17% 0% 0%

South Africa 33% 33% 17% 17% 0%

Sudan 17% 50% 0% 33% 0%

Syria 22% 44% 33% 0% 0%

Tanzania 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Tunisia 0% 88% 13% 0% 0%

United Arab Emirates 38% 54% 8% 0% 0%

Yemen 8% 77% 15% 0% 0%
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Question 14: Aboriginal Land Claims

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN BASIN

Argentina 12% 62% 27% 0% 0%

Bolivia 0% 0% 13% 69% 19%

Brazil 10% 50% 40% 0% 0%

Chile 15% 69% 8% 8% 0%

Colombia 9% 34% 54% 3% 0%

Costa Rica 50% 17% 17% 0% 17%

Ecuador 8% 16% 28% 28% 20%

Guatemala 0% 50% 25% 25% 0%

Guyana 0% 25% 75% 0% 0%

Paraguay 20% 20% 40% 20% 0%

Peru 0% 14% 55% 27% 5%

Suriname 0% 0% 100% 0% 0%

Trinidad and Tobago 30% 60% 10% 0% 0%

Uruguay 75% 0% 25% 0% 0%

Venezuela 23% 59% 18% 0% 0%

OCEANIA

AU—New South Wales 13% 13% 67% 7% 0%

AU—Northern Territory 5% 19% 57% 19% 0%

AU—Queensland 5% 21% 53% 16% 5%

AU—South Australia 64% 36% 0% 0% 0%

AU—Tasmania 0% 40% 40% 20% 0%

AU—Victoria 0% 28% 61% 11% 0%

AU—Western Australia 5% 16% 46% 32% 0%

Brunei 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

Indonesia 3% 61% 33% 3% 0%

Malaysia 16% 63% 21% 0% 0%

New Zealand 7% 60% 27% 7% 0%

Papua New Guinea 0% 33% 47% 20% 0%

Philippines 8% 54% 31% 8% 0%

Timor Gap 0% 45% 27% 18% 9%
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Question 15: Political Stability

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

CANADA

CA—Alberta 29% 26% 29% 15% 1%

CA—British Columbia 24% 57% 19% 0% 0%

CA—Manitoba 20% 77% 3% 0% 0%

CA—Newfoundland 29% 57% 14% 0% 0%

CA—Northwest Territories 22% 38% 19% 22% 0%

CA—Nova Scotia 26% 63% 11% 0% 0%

CA—Nunavut 13% 38% 13% 25% 13%

CA—Ontario 33% 47% 20% 0% 0%

CA—Quebec 33% 50% 11% 6% 0%

CA—Saskatchewan 41% 53% 6% 0% 0%

CA—Yukon 28% 50% 11% 11% 0%

USA

US—Alabama 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

US—Alaska 39% 44% 17% 0% 0%

US—Arkansas 80% 20% 0% 0% 0%

US—California 35% 26% 26% 13% 0%

US—Colorado 29% 38% 25% 8% 0%

US—Illinois 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

US—Indiana 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

US—Kansas 44% 56% 0% 0% 0%

US—Kentucky 29% 43% 29% 0% 0%

US—Louisiana 52% 32% 8% 8% 0%

US—Michigan 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

US—Mississippi 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

US—Montana 47% 47% 5% 0% 0%

US—Nebraska 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

US—Nevada 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

US—New Mexico 39% 39% 11% 6% 6%

US—New York 44% 33% 22% 0% 0%
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Question 15: Political Stability

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

US—North Dakota 27% 60% 7% 0% 7%

US—Ohio 50% 25% 25% 0% 0%

US—Oklahoma 63% 33% 4% 0% 0%

US—Pennsylvania 25% 58% 17% 0% 0%

US—South Dakota 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

US—Texas 56% 43% 2% 0% 0%

US—Utah 50% 38% 13% 0% 0%

US—Virginia 50% 25% 25% 0% 0%

US—West Virginia 30% 60% 10% 0% 0%

US—Wyoming 38% 52% 10% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Atlantic 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Pacific 50% 38% 13% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Gulf of Mexico 62% 29% 9% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Alaska 43% 43% 14% 0% 0%

EUROPE

Albania 29% 14% 29% 29% 0%

Austria 83% 17% 0% 0% 0%

Bulgaria 17% 17% 50% 8% 8%

Croatia 75% 0% 25% 0% 0%

Denmark 58% 33% 8% 0% 0%

France 50% 43% 7% 0% 0%

Germany 57% 36% 7% 0% 0%

Greece 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

Greenland 40% 20% 40% 0% 0%

Hungary 43% 43% 0% 0% 14%

Ireland 75% 25% 0% 0% 0%

Italy 24% 41% 29% 6% 0%

Netherlands 75% 25% 0% 0% 0%

Netherlands—North Sea 67% 27% 0% 7% 0%

Norway 79% 14% 7% 0% 0%

Norway—North Sea 67% 19% 14% 0% 0%
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Question 15: Political Stability

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

Poland 25% 63% 0% 13% 0%

Romania 13% 50% 25% 13% 0%

Serbia 0% 50% 0% 25% 25%

Spain 25% 63% 0% 0% 13%

Turkey 13% 63% 25% 0% 0%

Ukraine 0% 20% 20% 30% 30%

United Kingdom 38% 58% 4% 0% 0%

United Kingdom—North Sea 46% 44% 10% 0% 0%

ASIA

Azerbaijan 7% 36% 43% 14% 0%

Bangladesh 9% 9% 27% 45% 9%

Cambodia 17% 17% 50% 8% 8%

China 33% 52% 11% 0% 4%

India 24% 48% 24% 3% 0%

Japan 33% 42% 0% 8% 17%

Kazakhstan 0% 46% 46% 8% 0%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 20% 40% 40% 0%

Myanmar 0% 0% 30% 70% 0%

Pakistan 0% 6% 29% 65% 0%

Russia 5% 24% 29% 21% 21%

Taiwan 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Thailand 4% 40% 40% 12% 4%

Turkmenistan 6% 19% 38% 38% 0%

Uzbekistan 14% 14% 57% 14% 0%

Vietnam 9% 61% 26% 4% 0%

AFRICA AND MIDDLE EAST

Algeria 0% 19% 57% 19% 5%

Angola 9% 26% 43% 22% 0%

Bahrain 27% 64% 9% 0% 0%

Cameroon 14% 43% 43% 0% 0%
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Question 15: Political Stability

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

Chad 0% 17% 50% 17% 17%

Cote d’Ivoire 0% 14% 57% 29% 0%

Democratic Republic of Congo
(Kinshasa)

0% 17% 17% 50% 17%

Egypt 8% 56% 32% 4% 0%

Equatorial Guinea 8% 8% 42% 42% 0%

Ethiopia 0% 25% 50% 25% 0%

Gabon 7% 40% 47% 0% 7%

Ghana 0% 63% 38% 0% 0%

Iran 9% 13% 30% 43% 4%

Iraq 0% 5% 30% 60% 5%

Jordan 29% 57% 0% 14% 0%

Kuwait 25% 33% 25% 17% 0%

Libya 5% 48% 33% 10% 5%

Morocco 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Mozambique 17% 50% 33% 0% 0%

Namibia 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Niger 0% 0% 80% 20% 0%

Nigeria 0% 13% 39% 39% 9%

Oman 33% 47% 20% 0% 0%

Qatar 31% 65% 4% 0% 0%

Republic of the Congo
(Brazzaville)

0% 43% 29% 14% 14%

South Africa 10% 50% 20% 20% 0%

Sudan 0% 0% 40% 60% 0%

Syria 0% 33% 50% 17% 0%

Tanzania 0% 60% 20% 0% 20%

Tunisia 33% 60% 7% 0% 0%

United Arab Emirates 45% 45% 10% 0% 0%

Yemen 0% 20% 53% 27% 0%
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Question 15: Political Stability

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN BASIN

Argentina 0% 13% 39% 39% 10%

Bolivia 0% 6% 0% 25% 69%

Brazil 26% 47% 18% 8% 0%

Chile 44% 50% 6% 0% 0%

Colombia 25% 36% 33% 0% 6%

Costa Rica 20% 60% 0% 0% 20%

Ecuador 4% 15% 11% 26% 44%

Guatemala 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Guyana 0% 20% 60% 20% 0%

Paraguay 0% 0% 25% 75% 0%

Peru 9% 48% 30% 9% 4%

Suriname 0% 40% 60% 0% 0%

Trinidad and Tobago 21% 47% 26% 0% 5%

Uruguay 17% 17% 50% 17% 0%

Venezuela 0% 10% 7% 37% 46%

OCEANIA

AU—New South Wales 53% 41% 6% 0% 0%

AU—Northern Territory 68% 32% 0% 0% 0%

AU—Queensland 77% 23% 0% 0% 0%

AU—South Australia 64% 36% 0% 0% 0%

AU—Tasmania 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

AU—Victoria 62% 33% 5% 0% 0%

AU—Western Australia 73% 28% 0% 0% 0%

Brunei 67% 22% 11% 0% 0%

Indonesia 2% 37% 57% 2% 2%

Malaysia 15% 52% 33% 0% 0%

New Zealand 55% 45% 0% 0% 0%

Papua New Guinea 6% 29% 65% 0% 0%

Philippines 11% 39% 44% 6% 0%

Timor Gap 20% 27% 33% 13% 7%
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Question 16: Security

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

CANADA

CA—Alberta 47% 45% 6% 1% 1%

CA—British Columbia 38% 51% 9% 2% 0%

CA—Manitoba 32% 65% 3% 0% 0%

CA—Newfoundland 54% 38% 8% 0% 0%

CA—Northwest Territories 21% 61% 12% 6% 0%

CA—Nova Scotia 55% 40% 5% 0% 0%

CA—Nunavut 30% 50% 10% 10% 0%

CA—Ontario 43% 43% 7% 7% 0%

CA—Quebec 53% 42% 5% 0% 0%

CA—Saskatchewan 44% 53% 3% 0% 0%

CA—Yukon 35% 47% 12% 6% 0%

USA

US—Alabama 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%

US—Alaska 74% 21% 5% 0% 0%

US—Arkansas 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%

US—California 70% 30% 0% 0% 0%

US—Colorado 70% 30% 0% 0% 0%

US—Illinois 86% 14% 0% 0% 0%

US—Indiana 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%

US—Kansas 90% 10% 0% 0% 0%

US—Kentucky 71% 29% 0% 0% 0%

US—Louisiana 63% 30% 7% 0% 0%

US—Michigan 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%

US—Mississippi 88% 13% 0% 0% 0%

US—Montana 57% 43% 0% 0% 0%

US—Nebraska 80% 20% 0% 0% 0%

US—Nevada 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

US—New Mexico 68% 32% 0% 0% 0%

US—New York 70% 30% 0% 0% 0%
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Question 16: Security

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

US—North Dakota 56% 44% 0% 0% 0%

US—Ohio 88% 0% 13% 0% 0%

US—Oklahoma 58% 38% 4% 0% 0%

US—Pennsylvania 69% 31% 0% 0% 0%

US—South Dakota 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

US—Texas 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

US—Utah 88% 13% 0% 0% 0%

US—Virginia 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%

US—West Virginia 80% 20% 0% 0% 0%

US—Wyoming 65% 35% 0% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Atlantic 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Pacific 70% 30% 0% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Gulf of Mexico 86% 14% 0% 0% 0%

US Offshore—Alaska 57% 43% 0% 0% 0%

EUROPE

Albania 13% 25% 38% 25% 0%

Austria 86% 14% 0% 0% 0%

Bulgaria 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

Croatia 80% 0% 20% 0% 0%

Denmark 69% 31% 0% 0% 0%

France 50% 44% 6% 0% 0%

Germany 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Greece 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

Greenland 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

Hungary 29% 29% 29% 14% 0%

Ireland 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

Italy 39% 56% 6% 0% 0%

Netherlands 70% 30% 0% 0% 0%

Netherlands—North Sea 81% 19% 0% 0% 0%

Norway 79% 21% 0% 0% 0%

Norway—North Sea 76% 24% 0% 0% 0%
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Question 16: Security

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

Poland 38% 63% 0% 0% 0%

Romania 11% 67% 22% 0% 0%

Serbia 20% 40% 20% 0% 20%

Spain 33% 56% 0% 11% 0%

Turkey 0% 56% 33% 11% 0%

Ukraine 0% 40% 40% 10% 10%

United Kingdom 48% 48% 4% 0% 0%

United Kingdom—North Sea 61% 39% 0% 0% 0%

ASIA

Azerbaijan 0% 87% 13% 0% 0%

Bangladesh 0% 36% 36% 18% 9%

Cambodia 0% 42% 58% 0% 0%

China 30% 59% 11% 0% 0%

India 3% 53% 40% 3% 0%

Japan 73% 18% 0% 0% 9%

Kazakhstan 0% 50% 38% 12% 0%

Kyrgyzstan 20% 20% 20% 40% 0%

Myanmar 0% 0% 50% 50% 0%

Pakistan 0% 14% 43% 36% 7%

Russia 5% 28% 41% 21% 5%

Taiwan 17% 83% 0% 0% 0%

Thailand 21% 33% 42% 0% 4%

Turkmenistan 11% 33% 39% 6% 11%

Uzbekistan 14% 43% 29% 14% 0%

Vietnam 24% 52% 24% 0% 0%

AFRICA AND MIDDLE EAST

Algeria 5% 14% 33% 33% 14%

Angola 21% 42% 24% 12% 0%

Bahrain 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Cameroon 13% 25% 63% 0% 0%
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Question 16: Security

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

Chad 0% 0% 60% 20% 20%

Cote d’Ivoire 0% 25% 63% 13% 0%

Democratic Republic of Congo
(Kinshasa)

0% 0% 50% 50% 0%

Egypt 8% 40% 44% 8% 0%

Equatorial Guinea 0% 25% 58% 17% 0%

Ethiopia 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Gabon 0% 60% 40% 0% 0%

Ghana 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Iran 17% 30% 30% 22% 0%

Iraq 0% 10% 25% 30% 35%

Jordan 14% 43% 43% 0% 0%

Kuwait 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Libya 9% 64% 27% 0% 0%

Morocco 30% 60% 10% 0% 0%

Mozambique 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

Namibia 40% 20% 40% 0% 0%

Niger 0% 0% 100% 0% 0%

Nigeria 0% 8% 17% 63% 13%

Oman 38% 56% 6% 0% 0%

Qatar 44% 56% 0% 0% 0%

Republic of the Congo
(Brazzaville)

0% 14% 86% 0% 0%

South Africa 9% 27% 27% 27% 9%

Sudan 0% 0% 43% 57% 0%

Syria 8% 38% 54% 0% 0%

Tanzania 0% 80% 20% 0% 0%

Tunisia 24% 65% 12% 0% 0%

United Arab Emirates 45% 45% 10% 0% 0%

Yemen 0% 6% 44% 44% 6%
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Question 16: Security

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3: Is a mild deterrent to investment

4: Is a strong deterrent to investment

5: Would not invest due to this criterion

Response 1 2 3 4 5

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN BASIN

Argentina 0% 55% 35% 10% 0%

Bolivia 0% 6% 50% 38% 6%

Brazil 11% 44% 36% 8% 0%

Chile 35% 65% 0% 0% 0%

Colombia 5% 16% 50% 24% 5%

Costa Rica 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

Ecuador 0% 27% 54% 15% 4%

Guatemala 0% 25% 50% 25% 0%

Guyana 0% 40% 60% 0% 0%

Paraguay 0% 0% 50% 50% 0%

Peru 4% 57% 35% 4% 0%

Suriname 0% 40% 60% 0% 0%

Trinidad and Tobago 6% 78% 17% 0% 0%

Uruguay 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Venezuela 0% 14% 26% 34% 26%

OCEANIA

AU—New South Wales 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

AU—Northern Territory 61% 39% 0% 0% 0%

AU—Queensland 57% 43% 0% 0% 0%

AU—South Australia 57% 43% 0% 0% 0%

AU—Tasmania 44% 56% 0% 0% 0%

AU—Victoria 55% 45% 0% 0% 0%

AU—Western Australia 72% 28% 0% 0% 0%

Brunei 38% 63% 0% 0% 0%

Indonesia 4% 31% 56% 6% 2%

Malaysia 12% 73% 15% 0% 0%

New Zealand 65% 35% 0% 0% 0%

Papua New Guinea 0% 35% 47% 18% 0%

Philippines 5% 26% 58% 11% 0%

Timor Gap 29% 36% 29% 7% 0%
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