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Sur vey In for ma tion

The 2010 Fra ser Insti tute Global Petro leum Sur vey was dis trib uted to man ag ers and exec u tives of

petro leum explo ra tion and pro duc tion com pa nies around the world and to firms that pro vide sup -

port ser vices to such com pa nies.

The anal y sis con tained in this report is based on infor ma tion obtained from 645 respon dents rep re -

sent ing 364 com pa nies. The explo ra tion and devel op ment bud gets of these par tic i pat ing com pa nies

totaled about $161 bil lion in 2009. This rep re sents more than 60 per cent of global upstream expen di -

tures last year, accord ing to the World Energy Out look 2009 (Inter na tional Energy Agency, 2009).
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Ex ec u tive Sum mary

This report pres ents the results of the Fra ser Insti tute’s 4th annual sur vey of petro leum indus try exec u tives and

man ag ers regard ing bar ri ers to invest ment in oil and gas explo ra tion and pro duc tion in var i ous juris dic tions

around the world. The sur vey responses have been tal lied to rank prov inces, states, and coun tries by the sever ity

of invest ment bar ri ers such as high tax rates, costly reg u la tory schemes, and secu rity threats, among other

fac tors. 

A total of 645 respon dents com pleted the sur vey ques tion naire this year, pro vid ing suf fi cient data to eval u ate

133 juris dic tions. This com pares with 143 juris dic tions in 2009. In the 2008 and 2007 sur veys, 81 and 54 juris dic -

tions were eval u ated, respec tively.

The juris dic tions have been assigned scores for each of 17 fac tors that affect invest ment deci sions. The scores are

based on the pro por tion of neg a tive responses a juris dic tion received; the greater the pro por tion of neg a tive

responses, the greater the per ceived invest ment bar ri ers and, there fore, the lower the juris dic tion’s rank ing.

The All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index, derived from the scores on all 17 fac tors, pro vides a com pre hen sive assess -

ment of the extent of invest ment bar ri ers in each juris dic tion. On this basis, the 10 least attrac tive juris dic tions

for invest ment are Bolivia, Ven e zuela, Rus sia, Ukraine, Iran, Turkmenistan, Ecua dor, Nige ria, Iraq, and

Kazakhstan. Six of these coun tries, Bolivia, Ven e zuela, Rus sia, Ecua dor, Nige ria, and Kazakhstan, were also

among the 10 least desir able juris dic tions for invest ment iden ti fied in the 2009 sur vey. 

Juris dic tions within North Amer ica, Europe, Aus tra lia, and New Zea land gen er ally received the best rank ings

over all again this year. The 10 most attrac tive juris dic tions for invest ment, based on the All-Inclu sive Com pos -

ite Index, are South Dakota, Texas, Illi nois, Wyo ming, Aus tria, Mis sis sippi, Utah, Man i toba, Oklahoma and

Ala bama. Ala bama, Aus tria, Mis sis sippi, Oklahoma, South Dakota, and Texas were also among the top 10 most

attrac tive juris dic tions for invest ment in 2009.  Illi nois, Wyo ming, Man i toba, and Utah are new com ers to the

top 10.

Eight of the top 10 juris dic tions in this year’s All Inclu sive Com pos ite Index rat ing are US states. Man i toba, the

only Cana dian juris dic tion in the top 10, moved up to eighth posi tion (of 133) from 21st place (of 143) in 2010. 

Fifth place Aus tria dropped from 4th posi tion in 2009. 

Among juris dic tions expe ri enc ing the great est drops on the All Inclu sive Com pos ite Index this year were New

York State, which dropped to 102nd posi tion (of 133) from 29th (of 143) in 2009 and the US Off shore Pacific

region which fell to 103rd spot (of 133) from 33rd (of 143) last year.  Other juris dic tions which slipped con sid er -

ably in this year's rank ings include: Tuni sia, which fell to 62nd posi tion (of 133) from 20th (of 143); Namibia,

which fell to 48th spot (of 133) from 19th (of 143); and Roma nia, which dropped to 95th spot (of 133) from 65th

posi tion (of 143). Florida, New York State, and the US Off shore —Pacific stand out as the least attrac tive regions 

in North Amer ica for invest ment in explo ra tion and devel op ment, hav ing replaced Can ada’s Yukon and North -

west Ter ri to ries, the scores and rank ings for which improved rel a tive to 2009. 



Com ments received from respon dents high light why some juris dic tions are con sid ered to be attrac tive for

invest ment while oth ers are not. Among other fac tors, inves tors indi cated that they turn away from juris dic tions 

when con fronted with oner ous fis cal regimes, polit i cal insta bil ity, land claim dis putes, and cor rup tion. Sim i -

larly, inves tors pre fer to avoid juris dic tions with costly, time-con sum ing and/or uncer tain reg u la tions. Other

fac tors being equal, com pet i tive tax and reg u la tory regimes can attract invest ment and thus gen er ate sub stan tial

eco nomic ben e fits. This is evi denced by the improve ment in Alberta’s rank ing rel a tive to 2009 based on sur vey

responses received after the gov ern ment’s March 11th, 2010 announce ment that roy al ties on nat u ral gas and

con ven tional oil pro duc tion (exclud ing bitu men recov ery from oil sands) would revert on Jan u ary 1, 2011 to

rates closely similar to those in effect before the New Royalty Framework was imposed.
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Sur vey Meth od ol ogy

Sam ple design

The sur vey is designed to iden tify the prov inces, states, and coun tries with the high est bar ri ers to invest ment in

oil and gas explo ra tion and pro duc tion. Juris dic tions assessed by inves tors as rel a tively unat trac tive may there -

fore be prompted to con sider reforms that would improve their future rank ings. Petro leum com pa nies use the

infor ma tion to cor rob o rate their own assess ments and to iden tify juris dic tions where busi ness con di tions and

the reg u la tory envi ron ment are most attrac tive for invest ment. 

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

explo ra tion for oil and gas reserves, and the pro duc tion of crude oil, bitu men, and both con ven tional and

uncon ven tional forms of nat u ral gas.1 It does not include the refin ing and pro cess ing of crude oil and raw nat u -

ral gas, or the trans por ta tion and mar ket ing of petro leum prod ucts.

The names of poten tial respon -

dents were taken from pub licly

avail able mem ber ship lists of

trade asso ci a tions. A num ber of

Cana dian trade com mis sion ers

abroad pro vided the names of

some com pa nies and indi vid u als

in their host coun tries. In addi -

tion, some indus try asso ci a tions

assisted by pro vid ing con tact

infor ma tion for indi vid u als with

mem ber com pa nies.

The sur vey was under taken from

Feb ru ary 10, 2010 to April 30,

2010. A total of 645 responses

were received from indi vid u als rep re sent ing 364 com pa nies. Three of every five respon dents indi cated that they

held man a ge rial posi tions or were offi cers of com pa nies. The other respon dents were mainly con sul tants, advis -

ers, or senior ana lysts. The com pa nies that par tic i pated in the sur vey account for more than 60 per cent of the

annual spend ing on petro leum explo ra tion and pro duc tion by the inter na tional oil com pa nies (Inter na tional

Energy Agency, 2009). 
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Fig ure 1: The Position Survey Respondents
Hold in their Company, 2010

Consultant
32.2%

Other  7.4%

Company            
president

18.8%
Vice president

12.1%

Manager
29.5%

1 Unconventional gas supplies comprise gas that is not produced from gas reservoirs or from oil reservoirs where

gas is associated with the oil. Gas from coal seams and from shale formations is generally considered as

unconventional supply. Gas from so-called tight sand or rock formations is considered as unconventional gas by

some government agencies.



Sur vey ques tion naire

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

bar ri ers in juris dic tions with which they are famil iar. Respon dents were asked to indi cate how each of the 17 fac -

tors listed below influ ences deci sions to invest in var i ous juris dic tions.2

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

ing fees.

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

and cap i tal taxes, and com plex ity of tax com pli ance.

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

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

con cern with the fre quency of changes to reg u la tions.

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

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

cal sites.

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

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

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

9. Labor reg u la tions, employ ment agree ments, and local hir ing require ments. 

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

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

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

relo cate.

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

indi vid u als.

14.  Polit i cal sta bil ity. 

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

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

men tal over lap, etc.

17.  Legal sys tem—legal pro cesses that are fair, trans par ent, non-cor rupt, effi ciently admin is tered, etc.
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2 Factors 6, 16, and 17 were added to the survey this year.  Descriptions of some of the other factors were altered

from the previous year for clarification purposes.



For each of the 17 fac tors, respon dents were asked to select from the fol low ing list of five pos si ble responses the

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

1. Encour ages invest ment

2. Is not a deter rent to invest ment

3. Is a mild deter rent to invest ment

4. Is a strong deter rent to invest ment

5. Would not invest due to this cri te rion

The sur vey included a list of 144 juris dic tions that respon dents could eval u ate, includ ing most Cana dian prov -

inces and ter ri to ries, many US states (and the Atlan tic, Pacific, Gulf Coast and Alaska off shore regions), all seven 

Aus tra lian states and territories, the Aus tra lian Off shore and the Timor Gap (Joint Petro leum Devel op ment

Asso ci a tion [JPDA]), and coun tries with cur rent oil or nat u ral gas pro duc tion or active explo ra tion. Mex ico and 

other coun tries where invest ment in upstream petro leum explo ra tion and devel op ment is mostly con fined to

gov ern ment-owned facil i ties were excluded.

Scor ing the sur vey responses

For each juris dic tion, we cal cu lated the per cent age of neg a tive scores for each of the 17 fac tors.3We then devel -

oped an index for each fac tor by assign ing the juris dic tion with the high est per cent age of neg a tive responses a

score of 100, and cor re spond ingly lower scores to the other juris dic tions accord ing to their rat ings. The juris dic -

tions with the low est scores are con sid ered the most attrac tive by the upstream inves tors and thus rank above

juris dic tions with higher, more negative scores.

Only juris dic tions eval u ated on all 17 fac tors by at least five respon dents are included in the rank ings. This

resulted in the rank ing of 133 juris dic tions with a median of 18 responses each.

In addi tion to rank ings for each of the 17 fac tors, juris dic tions were ranked on the basis of four com pos ite indi -

ces, as fol lows.

All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index

The All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index is derived from the unweighted scores earned by juris dic tions on all 17 fac -

tors. This index is the most com pre hen sive mea sure of the invest ment bar ri ers within each juris dic tion. A high

index value indi cates that inves tors regard a juris dic tion as rel a tively unat trac tive for investment.
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3 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 require a minimum of 5 responses per question to qualify a jurisdiction for ranking.  This compares

with the criterion from previous years of an average of 5 responses per question with no fewer than 3 responses to 

any question. 



Com mer cial Envi ron ment Index 

The Com mer cial Envi ron ment Index ranks juris dic tions on five fac tors affect ing after-tax cash flow and the cost 

of doing busi ness:

· Fis cal terms

· Tax a tion re gime

· Trade bar ri ers

· Qual ity of in fra struc ture

· La bor avail abil ity

The index val ues for each juris dic tion were cal cu lated by aver ag ing the neg a tive scores for each of these five fac -

tors. A high index value indi cates that indus try man ag ers and exec u tives con sid ered com mer cial con di tions as

reflected in this mea sure to con sti tute sig nif i cant bar ri ers to invest ment.

Reg u la tory Cli mate Index

The Reg u la tory Cli mate Index is an unweighted aver age of the scores given to juris dic tions on the fol low ing six

fac tors:

· Cost of reg u la tory com pli ance

· Un cer tainty re gard ing the ad min is tra tion, in ter pre ta tion and en force ment of reg u la tions

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

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

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

· Le gal sys tem

A rel a tively high Reg u la tory Cli mate Index value indi cates that reg u la tions, legal require ments, and/or labor

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

poor ranking.

Geopolitical Risk Index

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

These fac tors are con sid ered to be more dif fi cult to over come than either reg u la tory or com mer cial bar ri ers

because a change in the polit i cal land scape typ i cally is required for much prog ress to be achieved. A high score

on the Geopolitical Risk Index indi cates that invest ment is rel a tively unat trac tive because of polit i cal sta bil ity

and/or secu rity issues that threaten the phys i cal safety of per son nel or pres ent risks to facilities owned by the

investor.
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Global Re sults

All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index

Table 1 com pares the 2010 and 2009 scores and rank ings from the All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index. The first col -

umn pres ents the 2010 rank ing; the sec ond indi cates how the juris dic tion ranked in the 2009 sur vey. The sec ond

set of col umns pres ents the abso lute scores for each juris dic tion in 2010 and 2009, based on the per cent age of

neg a tive responses to each of the 17 ques tions. Those at the top of the list are regarded as hav ing rel a tively few

invest ment bar ri ers and, there fore, as being the most attrac tive for invest ment in the upstream petroleum

industry.

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

ment, are: 

  1. Bolivia

  2. Ven e zuela

  3. Rus sia

  4. Ukraine

  5. Iran

  6. Turkmenistan

  7. Ecua dor

  8. Nige ria

  9. Iraq

10. Kazakhstan

Of these coun tries, Bolivia, Ven e zuela, Rus sia, Ecua dor, Nige ria, and Kazakhstan were also among the 10 least

desir able juris dic tions for invest ment in 2009. Ukraine, Iran, Turkmenistan, and Iraq dis placed Sudan, Ban gla -

desh, Niger, and Ethi o pia, which were in the group of 10 low est ranked juris dic tions in 2009.

Fig ure 2 shows illus trates the All-Inclu sive Index rank ings for all 133 juris dic tions ranked this year.

In 2008 and 2009, Alberta’s rank ing fell sub stan tially because of severe changes to the roy alty regime. On March

11, 2010, the pro vin cial gov ern ment announced plans to reduce roy al ties on nat u ral gas and con ven tional oil

pro duc tion. We have attempted to cap ture the change in inves tor sen ti ment with respect to Alberta result ing

from the impend ing change by seg ment ing the results into two Alberta cat e go ries accord ing to whether a

response was received “before” or “after” the March 11th announce ment. Table 1 shows the “Alberta (after)”

score. For com par a tive pur poses, the anal y sis of the Cana dian results includes both the Alberta (before) and

Alberta (after) scores.
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Ta ble 1: Ju ris dic tional Rank ings Ac cord ing to the Ex tent of In vest ment Bar ri ers
(based on All-In clu sive Com pos ite In dex val ues)

Ju ris dic tion 2010 Rank in
Group of 133

2009 Rank in
Group of 143

2010
score

2009
score

South Da kota 1 7 8.82 10.90

Texas 2 8 9.53 10.97

Il li nois 3 12 9.65 15.26

Wy o ming 4 16 10.25 17.35

Aus tria 5 4 10.35 9.81

Mis sis sippi 6 5 11.65 9.88

Utah 7 13 12.04 15.45

Man i toba 8 21 12.48 20.98

Oklahoma 9 9 13.00 11.30

Al a bama 10 2 13.41 8.88

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 11 14 13.44 15.96

Ohio 12 36 13.76 24.06

Ar kan sas 13 1 15.62 6.73

South Aus tra lia 14 17 15.74 18.73

Lou i si ana 15 15 16.62 16.18

North ern Ter ri tory (Aus tra lia) 16 32 17.14 23.46

Sas katch e wan 17 38 17.63 25.02

New Zea land 18 30 18.32 23.19

Kan sas 19 3 18.80 8.93

Vic to ria (Aus tra lia) 20 57 18.96 31.52

West ern Aus tra lia 21 56 19.13 31.25

Chile 22 23 19.55 21.46

Tas ma nia 23 44 19.61 27.13

North Da kota 24 28 19.65 22.37

Neth er lands 25 25 20.02 21.63

Neth er lands—North Sea 26 18 20.26 19.16

Uru guay 27 67 21.10 36.26

On tario 28 60 21.22 33.30

United King dom—North Sea 29 39 21.23 25.02

Qa tar 30 35 21.47 23.90

Aus tra lia—Off shore 31 N/A 21.93 N/A

United King dom 32 45 23.55 27.87

Den mark 33 40 23.99 25.53

Queensland 34 49 24.06 28.80

Montana 35 41 24.26 25.74

Yu kon 36 105 25.50 54.05
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Ta ble 1: Ju ris dic tional Rank ings Ac cord ing to the Ex tent of In vest ment Bar ri ers
(based on All-In clu sive Com pos ite In dex val ues)

Ju ris dic tion 2010 Rank in
Group of 133

2009 Rank in
Group of 143

2010
score

2009
score

Po land 37 93 26.84 47.53

Mich i gan 38 22 27.27 21.00

Ger many 39 50 27.48 28.90

New South Wales 40 62 28.05 33.77

United Arab Emirates 41 47 28.89 28.29

Co lom bia 42 66 29.60 36.16

Hun gary 43 91 29.82 46.62

Oman 44 52 30.03 29.78

Brunei 45 55 30.46 31.15

Bah rain 46 24 30.81 21.62

Nor way—North Sea 47 37 31.47 24.81

Namibia 48 19 31.88 19.80

West Vir ginia 49 58 31.93 32.34

New found land & Lab ra dor 50 82 32.39 40.87

Nor way 51 46 32.69 28.28

Brit ish Co lum bia 52 71 33.16 37.66

Nova Sco tia 53 54 33.28 30.37

New Mex ico 54 43 34.27 26.75

Phil ip pines 55 90 35.68 45.65

Green land 56 83 36.04 41.44

US Off shore—Alaska 57 72 36.20 37.92

France 58 48 36.43 28.61

Trin i dad and To bago 59 59 36.54 32.81

Al berta 60 92 36.70 47.46

Col o rado 61 81 37.35 40.42

Tu ni sia 62 20 38.95 20.42

Ma lay sia 63 75 39.71 39.06

Viet nam 64 104 40.29 53.95

Ken tucky 65 26 40.33 21.66

Penn syl va nia 66 51 40.44 29.56

Mo rocco 67 61 40.97 33.49

Alaska 68 78 41.80 39.75

Ja pan 69 74 42.06 38.53

Su ri name 70 111 42.26 57.52

US Off shore—At lan tic 71 53 42.42 29.78

Timor Gap (Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area) 72 63 42.52 34.82
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Ta ble 1: Ju ris dic tional Rank ings Ac cord ing to the Ex tent of In vest ment Bar ri ers
(based on All-In clu sive Com pos ite In dex val ues)

Ju ris dic tion 2010 Rank in
Group of 133

2009 Rank in
Group of 143

2010
score

2009
score

Thai land 73 64 43.42 35.77

North west Ter ri to ries 74 120 44.08 62.84

Jor dan 75 87 44.40 44.56

Cam er oon 76 108 44.70 55.27

Que bec 77 68 44.89 36.89

It aly 78 103 45.01 52.83

Egypt 79 69 45.32 37.15

Brazil 80 89 45.58 45.43

Al ba nia 81 85 45.64 42.90

Tan za nia 82 96 45.66 49.09

Ku wait 83 77 46.10 39.71

Tur key 84 101 48.15 51.57

Peru 85 102 48.36 51.60

Bul garia 86 84 49.21 41.54

Cal i for nia 87 79 49.35 40.13

South Af rica 88 99 49.95 50.36

Ghana 89 73 50.33 37.95

China 90 88 51.66 44.86

Ga bon 91 95 52.10 48.74

Cam bo dia 92 123 52.35 64.08

An gola 93 112 52.65 58.72

Uganda 94 N/A 53.41 N/A

Ro ma nia 95 65 53.96 36.09

Syria 96 109 55.17 56.27

Mo zam bique 97 80 55.19 40.32

Mad a gas car 98 N/A 55.54 N/A

Côte d’Ivoire 99 128 55.79 69.76

Florida 100 N/A 57.86 N/A

Equa to rial Guinea 101 124 59.16 65.15

New York 102 29 59.34 22.73

US Off shore—Pa cific 103 33 60.66 23.55

Re pub lic of Congo (Brazzaville) 104 116 60.90 61.04

Pa ki stan 105 119 62.17 62.77

Dem. Rep. of Congo (Kinshasa) 106 130 62.81 70.68

In dia 107 107 63.34 54.71

Azerbaijan 108 86 64.33 43.91
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Ta ble 1: Ju ris dic tional Rank ings Ac cord ing to the Ex tent of In vest ment Bar ri ers
(based on All-In clu sive Com pos ite In dex val ues)

Ju ris dic tion 2010 Rank in
Group of 133

2009 Rank in
Group of 143

2010
score

2009
score

Al ge ria 109 118 64.37 61.83

Pa pua New Guinea 110 94 65.11 48.29

In do ne sia 111 114 65.12 59.66

Niger 112 142 65.46 99.03

Myanmar 113 133 66.59 73.60

Chad 114 132 66.98 73.46

Ban gla desh 115 137 68.75 74.99

Ye men 116 100 69.66 51.46

Ar gen tina 117 131 71.07 71.51

Timor Leste 118 N/A 76.06 N/A

Ethi o pia 119 134 76.15 74.24

Su dan 120 139 76.23 82.64

Libya 121 113 76.60 58.95

Uzbekistan 122 110 78.37 56.91

Kyrgyzstan 123 117 79.74 61.04

Kazakhstan 124 135 80.45 74.43

Iraq 125 129 81.41 70.09

Ni ge ria 126 136 83.38 74.85

Ec ua dor 127 140 85.59 87.80

Turkmenistan 128 115 87.41 60.57

Iran 129 127 87.93 69.29

Ukraine 130 126 88.73 69.16

Rus sia 131 138 91.45 78.69

Ven e zuela 132 141 97.18 91.86

Bolivia 133 143 100.00 100.00

Ne braska N/A 6 N/A 10.62

In di ana N/A 10 N/A 12.46

Ne vada N/A 11 N/A 13.70

Croatia N/A 34 N/A 23.59

Tai wan N/A 42 N/A 26.16

Ser bia N/A 70 N/A 37.57

Costa Rica N/A 76 N/A 39.12

Spain N/A 98 N/A 50.04

Greece N/A 106 N/A 54.26

Nunavut N/A 121 N/A 63.51

Guy ana N/A 125 N/A 65.99
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Figure 2: All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index



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

tion and devel op ment:

1.  South Dakota

2. Texas

3. Illi nois

4. Wyo ming

5. Aus tria

6. Mis sis sippi

7. Utah

8. Man i toba

9. Oklahoma

10. Ala bama

South Dakota, Texas, Aus tria, Mis sis sippi, Oklahoma, and Ala bama were also among the group of ten most

attrac tive juris dic tions in 2009. Illi nois and Wyo ming moved up from 12th and 16th posi tions, Utah moved from 

13th spot, and Man i toba jumped from 21st best to be ranked as 8th of 133 this year.

The map (fig ure 3) on the next page illus trates the rel a tive attrac tive ness of juris dic tions around the globe for

invest ment accord ing to the All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index scores. The scores, from 0 to 100, have been divided

equally into five groups (quin tiles). Those in the 0 to 19.99 group (first quintile) were rated as more attrac tive for 

invest ment than juris dic tions with scores in the next quintile. Those in the fifth quintile (80.0 to 100) were rated

as the least attractive.

In addi tion to the 10 most attrac tive juris dic tions noted ear lier, the fol low ing 14 juris dic tions also scored in the

top or first quintile (light blue):

· US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico

· Ohio

· Ne vada

· Ar kan sas

· South Aus tra lia

· Lou i si ana

· North ern Ter ri tory (Aus tra lia)

· Sas katch e wan

· New Zea land

· Kan sas

· Vic to ria (Aus tra lia)

· West ern Aus tra lia

· Chile

· Tas ma nia

· North Da kota
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Figure 3:  2010 GLOBAL INVESTMENT CLIMATE for petroleum upstream development

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



The US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico, Arkan sas, South Aus tra lia, Lou i si ana and Kan sas also had 1st quintile scores

in 2009. The nine other juris dic tions in this group of 14 improved to highly-regarded first quintile posi tions

from sec ond quintile posi tions in 2009.

US juris dic tions account for 14 of the 24 juris dic tions with top quintile scores this year. The other mem bers of

the first quintile group are five Aus tra lian juris dic tions, New Zea land, two Cana dian prov inces, Aus tria, and

Chile. 

The 39 juris dic tions with scores of 20 to 39.99 (sec ond quintile) on the All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index are iden -

ti fied in dark blue (see fig ure 3). This group includes the 3 other ranked Aus tra lian juris dic tions, 12 Euro pean

coun tries, all of the Cana dian juris dic tions ranked this year except for the 2 prov inces in the first quintile and 2

juris dic tions in the 3rd quintile, and 6 US juris dic tions.  The remain ing 12 juris dic tions are scat tered across the

world in Africa, the Mid dle East, Latin Amer ica and the Caribbean, and Oceania.

The juris dic tions with scores in the sec ond quintile are:

· Neth er lands

· Neth er lands—North Sea

· Uru guay

· On tario

· United King dom—

North Sea

· Qa tar

· Aus tra lia—Off shore

· United King dom

· Den mark

· Queensland

· Montana

· Yu kon

· Po land

· Mich i gan

· Ger many

· New South Wales

· United Arab Emirates

· Co lom bia

· Hun gary

· Oman

· Brunei

· Bah rain

· Nor way—North Sea

· Namibia

· West Vir ginia

· New found land &

 Lab ra dor

· Nor way

· Brit ish Co lum bia

· Nova Sco tia

· New Mex ico

· Phil ip pines

· Green land

· US Off shore—Alaska

· France

· Trin i dad and To bago

· Al berta

· Col o rado

· Tu ni sia

· Ma lay sia

Inves tors do not gen er ally per ceive juris dic tions with All-Inclu sive Index scores from 40 to 59.99 (i.e., in the

third quintile) as attrac tive as those with scores in the first and sec ond quin tiles.  The thirty-nine juris dic tions

that achieved third quintile scores this year are:
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· Viet nam

· Ken tucky

· Penn syl va nia

· Mo rocco

· Alaska

· Ja pan

· Su ri name

· US Off shore—At lan tic

· Timor Gap (JPDA)

· Thai land

· North west Ter ri to ries

· Jor dan

· Cam er oon

· Que bec

· Italia

· Egypt

· Brazil

· Al ba nia

· Tan za nia

· Ku wait

· Tur key

· Peru

· Bul garia

· Cal i for nia

· South Af rica

· Ghana

· China

· Ga bon

· Cam bo dia

· An gola

· Uganda

· Ro ma nia

· Syria

· Mo zam bique

· Mad a gas car

· Côte d’Ivoire

· Florida

· Equa to rial Guinea

· New York

The juris dic tions in this quintile whose scores dete ri o rated the most from 2009 are Ken tucky, the US Atlan tic

Off shore region, Ghana, Roma nia, Mozam bique, and New York State. Of these, New York State’s score and

rank ing suf fered the most. Its dra matic drop in attrac tive ness for invest ment appears to be related to the cost of

reg u la tory com pli ance, reg u la tory dupli ca tion and incon sis tency issues, and to emerg ing restric tions on nat u ral 

gas shale drill ing and frac tur ing because of con cerns about poten tial water sup ply con tam i na tion. Can ada’s

North west Ter ri to ries, Viet nam, Cam bo dia, Suri name and Côte d’Ivoire exhib ited the most improve ment.

The seven US juris dic tions with scores in the 3rd quintile—Ken tucky, Penn syl va nia, Alaska, the Atlan tic Off -

shore, Cal i for nia, Florida, and New York State—were regarded by inves tors as the least attrac tive US juris dic -

tions for invest ment this year but for one excep tion: the US Off shore Pacific region, the increased (neg a tive)

score for which resulted in a drop to the low end of the fourth quintile. 

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

scores and are thus regarded as rel a tively unat trac tive to inves tors. The 21 juris dic tions with scores in the 4th

quintile this year are:

· US Off shore—Pa cific

· Re pub lic of Congo
(Brazzaville)

· Pa ki stan

· Dem. Rep. of Congo
 (Kinshasa)

· In dia

· Azerbaijan

· Al ge ria

· Pa pua New Guinea

· In do ne sia

· Niger

· Myanmar

· Chad

· Ban gla desh

· Ye men

· Ar gen tina

· Timor Leste

· Ethi o pia

· Su dan

· Libya

· Uzbekistan

· Kyrgyzstan
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The two Congo repub lics, Paki stan, Alge ria, Myanmar, Chad, Ban gla desh, Argen tina, Ethi o pia and Kyrgyzstan

were also in this quintile in 2009.

Niger and Sudan are in the 4th quintile this year as a result of improve ments in their scores which lifted them out

of the 5th quintile. In Sudan’s case, the improve ment was min i mal. The improve ment in Niger’s score, how ever,

was rel a tively more sub stan tial. It resulted from improved per for mance in rela tion to com mer cial and reg u la -

tory fac tors, but most impor tantly, from an appar ent improve ment in both of the geopolitical risk fac tors. In

2009, Niger was tied for last place (worst over all) for polit i cal sta bil ity and secu rity con sid er ations, but the coun -

try received mid-4th quintile scores this year with regard to both factors.

Eight juris dic tions dropped to 4th quintile sta tus as the result of poorer rat ings from 2009, in some cases very

defin i tively so. The US Pacific Off shore, for exam ple, dropped from a rank in the low sec ond-quintile to the least 

attrac tive juris dic tion in Can ada and the United States for upstream invest ment. The juris dic tion’s poor show -

ing is mainly due to the fact that it is seen to pose a sub stan tial bar rier to invest ment because of uncer tainty about 

envi ron men tal reg u la tions and what areas will be pro tected for envi ron men tal rea sons (new ques tion added in

2010). The US Pacific Off shore also received poor marks with regard to the cost of regulatory com pli ance fac tor.

Timor Leste (for merly known as East Timor), also in the fourth quintile, was added to the sur vey this year. India, 

Azerbaijan, Papua New Guinea, Indo ne sia, Yemen, Libya, and Uzbekistan all occu pied 3rd quintile posi tions in

2009. A vari ety of rea sons con trib uted to the declines in attrac tive ness of Azerbaijan, Papua New Guinea,

Yemen, Libya, and Uzbekistan, though in each case, the drops were largely driven by the per cep tion that the

geopolitical risk had increased. This was espe cially evi dent for Azerbaijan and Libya, where for each, the

Geopolitical Risk Index val ues rose by twenty per cent age points.

The juris dic tions rated least attrac tive are those in the fifth quintile (in red), with scores rang ing from 80 to 100.

This year 10 juris dic tions are in this cat e gory, com pared with only 5 in 2009.  Those in the 5th quintile are:

· Kazakhstan

· Iraq

· Ni ge ria

· Ec ua dor

· Turkmenistan

· Iran

· Ukraine

· Rus sia

· Ven e zuela

· Bolivia
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Three of the juris dic tions in the 5th quintile were also in this group last year. In fact, they have been in the last

quintile since the sur vey began in 2007. They are Ecua dor, Ven e zuela, and Bolivia. Sudan and Niger improved

suf fi ciently to rise to the 4th quintile this year. The seven new com ers to the 5th quintile clas si fi ca tion all fell from

4th quintile rat ings. In the case of Turkmenistan, Iran, and Ukraine, the drop in per for mance was par tic u larly

large, mov ing them from low- or mid-4th quintile scores to scores well into the 5th quintile. Rus sia is clearly in

greater dis fa vor than pre vi ously, hav ing dropped from a poor 4th quintile score to the third worst score over all.

Com mer cial Envi ron ment Index

Fig ure 4 pro vides rank ings based on the five fac tors that com prise the Com mer cial Envi ron ment Index: fis cal

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

Based solely on the responses per tain ing to these com mer cial fac tors, the 10 least attrac tive juris dic tions are

Bolivia, Ven e zuela, Iran, Rus sia, Turkmenistan, Libya, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, Ecua dor, and Uzbekistan. New to

the worst 10 cat e gory accord ing to this mea sure are: Turkmenistan, Libya, Ukraine, and Uzbekistan. They dis -

placed Niger, Côte d’Ivoire, Sudan, and Myanmar.

On the Com mer cial Envi ron ment Index, Aus tria ranked first, fol lowed by Illi nois, Texas, Utah, Man i toba,

Wyo ming, Oklahoma, Lou i si ana, Aus tra lia’s North ern Ter ri tory, South Dakota, the US Gulf of Mex ico Off -

shore, and Sas katch e wan. Except for New Zea land, Neth er lands—North Sea, Neth er lands, Chile, and Qatar,

the 18 other juris dic tions scor ing in the top tier (first quintile) accord ing to this mea sure were either in the

United States, Aus tra lia, or Can ada. No Afri can or Asian coun tries were rep re sented in this group.

Reg u la tory Cli mate Index Results

The Reg u la tory Cli mate Index ranks juris dic tions on their reg u la tory envi ron ment, includ ing reg u la tory uncer -

tainty and dupli ca tion, labor reg u la tions, fair ness and trans par ency of the legal sys tem, and the cost of

compliance. 

As fig ure 5 illus trates, the 10 juris dic tions that scored worst on the Reg u la tory Cli mate Index were Ven e zuela,

Bolivia, Rus sia, Kazakhstan, Ukraine, Turkmenistan, Ecua dor, Iran, Uzbekistan, and Nige ria. The first 3 coun -

tries were in the same group and in the same posi tions in 2009. Kazakhstan and Ecua dor were also in the group

in 2009. That reg u la tory mat ters are of such con cern is a major rea son why these coun tries are regarded as hav -

ing high bar ri ers to invest ment.

The 10 most attrac tive juris dic tions on this index are Wyo ming, Texas, Aus tria, Mis sis sippi, Arkan sas, Utah,

South Dakota, Man i toba, Chile, and West ern Aus tra lia. Other juris dic tions with scores of 0 to 19.99 (first

quintile) are: Illi nois, Oklahoma, Aus tra lia’s North ern Ter ri tory, Uru guay, Ohio, the US Off shore—Gulf of

Mex ico, Ontario, New Zea land, and South Aus tra lia. Nota bly, no Afri can, Mid dle East ern, or Asian juris dic -

tions scored well enough on reg u la tory fac tors to fall into the first quintile. In gen eral, inves tors appear to be

more trou bled by reg u la tory issues in those regions than in North Amer ica, Europe, Aus tra lia, or New Zea land.
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Figure 4: Com mer cial Envi ron ment Index



Geopolitical Risk Index

The Geopolitical Risk Index per tains to polit i cal risk and secu rity. As fig ure 6 illus trates, 13 juris dic tions earned

scores of 80 to 100 (fifth quintile) on geopolitical risk, indi cat ing that they pose very sig nif i cant polit i cal or secu -

rity risks for upstream inves tors. These juris dic tions are Nige ria, Ven e zuela, Timor Leste, Sudan, Kyrgyzstan,

Iraq, Ukraine, Bolivia, Paki stan, Yemen, Congo (Kinshasa), Ethi o pia, and Chad. Inves tors appear to have con -

sid er able geopolitical risk con cerns about the next 16 juris dic tions on this index as well, those with scores of 60

to 79.99 (fourth quintile), espe cially Iran, Myanmar, Papua New Guinea, Niger, Ecua dor, and Rus sia.

In the case of 11 coun tries, at least 15 per cent of those respond ing neg a tively to ques tions about polit i cal sta bil ity 

and secu rity issues indi cated that they “would not pur sue invest ment” there because of con cerns about

geopolitical risk. Those high-risk juris dic tions are: Ven e zuela, Sudan, Iraq, Bolivia, Paki stan, Yemen, Dem o -

cratic Repub lic of Congo (Kinshasa), Ethi o pia, Myanmar, Iran, and Tan za nia.
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Re sults by Con ti nen tal Re gion

North Amer ica

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

rated as rel a tively attrac tive for upstream invest ment.

As fig ure 8 shows, Que bec has become the least attrac tive Cana dian juris dic tion for invest ment this year.

Respon dents indi cated that legal sys tem issues and reg u la tory dupli ca tion, two of the new ques tions added to

the sur vey this year, rep re sent deter rents to invest ment to a greater extent in Que bec than in other parts of Can -

ada. Respon dents also indi cated that polit i cal sta bil ity, gen eral tax a tion, and uncer tainty sur round ing envi ron -

men tal reg u la tions con sti tute greater bar ri ers to invest ment in the prov ince than in the other Cana dian

juris dic tions, some thing that was not evi dent in 2009. The North west Ter ri to ries also pose con sid er able dif fi cul -

ties for upstream inves tors, espe cially because of reg u la tory delays and uncer tain ties, and issues around land

claim dis putes.
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Fig ure 8: All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index—Can ada



Alberta, as mea sured before the gov ern ment made its March 11, 2010 announce ment that it would roll back the

roy alty increases it had imposed a year ear lier is the only other Cana dian juris dic tion with a score in the third

quintile range this year. The score for “Alberta (before)” is slightly improved from Alberta’s 2009 score. The

“Alberta (after)” result reflects a marked reduc tion in the per cent age of “strong deter rent” responses com pared

with the “Alberta (before)” result, although the over all improve ment in Alberta’s posi tion is not large. The rea -

son for this is likely that the many changes intro duced by the prov ince since 2007 had cre ated con sid er able

uncer tainty and left many inves tors with a neg a tive per spec tive on Alberta that will be dif fi cult to turn around.

Fur ther, details of the changes announced in March, and of an Emerg ing Resources and Tech nol o gies Ini tia tive

(ERTI)  were not dis closed until after the 2010 sur vey had been com pleted. Announced on May 27, 2010, the

ERTI intro duces new, lower roy alty rates to encour age explo ra tion, devel op ment, and pro duc tion of nat u ral gas 

from shale for ma tions and coal seams, and from deeper, higher cost gas wells and hor i zon tal oil and gas wells.

Table 2 sum ma rizes the shifts that were indi cated this year in the rel a tive attrac tive ness of Cana dian juris dic -

tions com pared with the 2009 results.

As in 2009, Man i toba and Sas katch e wan were seen as the top two most attrac tive Cana dian juris dic tions for

invest ment. Fur ther more, the scores for both juris dic tions improved enough that, on a global basis, they moved

from the sec ond quintile to the first on the All-Inclu sive Index. Ontario, Yukon, New found land & Lab ra dor,

Brit ish Colum bia, Nova Sco tia, and Alberta (after) all ranked in the rel a tively attrac tive sec ond quintile. Yukon

improved con sid er ably, mov ing up to the 36th best rank ing glob ally (out of 133 juris dic tions) from well into the

3rd quintile (105th of 143 in 2009). The main rea son for this improve ment is that inves tors did not regard

Yukon’s fis cal regime and gen eral tax a tion as rep re sent ing as much of a bar rier to invest ment this year as last.

Inter est ingly, Yukon’s fis cal regime has not actu ally improved. How ever, com pared with Alberta, which is often

con sid ered a bench mark, inves tors may have con sidered Yukon’s roy al ties to be more attrac tive than Alberta’s
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Ta ble 2: Rank ings of Ca na dian Ju ris dic tions for 2010
along with their All-In clu sive In dex Scores

Rank in 2010 Ju ris dic tion Score Rank in 2009 

  1 Man i toba 12.48   1

  2 Sas katch e wan 17.63   2

  3 On tario 21.22   4

  4 Yu kon 25.5   9

  5 New found land & Lab ra dor 32.39   7

  6 Brit ish Co lum bia 33.16   6

  7 Nova Sco tia 33.28   3

  8 Al berta (af ter) 36.7   8

  9 North west Ter ri to ries 44.08 10

10 Que bec 44.89   5



fol low ing the impo si tion of Alberta’s New Roy alty Frame work. With regard to gen eral tax a tion, tax increases do

not appear immi nent as Yukon con tin ues to enjoy a bud get sur plus.

New found land & Lab ra dor improved its posi tion rel a tive to other Cana dian juris dic tions, mov ing to 5th place

in Can ada this year from 7th spot in both 2008 and 2009. Brit ish Colum bia achieved a slightly improved score,

but remained in 6th posi tion in Canada.

As noted, the most sig nif i cant changes that occurred were the dete ri o ra tion in Que bec’s posi tion from 5th place

to last, and the marked improve ment in the way Yukon is regarded by upstream inves tors. 

Com ments from respon dents about Can ada ranged from com pli men tary to crit i cal, as fol lows. (Please note that 

the com ments have been edited for length and read abil ity.)

Can ada overall

“Po lit i cal sta bil ity and ex plo ra tion tax cred its, as well as duty free sta tus for off shore drill ing rigs, are

pos i tive fac tors.”

Brit ish Colum bia

“They’ve made an ef fort on the roy al ties, deep wells, low pro duc tiv ity.”

Brit ish Co lum bia and Sas katch e wan

“They have roy alty and tax re gimes that en cour age sig nif i cant cap i tal ex pen di tures.”

“Both are over tak ing Al berta be cause of a lower cost of la bor and gov ern ments that have adopted fa -

vor able roy alty re gimes.”

Man i toba

“Not highly reg u lated, good fis cal terms.”

New found land & Lab ra dor

“Un ex plored bas ins and roy alty break on ini tial pro duc tion make in vest ment at trac tive.”

Sas katch e wan

“Has sta bil ity and de sire to have in vest ment. For ward think ing aimed at at tract ing in vest ment.”

“Busi ness friendly en vi ron ment. Pre dict able reg u la tory en vi ron ment and sta ble roy al ties.”

“Fis cal re gime that en cour ages in vest ment. Low reg u la tory costs and a fair en force ment sys tem.”
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Alberta

“Uni formed and un ed u cated Pre mier has been mak ing dras tic re vi sions to roy al ties which lead to sev -

eral neg a tive con se quences. Some changes have in creased roy al ties to the point of pro jects be com ing

en tirely un eco nomic and sti fling for eign in vest ment. New gov ern ment pol icy or sub stan tial re vi sions

to ex ist ing pol i cies should be in tro duced rather than just putt ing band-aids (i.e., drill ing roy alty cred -

its) in place as time goes for ward to try to make things better.”

“Gov ern ment is anti-en ergy busi ness, with con cen tra tion on ru ral eco nomic pop u lism. They have

made sig nif i cant mis takes which re main un cor rected. Poorly thought-out roy alty in creases have been

off set by short-term re lief mea sures that do not pro vide as sur ances on in vest ments. Reg u la tory en vi -

ron ment al lows in di vid ual Al ber tans to ha rass or sus pend ac tiv i ties of en tire industry.”

“Oner ous and in ef fec tive reg u la tions, pu ni tive roy al ties af ter first year in cen tives ex pire.”

North west Ter ri to ries

“Na tive land claims are of con cern here.”

As fig ure 9 illus trates, the US Off shore—Pacific had the worst over all score on the All-Inclu sive Com pos ite

Index among the 28 United States juris dic tions rated in this year’s sur vey, fall ing to the low end of the 4th

quintile. Inves tors were appar ently spooked by the envi ron men tal reg u la tions and related uncer tain ties with

respect to the US Off shore—Pacific. 

Seven US states and regions (New York State, Florida, Cal i for nia, the Atlan tic Off shore, Alaska, Ken tucky, and

Penn syl va nia) had rel a tively unat trac tive 3rd quintile scores. Except for Alaska, where the fis cal regime is also an

issue, inves tors were con cerned about envi ron men tal reg u la tions in each of these juris dic tions. In New York

State, Penn syl va nia, and Ken tucky, this appears to reflect reg u la tions either in place or being con sid ered that

con strain or would con strain drill ing in shale gas for ma tions, a new nat u ral gas sup ply source that is cur rently

attract ing much invest ment inter est.

The other 20 US states and off shore ter ri to ries that were ranked this year had scores in the top two quin tiles. As

table 1 indi cates, 14 of the 24 (of 133) juris dic tions with 1st quintile scores are US states or off shore regions. Six

US juris dic tions (of 133) scored in the rel a tively attrac tive sec ond quintile. Montana, Mich i gan, West Vir ginia,

New Mex ico, the Alaska Off shore, and Col o rado are all in the latter group.  

Respon dents’ com ments about juris dic tions in the United States ranged from quite favor able to neg a tive:

United States Over all

“Sim ple tax and roy alty [re gimes], long ex plo ra tion phases with no com mit ments, sim ple bid rules,

avail abil ity of in fra struc ture and skilled la bor, non-bu reau cratic pro cesses, af ford able liv ing, sta ble, se -

cure.”

“Po lit i cally sta ble; cor rup tion in check; tax & roy alty sys tem; eq uity own er ship in re serves.”
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“Sta ble socio-eco nomic and po lit i cal en vi ron ment with lit tle to no cor rup tion.”

“Es tab lished law, proven ex plo ra tion and pro duc tion po ten tial, es tab lished in fra struc ture and reg u la -

tory re gimes.”

“Fair and trans par ent pro cesses. Sim ple tax/roy alty sys tem.”

Arkan sas

“State of fi cials are knowl edge able about the busi ness. The low sev er ance tax rate is a pos i tive fac tor.”

Cal i for nia

“As long as you stay in the San Joaquin Ba sin, and away from coastal ar eas, the regulatory pro cess is

very pre dict able.”
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Fig ure 9: All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index—United States



Kan sas

“Very open to new de vel op ment, and reg u la tory ap proval is quick.”

Texas

“No ded i ca tion to grow ing the lo cal bu reau cra cies and com mit ment to free mar ket mech a nisms.”

“Fa vor able tax and fis cal terms struc ture, fa vor able se cu rity char ac ter is tics, solid po lit i cal sup port for

in dus try, and pre dict able reg u la tory struc ture.”

US Gulf of Mex ico

“This ju ris dic tion has a sim ple low tax rate and still has po ten tial.”

Lou i si ana

“Lit i ga tion abounds, high sev er ance tax rate. “

New Mex ico

“The cur rent state pol i cies are not con du cive to oil and gas ex plo ra tion and de vel op ment. Gov ern -

ment very bu reau cratic and not sup port ive of oil in dus try ac tiv ity.”

North Dakota

“North Da kota has a com pe tent, fair, and ef fi cient Board of O&G.”

New York State

“The pres sure to con strain drill ing and frac tur ing in re la tion to re cov ery of shale gas is a ma jor source

of un cer tainty here and else where in the US north east.”

Oklahoma

“The state no lon ger main tains on line da ta bases. Such data has all be sold to com pa nies that now

charge for ba sic in for ma tion that should be of pub lic re cord. This dis cour ages small com pa nies from

en ter ing into pro jects in new ar eas.”

“Strong le gal and reg u la tory es tab lish ment com bined with a long, ac tive, pro lific pe tro leum sys tem.”
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Europe

Ukraine was con sid ered the least attrac tive Euro pean juris dic tion for invest ment this year; its All-Inclu sive

Index score was in the fifth quintile (see fig ure 11). Ukraine’s score reflects inves tors’ con cerns with many of the

fac tors cov ered by the sur vey ques tions, includ ing fis cal terms and gen eral tax a tion, the cost of reg u la tory com -

pli ance, and reg u la tory uncer tainty. How ever, Ukraine scored espe cially poorly with regard to socio-eco nomic

agree ments (worst over all, glob ally), trade bar ri ers (2nd worst), labor reg u la tions and agree ments (3rd worst),

polit i cal sta bil ity (3rd worst), reg u la tory dupli ca tion and incon sis tency (4th worst), and legal sys tem qual ity (2nd

worst). These results caused Ukraine to slip from the 4th quintile (18th worst of 143 in 2009) to a posi tion low in

the 5th quintile: the 4th worst position overall (of 133).

Roma nia, which had the 12th worst score of 24 Euro pean juris dic tions in 2009 has slipped to the sec ond worst

posi tion in Europe (of 19), and from the sec ond quintile to well into the third. The main rea son for this is Roma -

nia’s poor scores this year on reg u la tory fac tors. Four other coun tries (Bul garia, Tur key, Alba nia, and Italy) also
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scored in the rel a tively unat trac tive third quintile on the All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index again this year. Italy’s

score improved slightly, and Tur key’s is about the same as in 2009. How ever, Bul garia and Alba nia both dete ri o -

rated some what. Greater con cern over Bul garia’s polit i cal sta bil ity and reg u la tory fac tors caused it to slip, while

Alba nia’s weaker per for mance was due pri mar ily to lower scores on regulatory factors.

Thir teen of the 19 Euro pean juris dic tions ranked this year achieved rel a tively attrac tive (first or sec ond quintile) 

scores on the All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index. Aus tria was again in the first quintile. Neth er lands—North Sea

slipped very slightly from the first quintile to just into the sec ond. Both Hun gary and Poland improved sig nif i -

cantly, mov ing from the 3rd to the 2nd quintile. In both instances, the improve ment is attrib ut able to stron ger

per for mance in com mer cial fac tors. Poland, in par tic u lar, scored much better on fis cal terms. Green land

improved mar gin ally from a low third quintile to high sec ond quintile score. The Neth er lands, United King -

dom—North Sea, United King dom, Den mark, Ger many, Nor way—North Sea, Nor way, and France repeated

the strong sec ond-quintile per for mances that they recorded in 2009. 

The fol low ing com ments are a sam ple of those received with regard to var i ous Euro pean juris dic tions:

Alba nia

“25% of the oil in place has not yet been dis cov ered.”

It aly

“Fed eral, state, and lo cal gov ern ments have never ef fec tively re solved the di vi sion of pow ers. Very dif -

fi cult to get any thing ap proved; it takes years.”

Den mark

“I am not pro-lais sez faire, and I don’t think reg u la tory re lief is the prob lem for oil and gas ex plo ra -

tion. It is a mat ter of hav ing a con sis tent set of rules and be ing able to con vince all peo ple—in clud ing

en vi ron men tal ists—that their con cerns are be ing taken care of. Den mark has among the high est car -

bon taxes in the world. But they make it clear what they are do ing, and they are open to change if ev i -

dence, and not just charges, are pro duced. Be cause the en vi ron men tal ists don’t feel ripped off, they

can be con vinced to come to agree ments with the com pa nies, and this feel ing of mu tual trust is more

valu able than most of the tax and reg u la tory re lief pur sued around the rest of the world by con ser va -

tive ad min is tra tions. You don’t get pro tests, you don’t get un ex pected court cases, and you know

where you stand.”

Neth er lands

“Proactive state oil com pany that part ners with you that is ex tremely mo ti vated to get pro jects done

and on stream. Has a very fa vor able fis cal and tax re gime that im proved in past year.”
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Nor way

“Full trans par ency and long-term con sis tency of pol icy. Cost of cli mate pol icy com pli ance is rel a tively 

high, but pre dict able and a level play ing field.”

“Nor way al lows for cer tainty and ef fi ciency and the sys tem is a good mix be tween rea son able and flex -

i ble front-end [gov ern ment] take and back-end re cov ery.”

“While the gov ern ment take is rel a tively high dur ing the pro duc tion stage, the gov ern ment shares

pro por tion ately in the risk taken dur ing the ex plo ra tion and de vel op ment stage.”

United King dom

“Low and flex i ble tax rate.”

“Reg u la tory sys tem is trans par ent, reg u lar li cens ing rounds held, award pro cess is clean, fis cal in cen -

tives for small fields and fron tier ar eas, gov ern ment en cour ages ex plo ra tion and de vel op ment.”

“Con sis tency in ap pli ca tion of reg u la tions; give and take, at least to some de gree on fis cal side; trans -

par ency of pro cess; apo lit i cal; and min i mal cor rupt prac tices.”

United King dom—North Sea

“Roy alty hol i days, fa vor able tax a tion, abil ity to quickly mon e tize pro jects and re cover in vest ment.”

“Well es tab lished and ex pe ri enced reg u la tory sys tem. Fol lows the rule of law. Over all, a fair pro -

ducer/gov ern ment bal ance.”

Ro ma nia

“Lack of trans par ency in ap pli ca tion of reg u la tions. Po lit i cal in ter ven tion at all lev els. Open to cor rupt 

prac tices.”

“No con sis tency of ap pli ca tion of law and reg u la tion. No open and free mar ket con di tions for sale of

prod uct.”

Ukraine

“No guar an tee on ti tle; se cu rity and po lit i cal risk; and dif fi cult reg u la tory en vi ron ment.”
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Most attractive	                         2nd Quintile		         3rd Quintile		      4th Quintile		      Least attractive		             Unmeasured

RUSSIA

CHINA

KAZAKHSTAN

TURKMENISTAN

PAKISTAN

KYRGYZSTAN

BAN
G

LAD
ESH

MYANMAR

THAILAND

CAMBODIA
VIETNAM

AZERBAIJAN

UZBEKISTAN

JAPAN

INDIA



Asia

Fig ure 13 lists Asian juris dic tions by over all scores on the All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index. 

The Asian con ti nent con tin ues to pres ent a dichot omy: on the one hand is Rus sia’s per for mance and that of a

num ber of for mer Soviet Union repub lics and other cen tral Asian coun tries; on the other is the per for mance of

China, Japan, and sev eral south east Asian coun tries. Most star tling about the rel a tive invest ment attrac tive ness

per for mance of the Asian coun tries this year is that of the 15 juris dic tions rated, only two—Cam bo dia and Viet -

nam—exhib ited much improve ment. In fact, dete ri o ra tion was the more prev a lent find ing. Three Asian coun -

tries (Rus sia, Turkmenistan, and Kazakhstan) slipped from the 4th quintile to the 5th quintile. The increased

pro por tion of neg a tive responses for Turkmenistan is attrib ut able to a broad range of issues includ ing the com -

mer cial envi ron ment, the reg u la tory cli mate, and con cern about polit i cal sta bil ity. The dete ri o rat ing scores for

Rus sia and Kazakhstan are mostly due to commercial environment factors.

Of the 5 juris dic tions with 4th quintile scores, two of them, India and Azerbaijan, scored in the 3rd quintile in

2009. Ban gla desh scored slightly better this year than last, but remains in the mid-4th quintile range.
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No Asian coun tries scored in the 1st or 2nd quin tiles. The five coun tries with 3rd quintile scores include Japan and

Thai land, both of which scored in the 2nd quintile in 2009.

Respon dents again rated geopolitical risk in Rus sia and many Cen tral Asian coun tries as per il ously unpre dict -

able. Rus sia’s reg u la tory cli mate was again regarded as the 3rd worst glob ally, but its Reg u la tory Cli mate Index

score was even worse than in 2009. The coun try went from 6th worst on the Com mer cial Envi ron ment Index,

which cap tures com mer cial fac tors, to 4th worst, but its score on that basis dete ri o rated from the 4th quintile to

the mid dle of the 5th quintile.

Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan not only scored much worse on the Com mer cial Envi ron ment Index than in 2009,

but did worse on the Reg u la tory Cli mate Index as well. Fur ther, increased con cern over its polit i cal sta bil ity led

to poorer marks for Kyrgyzstan on that fac tor, too.  

Com ments about Asian juris dic tions included the fol low ing:

India

“Large un ex plored area, at trac tive fis cal terms, and strong ju di cial sys tem.”

“Sta ble, dem o cratic, pro-in vest ment re gime and im proves fis cal re gime on a year-on-year ba sis.”

Thai land

“Great fis cal re gime, gov ern ment works with the con trac tor.”

Viet nam

“One of the most ac tive coun tries in the pro mo tion of in vest ment in pe tro leum ex plo ra tion.”

Ban gla desh

“Re stric tions on mar ket ing, bu reau cracy, cor rup tion.”

Kyrgyzstan

“Lack of Rule of Law.”

“In tran si tion from Mid dle-Ages en vi ron ment to mo der nity; po lit i cally un sta ble; very cor rupt.”

Kazakhstan

“The re cent rapid ero sion in the po lit i cal cli mate in the face of the coun try’s wors en ing eco nomic cli -

mate shows that, rather than look ing for prac ti cal and col lab o ra tive so lu tions with in dus try, the ten -

dency [of the gov ern ment] is to wards knee-jerk re ac tion and grab bing at any form of ‘easy’ money,

re gard less of long term con se quences.”
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“Gov ern ment bud get ary short falls are un canny pre dic tors of the size of new reg u la tions or taxes, or

other in vented ‘claims’ against the in dus try.  If there is a bud get short fall of $300 mil lion, one can

make a safe bet that some hith erto un known law or reg u la tion will have been breached, the pen alty

for which will un doubt edly be at least $300 mil lion.”

Rus sia

“You have a tre men dous amount of holdup, and there is a con stant in cen tive for the re gime to con -

duct re ne go ti a tion.  The gov ern ment has never com mit ted it self to any spe cific pro gram, such that it

re ally gives some thing up.  So when a field is prof it able, there is a high chance Rus sia will change

terms, and ex pro pri ate it.  So lim it ing in vest ment makes sense.”

“The prob lem in Rus sia is that the state has too much dis cre tion ary power. In sti tu tions and reg u la -

tions ex ist, but they lack gen u ine cred i bil ity and in de pend ence. So while there is some truth to the

much-vaunted po lit i cal sta bil ity in the coun try, the in vest ment cli mate suf fers from a high de gree of

un cer tainty be cause sud den de ci sions from the cen tre may oc cur, for ex am ple forc ing re ne go ti a tions

of key as pects of an ex plo ra tion agree ment even when sub stan tial in vest ments have al ready been

made. Of course, a clear run for a few years could help to dis pel that per cep tion, but (as an an a lyst) I

would un der stand an in ves tor who hes i tates strongly spe cif i cally for that rea son.”

“Huge po ten tial, state con trol and dom i na tion over busi ness, cor rup tion, no rules, no trust to for eign

in ves tors.”

“Any up ward di rec tion in com mod ity prices leads to higher taxes.”

“The rule of law is an is sue.”

Turkmenistan

“Cor rupt, con fused, un sta ble and at times hos tile.”

Uzbekistan

“Con flict ing reg u la tions and a fis cal sys tem that fa vors gov ern ment.”

China 

“Have been try ing to get a pro ject go ing in China. Signed a co-ven ture agree ment with lo cal part ner in 

2005. Pro ject has been stalled since then due to reg u la tory de lays which are just a smokescreen for

cor rup tion by lo cal and high level of fi cials. Se ri ous doubts have arisen about the re li abil ity of the pro -

vided tech ni cal data which forms the ba sis of the pro ject (his tor i cal pro duc tion data and wells tam -

pered with to make the pro ject look better than it is).”
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Africa

Respon dents gave mixed reviews to Afri can juris dic tions as invest ment tar gets. This is indi cated by the range of

the rank ings on the All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index (see fig ure 15).

The least attrac tive juris dic tions in Africa for petro leum invest ment are gen er ally in the sub-Saha ran region.

Inves tors per ceived Nige ria as the least attrac tive juris dic tion, com pared with its 2009 posi tion as the third least

attrac tive Afri can coun try. Last year’s low est ranked Afri can juris dic tion, Niger, improved its score this year,

mov ing to the 4th quintile as a result of improved scores for both com mer cial and reg u la tory fac tors. Sudan

improved slightly this year to become the third least attrac tive coun try for upstream invest ment in Africa

instead of the sec ond worst. Ethi o pia con tin ues to be regarded as the fourth least attrac tive Afri can coun try for

upstream petro leum invest ment.

Libya’s 4th quintile score and thir teenth-worst rank ing made it the sec ond least attrac tive coun try in Africa out

of the 24 ranked in the sur vey this year. In 2009, it man aged a 3rd quintile score and was the thir teenth worst (of

22). Among other fac tors, Libya’s inter ven tion in the sale of a Cana dian com pany (Verenex), whose suc cess ful
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explo ra tion activ i ties in Libya indi cated con sid er able pro duc tion poten tial, probably played a role in Libya’s

down grad ing by inves tors because it dem on strated that the gov ern ment is very unpre dict able and dif fi cult to

deal with.

 Of the 13 Afri can nations with 3rd quintile scores, two were added to the sur vey this year: Uganda and Mad a gas -

car. Three coun tries, Morocco, Egypt and Ghana, slipped into the 3rd quintile from the sec ond. On the other

hand, Equa to rial Guinea and Côte d’Ivoire improved their ranks mov ing up into the 3rd quintile from the 4th. 

Namibia ranked the best among the Afri can coun tries again this year, but scored well into the 2nd quintile

instead of being in the 1st, and dropped to 48th most attrac tive glob ally (of 133) from 19th (of 143) last year.

Namibia’s decline was due to some what poorer scores on com mer cial fac tors (other than the fis cal regime) and,

more impor tantly, to an increase in its Reg u la tory Cli mate Index score (from 8 to 28). Tuni sia remained in the

2nd quintile but a larger per cent age of neg a tive responses caused it to drop in the rank ings to 62nd (of 133) from

20th (of 143). The coun try's poorer per for mance rel a tive to 2009 is the result of worse scores with respect to a

broad range of com mer cial, reg u la tory and coun try risk fac tors.

Respon dents’ com ments con cern ing Afri can coun tries included the fol low ing:

Cam er oon

“The In ter na tional Cen tre for Set tle ment of In vest ment Dis putes (ICSID) at the World Bank is ac ces -

si ble for res o lu tion of dis putes con cern ing oil and gas in vest ment in Cam er oon. Be fore re sort ing to

that level for res o lu tion, the par ties have an ob li ga tion to try to find a con sen sual res o lu tion. This

means that an in ter na tional oil com pany al ways has the op por tu nity to ar rive at a fair set tle ment.”

Egypt

“Eas i ness to claim cost re cov ery, farm-in and farm-out ac tiv i ties, taxes.”

“The oil and gas sec tor, in par tic u lar with re gard to ex plo ra tion and pro duc tion activities, is well or ga -

nized and each ad min is tra tion (e.g. the na tional oil com pany) knows its func tions very well, ap ply ing

pro ce dures with com plete trans par ency.”

Ghana

“Ghana pres ents a typ i cal ex am ple of a coun try fo cused on curb ing cor rup tion and driven by cur rent

ex plo ra tion suc cesses that is bent on en cour ag ing in vest ments in the Oil and Gas sec tor.” 

Mo rocco

“Good terms, good po ten tial, ac cess to li censes, low en try cost, ac cess to data.”

Namibia and Uganda 

“With hold ing taxes are not ap plied to ex plo ra tion com pa nies in Namibia. In Uganda they are a de ter -

rent at 15%. Both coun tries en cour age in vest ment in their bur geon ing oil ex plo ra tion pro grams, but

Namibia seems more proactive.”
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Tu ni sia

“Po lit i cal sta bil ity, pro gres sive fis cal and tax re gime, sta ble reg u la tions, short cy cle ne go ti a tion, se cu rity.”

An gola

“Al most im pos si ble to en ter be cause of el e vated costs; large gov ern ment take; cor rup tion.”

“Po lit i cal in sta bil ity; pe tro leum law in state of flux.”

Chad 

“This coun try is still gov erned with a strong in ter pre ta tion of the ap pro pri ate role of sov er eignty.

Con se quently, the in ter na tional oil com pa nies are very of ten threat ened by the lo cal au thor i ties.”

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of Congo (Kinshasa)

“There is no law in place. The coun try is war-rav aged and un sta ble. There is ab sence of real au thor ity

from the gov ern ment and a lot of un cer tainty.”

Libya

“Cor rup tion, hos tile en vi ron ment, very high tax a tion, em ploy ment laws.”

“Profit-shar ing agree ment terms and con di tions un fa vor able and un cer tain post ex plo ra tion in vest ment.”

“No sta bil ity and a lot of po lit i cal in ter fer ence.”

Ni ge ria

“High po lit i cal risk. Se cu rity is sues.”

“Our com pany could not de velop two dis cov ered fields for the last five years be cause of gov ern ment

de lays, socio-po lit i cal is sues, and many oth ers.”

“Pro posed Pe tro leum In dus try Bill would crip ple in vest ment ef fi ciency.”

Re pub lic of Congo (Brazzaville)

“Very poor un der stand ing of the oil busi ness by the civil ser vants of the Re pub lic of Congo.”

Su dan

“Ex tremely vi o lent. ‘Gov ern ment’ of South Su dan ‘sell ing’ leases prior to pleb i scite. No le gal sys tem

no se cu rity. Pros pects doubt ful, poor seis mic.”

Uganda 

“It has flex i ble leg is la tion and has some of the best fis cal terms in the oil and gas in dus try at the

mo ment.”
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Figure 16:   MIDDLE EAST                                                                                2010 
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The Mid dle East

Fig ure 17 lists coun tries in the Mid dle East accord ing to their rel a tive attrac tive ness for invest ment on the

All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index scale.

Of the ten Mid dle East coun tries ranked by sur vey respon dents this year, only Qatar expe ri enced much

improve ment in attrac tive ness for upstream petro leum invest ment. Iran, Iraq, and Yemen received sig nif i -

cantly worse scores due to increased polit i cal insta bil ity and secu rity con cerns. Iran and Iraq slipped from the 4th

to the 5th quintile, while Yemen dropped to the 4th quintile from the 3rd. Kuwait, which had been in the 2nd

quintile dropped to the 3rd, join ing Jor dan and Syria, the scores for which improved, albeit only slightly.

The four coun tries with 2nd quintile scores in 2009 remained in the sec ond quintile. How ever, Bah rain, which

had out ranked the oth ers, dropped to fourth posi tion, allow ing Qatar to take the hon ors as the most attrac tive

coun try in the Mid dle East. Qatar’s score improved slightly; it remained in the low range of the 2nd quintile.

Some com ments on the Mid dle East include:

Mid dle East Overall

“Po lit i cal un rest. You al ways run the risk of hav ing the gov ern ment step in to change the rules.”

“Po lit i cal in sta bil ity is a key de ter rent to in vest ment cou pled with cul tural (re li gious) bar ri ers.”
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Qatar

“In terms of nat u ral gas de vel op ment, Qa tar has one of the best struc tures as it has ag gres sively sought 

to pro mote for eign in vest ment.”

“Qa tar is at tract ing for eign di rect in vest ment. It has re formed its reg u la tory struc ture to in cul cate best 

prac tices and grant the in ter na tional oil com pa nies a very good rate of re turn for in vest ing in its gas

sec tor.”

United Arab Emirates

“The United Arab Emirates has the most fa vor able pol i cies in pe tro leum ex plo ra tion and de vel op -

ment prin ci pally be cause it has con sciously ori ented its pol icy to pro mote for eign di rect in vest ment in 

the oil sec tor.”

Iran

“Since the rev o lu tion, Iran has in cor po rated a very rigid struc ture in terms of in ter na tional oil com pa -

nies in vest ing in its en ergy sec tor. It has some of the least fa vor able con trac tual struc tures in the re gion.”

“In sta bil ity; high costs; un re li able; un friendly to out sid ers; and in ter nal dis putes.” 

“In con sis tent pol i cies, buy-back type of con tracts with out pos si ble up sides.”

 "Cor rup tion, ob scure pro cesses, geopolitical is sues, etc. In ad e quate fis cal sys tem.”

Iraq

“Iraq right now has the worst pol i cies for ex plo ra tion and de vel op ment. Some of the main prob lems

are that the rights are not prop erly de fined, the coun try is not prop erly sur veyed, and most im por -

tantly, there is no hy dro car bon law. The for mu la tion of a hy dro car bon law that de fines the power dis -

tri bu tion be tween cen tral and re gional gov ern ments is go ing to be key for in vest ment.”

“Un ex plored coun try; a lot of ac tiv ity is ex pected in the fu ture. Coun try is open ing up to in ter na tional 

oil com pa nies.”

“Hy dro car bon po ten tial, will ing ness to learn and ad just pol i cies to in ter na tional stan dards, ex pe ri -

enced oil and gas pro fes sion als.”
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Figure 18 :  LATIN AMERICA & CARIBBEAN BASIN        2010
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Latin Amer ica and the Carib bean

Fig ure 19 shows how the Latin Amer i can and Carib bean coun tries per formed this year on the All-Inclu sive

Com pos ite Index.

Lit tle has changed from last year in the rank ings of coun tries in Latin Amer ica and the Carib bean. Once more,

sur vey respon dents con sider Bolivia, Ven e zuela, and Ecua dor the least attrac tive juris dic tions for invest ment in

the region. All three coun tries still have 5th quintile scores, with Bolivia still the least attrac tive juris dic tion not

only in the region, but world wide, and Ven e zuela close behind. Fis cal terms, tax a tion, reg u la tory issues, and

polit i cal insta bil ity con tinue to be prob lem at i cal. Fur ther, Ven e zuela is regarded as the worst glob ally, and

Bolivia the sec ond worst, in their labor regulations and employment agreements.

Argen tina again scored in the rel a tively unat trac tive fourth quintile, largely because of con cerns about fis cal

terms, gen eral tax a tion, and reg u la tory issues.
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The score awarded to 3rd quintile Brazil is essen tially the same as in 2009. Peru’s 3rd quintile score and rank both 

improved slightly. Suri name, although still in the 3rd quintile, scored much better than last year thanks to con -

sid er able improve ment in reg u la tory fac tors (the coun try’s Reg u la tory Cli mate Index rat ing pro gressed from

the 3rd quintile to the 2nd) and to an improved Geopolitical Risk Index rat ing.

Chile is still the most attrac tive invest ment juris dic tion among those rated in Latin Amer ica and the Carib bean.

Its score improved just enough this year to move it into the 1st quintile along side sev eral Aus tra lian states. 

Three coun tries, Uru guay, Colom bia, and Trin i dad & Tobago, again scored in the rel a tively attrac tive 2nd

quintile. Uru guay and Colom bia each improved sig nif i cantly from 2009 and now rank as the 27th and 42nd most

attrac tive juris dic tions (of 133).

Below is a sam ple of respon dents’ com ments about juris dic tions in Latin Amer ica and the Carib bean Basin.

Brazil

“Po lit i cal sta bil ity. Clear rules for ev ery body by hav ing Petrobras as part ner.”

“Open ing up to in ves tors in a rea son able man ner as to the de ter mi na tion of the gov ern ment’s share.”

“High po ten tial for de vel op ment of res er voirs due to the re cent subsalt dis cov er ies.”

Chile

“In Chile there is a very good in vest ment cli mate in up stream pe tro leum in dus try. Reg u la tions and

laws are very clear.”

Co lom bia

“Best com bi na tion of fis cal re gime, reg u la tory over sight, and le gal sanc tity of con tract avail able to day.

More over, Co lom bia still ex hib its ex cel lent geo log i cal prospectivity.”

“Trans par ent com pet i tive bid pro cess un der in de pend ent reg u la tory au thor ity, low roy alty and taxes,

no gov ern ment par tic i pa tion, low min i mum work pro grams, low cost of tech ni cal data (in un der-ex -

plored bas ins with very fa vor able pe tro leum ge ol ogy fun da men tals).”

“Po lit i cal sta bil ity and fair in ter pre ta tion of le gal frame work.”

“Co lom bia has clear reg u la tions and officials that look for com pli ance with the law, avoid ing changes

or ex ces sive bur dens on the pri vate com pany.”

“In sti tu tional frame work and ad her ence to rule of law make in vest ment at trac tive. Lit tle gov ern ment

in ter fer ence.”

Peru

“From the per spec tive of a small- to me dium-sized in de pend ent ex plo ra tion and pro duc tion com -

pany, Peru of fers sig nif i cant re main ing po ten tial in a coun try which is lightly ex plored and which has

at trac tive fis cal terms.”

“Peru’s pol i cies and reg u la tions fa vor pri vate in vest ment.”
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Ar gen tina

“Un cer tainty in new reg u la tions, fed eral and pro vin cial laws, and the ex treme force of the un ions are

neg a tive fac tors.”

Bolivia

“Re source na tion al ism is a prob lem.”

“Fear of ex pro pri a tion and un cer tainty of the con tracts ex e cuted and signed with lo cal gov ern ments

make in ves tors think twice.”

“Creep ing hy dro car bons ex pro pri a tion [be gan] in May 1, 2006 when the hy dro car bons re gime

changed and the Bo liv ian state took ab so lute con trol of the hy dro car bons chain, in clud ing trans port

and com mer cial iza tion. Later, Bolivia with drew from the World Bank’s Independent Cen tre for Set -

tle ment of In vest ment Dis putes Con ven tion and started reg u lat ing the hy dro car bons sec tor by Su -

preme De crees which, in most cases, were against the ap pli ca ble laws. The in sta bil ity of pol i cies and

reg u la tions has in creased the coun try risk and dis cour aged for eign in vest ment.”

Ec ua dor

“Ex pen sive fis cal terms, in creas ing in se cu rity, reg u la tory and con trac tual un cer tainty.”

“Lack of le gal sta bil ity, lack of trans par ency, fre quent re gime changes lead ing to abrupt pol icy

changes; pop u list and con fis ca tory men tal ity of the gov ern ment.”

“Con fis ca tory gov ern ment pol i cies tar geted on ex pro pri a tion and con tract nul li fi ca tion.”

Ven e zuela

“The sys tem does not al low for cer tainty or elas tic ity to in ves tors and the reg u la tory and la bor costs are ex -

tremely high. There is gov ern ment in ter ven tion in op er a tions to a large ex tent and gov ern ment pol i tics of -

ten over ride sound com mer cial and op er a tional prac tices in the de vel op ment of oil and gas ac tiv i ties.”

“The gov ern ment has done ev ery thing in its power to limit ac cess, and abandoned its own le gal re -

spon si bil i ties. It is as cor rupt as about any on the planet.”

“Max i mum po lit i cal/in vest ment risk and in sta bil ity.”

“Pri vate com pa nies have no cer tainty that the gov ern ment will pay money ow ing for con tract ser vices, 

or for con fis cated com pany as sets.”

“Con stant uni lat eral changes in reg u la tion are mak ing it a more and more ad verse en vi ron ment in

which to in vest.”

“De ci sions made on ad-hoc po lit i cal whim in the name of ‘na tional in ter est’; also con stant threat of

ex pro pri a tion.”
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Figure 20:  OCEANIA                                                            2010
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Oceania

Oceania con sists of the Aus tra lia states and ter ri to ries, New Zea land, Brunei, Malay sia, the Phil ip pines, Papua

New Guinea, Indo ne sia, the Timor Gap (Joint Petro leum Devel op ment Area), and Timor Leste (for merly East

Timor). In addi tion, this year the sur vey included the Aus tra lian Off shore as a sep a rate juris dic tion as it falls

under fed eral con trol. Also, Timor Leste was added because it falls under dif fer ent laws and reg u la tions than the

Timor Gap.

Fig ure 21 pro vides All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index scores for the juris dic tions in Oceania.

The least attrac tive juris dic tion for upstream petro leum invest ment in Oceania is Timor Leste, which received 

a score in the upper half of the 4th quintile. In part, this is explained by the fact that this juris dic tion was tied for 

the worst scores over all (glob ally) for labor avail abil ity and skills, and qual ity of infra struc ture. Timor Leste

also received espe cially poor scores on the socio-eco nomic agree ment, labor reg u la tions, and employ ment

agree ment fac tors.
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Two juris dic tions, Papua New Guinea and Indo ne sia, received sig nif i cantly higher pro por tions of neg a tive

responses to the sur vey ques tions this year, which dropped them down into the 4th quintile from their 2009 3rd

quintile posi tions. In Papua New Guinea’s case, the poorer per for mance was a result of much poorer scores for

key reg u la tory fac tor ques tions as shown by the drop in its Reg u la tory Cli mate Index rat ing from the 2nd quintile to

the 4th. In addi tion, the coun try’s scores for the com mer cial envi ron ment and geopolitical risk fac tors dete ri o rated.

Indo ne sia’s appar ent decline in upstream invest ment favor from 2009 is mainly a func tion of poorer scores for

com mer cial fac tors. A sig nif i cant drop in the coun try’s Com mer cial Envi ron ment Index rat ing reflects this. On

that index the coun try fell from the 3rd to the 4th quintile. The com mer cial fac tor most to blame for this was the

avail abil ity of skilled labor cat e gory, which pushed the score on that index down from the 1st quintile to the 3rd.

The Timor Gap (Joint Petro leum Devel op ment Area) received a poorer score this year than last, and dropped

from the 2nd to the 3rd quintile.

New South Wales again had the least attrac tive All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index score of all of the Aus tra lian juris -

dic tions but, along with Queensland and the Aus tra lian Off shore region, nev er the less posted a rel a tively strong

2nd quintile per for mance. Other juris dic tions in the region with 2nd quintile scores were the Phil ip pines, which

improved its score from last year’s 3rd quintile rat ing, and Brunei and Malay sia, which repeated their 2009 2nd

quintile achievements.

This year, Aus tra lia’s North ern Ter ri tory, New Zea land, Vic to ria, West ern Aus tra lia, and Tas ma nia joined

South Aus tra lia, which con tin ues to be the leader in both Aus tra lia and New Zea land, in the attrac tive 1st

quintile, along side four teen US juris dic tions, Aus tria, Man i toba, Saskatchewan, and Chile.

All seven of the Aus tra lian juris dic tions that were ranked last year, as well as New Zea land, scored better than in

2009. Con se quently, the appar ent gap in attrac tive ness for invest ment between those juris dic tions and the oth -

ers in Oceania (except for the Phil ip pines) has widened.

Respon dents offered both pos i tive and neg a tive com ments about con di tions in the region. For exam ple:

Aus tra lia Over all 

“No ring fenc ing; ex cel lent ac cess to data; co op er a tive tax re gime and roy alty re gime; co op er a tive gov -

ern ment reg u la tors.”

“The re source rent tax rep re sents an op ti mal ar range ment. The pe tro leum in dus try is a ma jor ac tiv ity

in the econ omy and driver of eco nomic growth, which en cour ages a fa vor able pol icy en vi ron ment.”

Aus tra lia—Off shore

“Ex cel lent in fra struc ture for oil pro duc tion, good ar range ments for gas pro duc tion, sta ble fis cal re gime and 

tax struc ture, avail abil ity of ex per tise and ser vices, fewer bor der dis putes, ex cept for the north ern part.”

“Aus tra lia’s fis cal pol icy is pro de vel op ment and the var i ous LNG pro jects are tes ta ment to this.”

“Ex pe ri ence, com mon law le gal sys tem, trans par ent.”
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New Zea land

“Pro gres sive fis cal pol icy, ac cess to in for ma tion, sta ble le gal and po lit i cal frame work, clar ity of reg u la -

tory au thor ity.”

“Friendly, open busi ness cli mate, easy ac cess to data, open, trans par ent li cense pol icy.”

“Sup port ive gov ern ment, sta ble po lit i cal cli mate, good ac cess to data.”

“Open avail abil ity of seis mic data... no du ties on rig im ports... a bu reau cracy that is com mit ted to de -

vel op ment and clear un der stand able rules.”

Phil ip pines

“Good terms and good prospectivity at low cost.”

In do ne sia

“Cor rup tion and poor data ac cess.”

“Profit shar ing con tract terms are not al ways hon ored, but it is im pos si ble to sue the gov ern ment. 

Terms are al ways be ing tight ened yet prospectivity is no better than in other coun tries.”

“The coun try’s Oil and Gas law (Law No. 22/ year 2001) is very bad and is not in ves tor friendly due to 

the fol low ing rea sons:

1. In ves tors have to meet so many gov ern ment of fices. In do ne sian oil in dus try is get ting

worse, al most no new in vest ment in the new block dur ing the last 10 years. Un der the

old law (Law No.8/1971), in ves tors just needed to meet and sign a profit-shar ing con -

tract with the national oil company (Pertamina).

2. Ac cord ing to Ar ti cle 31 of Law No.22/2001 on Oil and Gas, in ves tors have to pay var i -

ous kinds of taxes dur ing the ex plo ra tion stage. Un der the old law, in ves tors paid the tax

af ter they found and pro duced oil and gas! 

3. Law No.22/2001 is in fact al ready le gally ‘flawed’ and par a lyzed be cause the Con sti tu -

tional Court of the coun try has re moved sev eral main ar ti cles that con flict with ar ti cle 33 

of the coun try’s Con sti tu tion of 1945. Un for tu nately, both the Pres i dent and the Min is -

ter of En ergy and Min eral Re sources of the coun try do not take any ac tion to fix the sit u -

a tion.”

Ma lay sia

“Tight [fis cal] terms; best acre age al lo cated to the na tional oil com pany.”

Pa pua New Guinea

“In sta bil ity of pol icy re gime.”
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Sin gle-Fac tor Re sults

The rank ings for spe cific fac tors pro vide detailed infor ma tion about the rel a tive attrac tive ness of juris dic tions

for invest ment.

The results for each fac tor are illus trated by the rank ings, and the com plete data set is pro vided in the tab u lar

appen dix. For each ques tion, the juris dic tions with a rel a tively low pro por tion of neg a tive scores appear near the 

top of the rank ings and are gen er ally regarded as more attrac tive for upstream petro leum investment.

The sin gle-fac tor rank ings are self-explan a tory. How ever, some find ings of gen eral inter est are high lighted

below.

Fiscal terms

Fis cal terms were indi cated as pos ing sub stan tial invest ment bar ri ers in Bolivia, Ven e zuela, Rus sia, Libya, and

Iran, each of which had scores on this fac tor well into in the 5th quintile. Fis cal regime issues were also seen to

rep re sent a sig nif i cant bar rier to invest ment in Ukraine, Argen tina, Ecua dor, Iraq, Alge ria, Kazakhstan, Kuwait,

and Florida. 

Florida, the Atlan tic Off shore, the Pacific Off shore, Cal i for nia, and New York State had the most unfa vor able

rat ings for fis cal terms in the United States and Can ada. Alberta, as per responses received after the pro vin cial

gov ern ment’s March 11, 2010 announce ment of pend ing roy alty reduc tions, improved to 35th worst (of 133)

com pared with 12th worst (of 143) in 2009.

Uncer tainty and con cerns over envi ron men tal
reg u la tions

In this year’s sur vey, of the ten juris dic tions indi cated to pose the great est invest ment bar ri ers because of uncer -

tainty and con cerns over envi ron men tal reg u la tions, six are in the United States: the Pacific Off shore, Florida,

New York State, Cal i for nia, Alaska—Off shore, and Penn syl va nia.  The four other juris dic tions are Ecua dor,

Bolivia, Rus sia, and Italy. Italy, the US Pacific Off shore, and Cal i for nia were also among the ten worst per form -

ers on this fac tor in 2009. Florida was not ranked in last year’s sur vey.

The sud den loss of favor for New York State and Penn syl va nia on this issue may reflect con cerns by inves tors

about restric tions being imposed on drill ing for nat u ral gas in the large Marcellus Shale for ma tion, which spans

much of Appa la chia. 

Cost of reg u la tory com pli ance

The ten juris dic tions with the high est neg a tive rat ings on the cost of reg u la tory com pli ance fac tor this year are

Ven e zuela, Rus sia, Iran, New York State, Libya, Bolivia, Cal i for nia, Turkmenistan, Ukraine, and Kazakhstan.

For the sec ond year in a row, Ven e zuela appears to pose the great est bar rier to invest ment on the basis of  reg u la -

tory com pli ance costs alone. Bolivia, Ukraine, Rus sia, and Kazakhstan were also amongst the worst per form ers

on this fac tor in 2009.
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In Can ada, the North west Ter ri to ries is still the juris dic tion where cost of reg u la tory com pli ance is of great est

con cern. How ever, the North west Ter ri to ries’ rel a tive global posi tion in this cat e gory improved from 6th worst

(of 143) to the 21st worst (of 133).

Labor avail abil ity and skills

Sur vey respon dents see the labor avail abil ity and skills fac tor as a major bar rier to invest ment in Timor Leste,

which was included in the sur vey for the first time this year, as well as in Niger, Myanmar, Kyrgyzstan, Green -

land, Ethi o pia, and Sudan. The seven juris dic tions tied for the worst score in this cat e gory. Labor avail abil ity was 

also of con sid er able con cern in 11 other juris dic tions with 5th quintile scores on this fac tor: Ban gla desh, Chad,

Uganda, Suri name, Turkmenistan, Cam bo dia, Papua New Guinea, Uzbekistan, Ukraine, Côte d’Ivoire, and

Azerbaijan.

Qual ity of infra struc ture

Sur vey par tic i pants indi cated that the qual ity of infra struc ture (that is, access to roads, power avail abil ity, and

other infra struc ture) is of par tic u lar con cern in Timor Leste, Kyrgyzstan, Myanmar, Ethi o pia, Mozam bique,

Uganda, and Suri name, which tied for the worst score on this fac tor. Other juris dic tions with 5th quintile scores

on this fac tor are Papua New Guinea, Turkmenistan, the two Congo repub lics, Sudan, Chad, and Bangladesh.

Trade bar ri ers

Trade bar ri ers rep re sent strong bar ri ers to invest ment in 10 juris dic tions: Ven e zuela, Ukraine, Rus sia, Iran,

Bolivia, Argen tina, Myanmar, Uzbekistan, Ethi o pia, and Turkmenistan. Of these coun tries, Rus sia, Ven e zuela,

Iran, and Bolivia were also among the 10 worst juris dic tions on this fac tor in 2009. As fig ure 29 indi cates, trade

bar ri ers are of no or rel a tively lit tle con cern in most North Amer i can, Euro pean, and Aus tra lian jurisdictions

and in New Zealand.

Dis puted land claims

Land claims dis putes are of great est con cern in Can ada’s North west Ter ri to ries, but are also seen as a sig nif i cant

bar rier to invest ment in Brit ish Colum bia, Bolivia, Sudan, Papua New Guinea, Ethi o pia, Nige ria, Peru, and

Turkmenistan, as well as in a num ber of other juris dic tions includ ing Alberta, and two Aus tra lian jurisdictions.

Polit i cal sta bil ity

Sur vey respon dents expressed their great est con cern about polit i cal sta bil ity with respect to Bolivia, Ven e zuela,

Ukraine, Nige ria, Timor Leste, Paki stan, Kyrgyzstan, Iraq, Myanmar, and Argen tina. These juris dic tions were

also among those where polit i cal sta bil ity was of great est con cern in 2009, except for Timor Leste which was

added to the survey this year.

Secu rity

The phys i cal safety of per son nel and assets is of great est con cern in Nige ria, Sudan, Iraq, Timor Leste, Yemen,

Kyrgyzstan, Ven e zuela, Paki stan, the Dem o cratic Repub lic of Congo (Kinshasa), Ukraine, and Algeria. 
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Legal sys tem pro cess

This ques tion, which focuses on whether legal pro cesses are an obsta cle to invest ment, was added to the sur vey

this year. The responses reveal that legal sys tem con cerns, includ ing ele ments of cor rup tion, are of par tic u lar

con cern in Bul garia, Ukraine, Cam bo dia, Chad, Niger, Kyrgyzstan, Rus sia, Ven e zuela, Bolivia, Kazakhstan,

Sudan, and Uzbekistan, all of which scored in the 5th quintile on this question.
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Par tic i pants’ Com ments on the Sur vey and 
the Re sult ing Re ports

“The sur vey is very wel comed for test ing and con trol ling the ‘tem per a ture’ of this in dus try, of fer ing a

good gen eral over view of global con di tions for spe cific op er a tions un der pres ent po lit i cal and leg is la -

tive terms.”

“The re port is an ex cel lent brief on the in vest ment cli mate around the world.”

“This kind of sur vey is very use ful in par tic u lar for pro fes sion als.”

“Your an nual re port on up stream pe tro leum in vest ment is very in ter est ing and im por tant.”

“The re port is a good con tin u a tion from the pre vi ous years.”
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Fig ure 22: Fiscal Terms
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Figure 25: Administration and Enforcement of Existing Regulations
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Figure 27: Uncertainty Concerning Protected Areas
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Figure 28: Socio-economic Agreements
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Figure 29: Trade Barriers
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Figure 30: Labor Regulations and Employment Agreements
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Figure 31: Quality of Infrastructure
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Figure 32: Geological Database
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Figure 33: Labor Availability
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Figure 34: Disputed Land Claims
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Figure 35: Political Stability
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Figure 36: Security
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Figure 37: Regulatory Duplication
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Figure 38: Legal System Processes
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Ques tion 1: Fis cal Terms

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 22% 36% 31% 9% 2%

Brit ish Co lum bia 42% 43% 16% 0% 0%

Man i toba 48% 52% 0% 0% 0%

New found land & Labrador 24% 38% 35% 3% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 23% 45% 18% 14% 0%

Nova Sco tia 34% 50% 9% 6% 0%

On tario 11% 72% 17% 0% 0%

Que bec 35% 50% 15% 0% 0%

Sas katch e wan 59% 37% 3% 0% 0%

Yu kon 25% 58% 17% 0% 0%

USA
Al a bama 43% 43% 14% 0% 0%

Alaska 40% 34% 17% 6% 3%

Ar kan sas 44% 44% 13% 0% 0%

Cal i for nia 12% 31% 26% 26% 5%

Col o rado 26% 36% 31% 5% 2%

Florida 9% 9% 27% 45% 9%

Il li nois 50% 38% 13% 0% 0%

Kan sas 29% 47% 18% 6% 0%

Ken tucky 43% 29% 29% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 45% 45% 11% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 36% 36% 27% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 50% 35% 10% 5% 0%

Montana 36% 33% 27% 3% 0%

New Mex ico 38% 27% 23% 12% 0%

New York 12% 35% 35% 12% 8%

North Da kota 48% 34% 17% 0% 0%

Ohio 11% 67% 22% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 43% 49% 9% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 19% 45% 32% 3% 0%

South Da kota 44% 44% 11% 0% 0%

Texas 59% 36% 5% 0% 0%

Utah 48% 43% 10% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 42% 25% 33% 0% 0%
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Ques tion 1: Fis cal Terms

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Wy o ming 46% 46% 7% 0% 0%

US Off shore—At lan tic 7% 29% 21% 43% 0%

US Off shore—Pa cific 0% 40% 10% 35% 15%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 50% 41% 9% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 31% 41% 24% 3% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 27% 60% 7% 7% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

Queensland 38% 62% 0% 0% 0%

South Aus tra lia 62% 38% 0% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 23% 62% 8% 8% 0%

Vic to ria 33% 61% 0% 6% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 46% 49% 5% 0% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 47% 47% 6% 0% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 19% 58% 19% 4% 0%

Brunei 23% 59% 14% 5% 0%

In do ne sia 11% 30% 44% 14% 1%

Ma lay sia 18% 34% 27% 20% 2%

New Zea land 53% 36% 8% 3% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 32% 42% 23% 3% 0%

Phil ip pines 47% 47% 3% 3% 0%

Timor Leste 25% 38% 31% 6% 0%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 36% 45% 9% 9% 0%

Aus tria 56% 44% 0% 0% 0%

Bul garia 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Den mark 45% 23% 27% 5% 0%

France 35% 35% 27% 3% 0%

Ger many 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

Green land 36% 45% 18% 0% 0%

Hun gary 31% 50% 13% 6% 0%

It aly 26% 52% 19% 4% 0%

Neth er lands 36% 44% 16% 4% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 30% 55% 13% 3% 0%

Nor way 33% 26% 37% 4% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 1: Fis cal Terms

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Nor way—North Sea 31% 35% 24% 10% 0%

Po land 38% 57% 5% 0% 0%

Ro ma nia 19% 52% 22% 7% 0%

Tur key 35% 54% 8% 4% 0%

Ukraine 5% 24% 38% 24% 10%

United King dom 28% 42% 26% 4% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 21% 45% 28% 6% 0%

Asia
Azerbaijan 21% 34% 34% 10% 0%

Ban gla desh 6% 31% 38% 19% 6%

Cam bo dia 0% 50% 42% 8% 0%

China 11% 44% 38% 7% 0%

In dia 15% 37% 41% 7% 0%

Ja pan 25% 25% 42% 8% 0%

Kazakhstan 2% 20% 39% 34% 5%

Kyrgyzstan 29% 29% 29% 14% 0%

Myanmar 0% 69% 23% 0% 8%

Pa ki stan 13% 53% 23% 10% 0%

Rus sia 2% 11% 30% 47% 11%

Thai land 14% 61% 25% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 4% 27% 46% 19% 4%

Uzbekistan 12% 24% 47% 12% 6%

Viet nam 18% 57% 20% 5% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 4% 20% 31% 35% 9%

An gola 29% 47% 16% 9% 0%

Cam er oon 23% 54% 23% 0% 0%

Chad 25% 44% 31% 0% 0%

Cote d’Ivoire 16% 56% 25% 3% 0%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 11% 53% 37% 0% 0%

Egypt 23% 47% 24% 6% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 15% 33% 37% 15% 0%

Ethi o pia 11% 56% 11% 11% 11%

Ga bon 17% 46% 34% 2% 0%

Ghana 11% 60% 23% 6% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 1: Fis cal Terms

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Libya 3% 11% 35% 40% 10%

Mad a gas car 13% 50% 38% 0% 0%

Mo rocco 23% 58% 19% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 21% 47% 26% 0% 5%

Namibia 52% 30% 9% 4% 4%

Niger 13% 53% 20% 7% 7%

Ni ge ria 11% 28% 30% 25% 6%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 14% 52% 14% 10% 10%

South Af rica 19% 42% 31% 8% 0%

Su dan 5% 48% 19% 19% 10%

Tan za nia 13% 56% 25% 0% 6%

Tu ni sia 19% 54% 22% 5% 0%

Uganda 18% 65% 12% 0% 6%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 33% 47% 13% 7% 0%

Iran 2% 15% 15% 37% 30%

Iraq 8% 19% 38% 32% 4%

Jor dan 13% 50% 38% 0% 0%

Ku wait 8% 12% 42% 31% 8%

Oman 26% 43% 26% 3% 3%

Qa tar 30% 50% 10% 8% 3%

Syria 10% 43% 37% 10% 0%

United Arab Emirates 19% 32% 32% 11% 6%

Ye men 16% 31% 44% 6% 3%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina 5% 22% 30% 33% 10%

Bolivia 2% 0% 19% 47% 32%

Brazil 16% 49% 28% 8% 0%

Chile 48% 39% 13% 0% 0%

Co lom bia 57% 33% 5% 1% 3%

Ec ua dor 9% 17% 13% 30% 30%

Peru 41% 43% 13% 4% 0%

Su ri name 33% 60% 0% 7% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 18% 57% 22% 4% 0%

Uru guay 31% 62% 8% 0% 0%

Ven e zuela 1% 6% 12% 30% 51%
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Ques tion 2: Tax a tion Re gime

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 25% 42% 27% 5% 2%

Brit ish Co lum bia 19% 65% 16% 0% 0%

Man i toba 17% 72% 10% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 10% 65% 23% 3% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Nova Sco tia 17% 59% 17% 7% 0%

On tario 18% 53% 29% 0% 0%

Que bec 16% 47% 37% 0% 0%

Sas katch e wan 19% 66% 15% 0% 0%

Yu kon 18% 73% 9% 0% 0%

USA
Al a bama 25% 58% 17% 0% 0%

Alaska 25% 31% 25% 16% 3%

Ar kan sas 36% 43% 21% 0% 0%

Cal i for nia 8% 41% 26% 21% 5%

Col o rado 15% 50% 23% 13% 0%

Florida 10% 40% 10% 30% 10%

Il li nois 14% 86% 0% 0% 0%

Kan sas 20% 67% 13% 0% 0%

Ken tucky 0% 71% 29% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 24% 58% 13% 2% 2%

Mich i gan 20% 50% 30% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 41% 47% 12% 0% 0%

Montana 19% 63% 16% 3% 0%

New Mex ico 35% 39% 22% 4% 0%

New York 13% 38% 33% 17% 0%

North Da kota 32% 52% 16% 0% 0%

Ohio 0% 83% 17% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 24% 62% 12% 0% 3%

Penn syl va nia 11% 56% 26% 7% 0%

South Da kota 29% 57% 14% 0% 0%

Texas 36% 55% 8% 1% 1%

Utah 38% 56% 6% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 30% 30% 40% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 2: Tax a tion Re gime

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Wy o ming 24% 64% 12% 0% 0%

US Off shore—At lan tic 18% 45% 36% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Pa cific 7% 43% 50% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 37% 41% 21% 0% 1%

US Off shore—Alaska 14% 64% 14% 7% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 33% 40% 27% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 33% 60% 7% 0% 0%

Queensland 28% 52% 20% 0% 0%

South Aus tra lia 60% 30% 10% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 36% 45% 18% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 35% 47% 18% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 33% 53% 14% 0% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 36% 45% 16% 2% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 16% 52% 28% 4% 0%

Brunei 14% 52% 33% 0% 0%

In do ne sia 6% 33% 43% 15% 3%

Ma lay sia 8% 40% 40% 13% 0%

New Zea land 41% 44% 15% 0% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 28% 55% 17% 0% 0%

Phil ip pines 40% 47% 10% 3% 0%

Timor Leste 19% 38% 44% 0% 0%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 10% 60% 30% 0% 0%

Aus tria 11% 78% 11% 0% 0%

Bul garia 38% 50% 13% 0% 0%

Den mark 26% 48% 17% 9% 0%

France 31% 31% 31% 6% 3%

Ger many 13% 50% 29% 8% 0%

Green land 9% 82% 9% 0% 0%

Hun gary 29% 29% 36% 0% 7%

It aly 18% 50% 25% 7% 0%

Neth er lands 22% 61% 13% 4% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 24% 53% 18% 5% 0%

Nor way 27% 27% 38% 8% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 2: Tax a tion Re gime

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Nor way—North Sea 17% 34% 36% 14% 0%

Po land 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Ro ma nia 13% 67% 21% 0% 0%

Tur key 19% 43% 33% 5% 0%

Ukraine 6% 39% 11% 44% 0%

United King dom 14% 51% 29% 6% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 16% 43% 31% 10% 0%

Asia
Azerbaijan 15% 42% 35% 8% 0%

Ban gla desh 0% 50% 44% 6% 0%

Cam bo dia 0% 83% 17% 0% 0%

China 9% 43% 41% 7% 0%

In dia 11% 43% 34% 11% 0%

Ja pan 42% 25% 17% 17% 0%

Kazakhstan 4% 22% 39% 26% 9%

Kyrgyzstan 46% 31% 23% 0% 0%

Myanmar 0% 62% 38% 0% 0%

Pa ki stan 15% 63% 11% 11% 0%

Rus sia 2% 24% 29% 32% 13%

Thai land 16% 63% 19% 3% 0%

Turkmenistan 9% 23% 55% 14% 0%

Uzbekistan 20% 27% 33% 0% 20%

Viet nam 17% 44% 34% 5% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 6% 26% 36% 28% 4%

An gola 12% 52% 24% 10% 2%

Cam er oon 9% 65% 22% 0% 4%

Chad 20% 53% 13% 7% 7%

Cote d’Ivoire 11% 64% 21% 0% 4%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 17% 61% 11% 6% 6%

Egypt 23% 47% 24% 6% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 10% 57% 26% 5% 2%

Ethi o pia 11% 67% 22% 0% 0%

Ga bon 10% 56% 26% 8% 0%

Ghana 12% 71% 18% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 2: Tax a tion Re gime

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Libya 2% 30% 30% 35% 4%

Mad a gas car 13% 73% 13% 0% 0%

Mo rocco 29% 48% 24% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 6% 81% 13% 0% 0%

Namibia 27% 64% 9% 0% 0%

Niger 11% 44% 22% 11% 11%

Ni ge ria 6% 25% 49% 13% 8%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 12% 53% 29% 0% 6%

South Af rica 18% 50% 23% 5% 5%

Su dan 5% 48% 38% 0% 10%

Tan za nia 7% 71% 14% 0% 7%

Tu ni sia 6% 62% 26% 3% 3%

Uganda 13% 67% 13% 0% 7%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 31% 46% 15% 8% 0%

Iran 0% 12% 40% 33% 16%

Iraq 8% 28% 36% 24% 4%

Jor dan 6% 53% 41% 0% 0%

Ku wait 15% 37% 26% 19% 4%

Oman 19% 53% 19% 6% 3%

Qa tar 29% 56% 9% 3% 3%

Syria 17% 41% 21% 21% 0%

United Arab Emirates 33% 40% 19% 5% 2%

Ye men 15% 41% 37% 7% 0%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina 7% 21% 37% 30% 5%

Bolivia 3% 5% 20% 38% 35%

Brazil 8% 39% 39% 14% 0%

Chile 38% 57% 0% 5% 0%

Co lom bia 33% 58% 7% 1% 0%

Ec ua dor 2% 22% 18% 30% 28%

Peru 27% 59% 10% 4% 0%

Su ri name 20% 60% 13% 7% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 15% 46% 24% 15% 0%

Uru guay 21% 71% 7% 0% 0%

Ven e zuela 3% 4% 15% 28% 51%
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Ques tion 3: Environmental Reg u la tions

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 7% 55% 21% 14% 2%

Brit ish Co lum bia 6% 48% 41% 4% 0%

Man i toba 11% 78% 7% 4% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 6% 70% 21% 3% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 14% 52% 10% 24% 0%

Nova Sco tia 0% 70% 20% 10% 0%

On tario 6% 63% 31% 0% 0%

Que bec 10% 38% 38% 14% 0%

Sas katch e wan 11% 69% 19% 1% 0%

Yu kon 9% 64% 18% 9% 0%

USA
Al a bama 33% 42% 25% 0% 0%

Alaska 11% 33% 41% 15% 0%

Ar kan sas 46% 54% 0% 0% 0%

Cal i for nia 8% 16% 14% 43% 19%

Col o rado 15% 24% 35% 24% 3%

Florida 0% 20% 20% 50% 10%

Il li nois 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

Kan sas 29% 57% 14% 0% 0%

Ken tucky 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 26% 54% 18% 0% 3%

Mich i gan 0% 63% 38% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 39% 56% 6% 0% 0%

Montana 14% 69% 14% 3% 0%

New Mex ico 32% 27% 32% 9% 0%

New York 8% 16% 24% 36% 16%

North Da kota 35% 46% 15% 4% 0%

Ohio 14% 71% 14% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 33% 43% 23% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 4% 32% 57% 7% 0%

South Da kota 38% 38% 25% 0% 0%

Texas 37% 52% 10% 1% 0%

Utah 39% 39% 11% 11% 0%

West Vir ginia 60% 30% 10% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 3: Environmental Reg u la tions

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Wy o ming 28% 56% 16% 0% 0%

US Off shore—At lan tic 7% 33% 27% 27% 7%

US Off shore—Pa cific 6% 13% 6% 63% 13%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 20% 49% 25% 5% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 9% 22% 30% 39% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 0% 58% 17% 25% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 15% 62% 23% 0% 0%

Queensland 4% 64% 24% 8% 0%

South Aus tra lia 11% 61% 17% 11% 0%

Tas ma nia 15% 54% 15% 15% 0%

Vic to ria 19% 50% 19% 13% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 19% 56% 22% 3% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 19% 46% 32% 3% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 19% 52% 29% 0% 0%

Brunei 13% 75% 6% 6% 0%

In do ne sia 13% 51% 24% 12% 0%

Ma lay sia 13% 56% 23% 8% 0%

New Zea land 26% 45% 19% 6% 3%

Pa pua New Guinea 20% 52% 16% 12% 0%

Phil ip pines 22% 61% 13% 4% 0%

Timor Leste 14% 36% 50% 0% 0%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 0% 43% 43% 14% 0%

Aus tria 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Bul garia 0% 38% 63% 0% 0%

Den mark 17% 50% 28% 6% 0%

France 4% 48% 30% 19% 0%

Ger many 9% 39% 43% 9% 0%

Green land 10% 70% 20% 0% 0%

Hun gary 17% 50% 25% 8% 0%

It aly 5% 32% 36% 23% 5%

Neth er lands 14% 52% 24% 10% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 15% 52% 27% 6% 0%

Nor way 10% 33% 43% 14% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 3: Environmental Reg u la tions

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Nor way—North Sea 8% 44% 35% 13% 0%

Po land 11% 61% 28% 0% 0%

Ro ma nia 5% 55% 35% 5% 0%

Tur key 5% 68% 26% 0% 0%

Ukraine 0% 53% 12% 35% 0%

United King dom 8% 62% 21% 10% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 12% 53% 29% 7% 0%

Asia
Azerbaijan 13% 58% 25% 4% 0%

Ban gla desh 6% 50% 25% 19% 0%

Cam bo dia 0% 73% 27% 0% 0%

China 13% 58% 25% 5% 0%

In dia 12% 44% 41% 2% 0%

Ja pan 18% 27% 36% 18% 0%

Kazakhstan 6% 36% 30% 26% 2%

Kyrgyzstan 8% 58% 25% 8% 0%

Myanmar 0% 67% 22% 11% 0%

Pa ki stan 8% 60% 28% 4% 0%

Rus sia 7% 28% 30% 24% 11%

Thai land 4% 61% 35% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 5% 43% 33% 14% 5%

Uzbekistan 13% 50% 19% 19% 0%

Viet nam 17% 63% 14% 6% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 8% 63% 25% 5% 0%

An gola 14% 61% 19% 6% 0%

Cam er oon 10% 71% 19% 0% 0%

Chad 15% 62% 15% 8% 0%

Cote d’Ivoire 8% 68% 24% 0% 0%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 12% 65% 18% 6% 0%

Egypt 12% 61% 23% 4% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 11% 70% 14% 5% 0%

Ethi o pia 0% 63% 25% 0% 13%

Ga bon 10% 65% 26% 0% 0%

Ghana 21% 55% 21% 3% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 3: Environmental Reg u la tions

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Libya 8% 45% 33% 14% 0%

Mad a gas car 7% 71% 21% 0% 0%

Mo rocco 17% 52% 30% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 19% 69% 13% 0% 0%

Namibia 18% 64% 18% 0% 0%

Niger 11% 67% 22% 0% 0%

Ni ge ria 9% 42% 38% 9% 2%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 12% 65% 12% 0% 12%

South Af rica 16% 42% 42% 0% 0%

Su dan 6% 67% 17% 6% 6%

Tan za nia 20% 70% 10% 0% 0%

Tu ni sia 8% 58% 35% 0% 0%

Uganda 15% 69% 15% 0% 0%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 8% 46% 38% 8% 0%

Iran 9% 51% 20% 11% 9%

Iraq 10% 51% 28% 10% 0%

Jor dan 21% 50% 29% 0% 0%

Ku wait 20% 52% 20% 8% 0%

Oman 20% 56% 20% 4% 0%

Qa tar 24% 52% 24% 0% 0%

Syria 16% 56% 24% 4% 0%

United Arab Emirates 18% 64% 18% 0% 0%

Ye men 21% 46% 29% 4% 0%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina 0% 53% 30% 13% 4%

Bolivia 3% 27% 27% 24% 18%

Brazil 7% 51% 32% 9% 0%

Chile 16% 74% 11% 0% 0%

Co lom bia 11% 68% 14% 5% 2%

Ec ua dor 0% 26% 30% 21% 23%

Peru 4% 53% 32% 9% 2%

Su ri name 18% 64% 18% 0% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 11% 63% 24% 3% 0%

Uru guay 8% 69% 23% 0% 0%

Ven e zuela 3% 33% 17% 29% 17%
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Ques tion 4: Ad min is tra tion or En force ment of Regulations

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 15% 37% 31% 13% 4%

Brit ish Co lum bia 18% 63% 18% 1% 0%

Man i toba 30% 67% 4% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 12% 48% 36% 3% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 10% 50% 25% 10% 5%

Nova Sco tia 27% 47% 20% 7% 0%

On tario 6% 81% 13% 0% 0%

Que bec 14% 43% 38% 0% 5%

Sas katch e wan 31% 57% 12% 0% 0%

Yu kon 30% 60% 10% 0% 0%

USA
Al a bama 38% 62% 0% 0% 0%

Alaska 12% 50% 35% 4% 0%

Ar kan sas 40% 53% 7% 0% 0%

Cal i for nia 11% 33% 22% 22% 11%

Col o rado 17% 42% 25% 14% 3%

Florida 27% 18% 27% 9% 18%

Il li nois 14% 71% 14% 0% 0%

Kan sas 38% 46% 15% 0% 0%

Ken tucky 38% 50% 13% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 29% 55% 17% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 22% 56% 22% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 42% 53% 0% 5% 0%

Montana 17% 63% 13% 7% 0%

New Mex ico 33% 29% 29% 8% 0%

New York 15% 19% 33% 26% 7%

North Da kota 38% 46% 12% 4% 0%

Ohio 29% 57% 14% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 47% 44% 9% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 17% 48% 34% 0% 0%

South Da kota 38% 50% 13% 0% 0%

Texas 43% 54% 3% 0% 0%

Utah 63% 21% 11% 0% 5%

West Vir ginia 60% 30% 10% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 4: Ad min is tra tion or En force ment of Regulations

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Wy o ming 44% 48% 8% 0% 0%

US Off shore—At lan tic 7% 47% 33% 13% 0%

US Off shore—Pa cific 6% 24% 12% 47% 12%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 40% 47% 12% 2% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 17% 43% 17% 22% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 14% 71% 14% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 38% 54% 8% 0% 0%

Queensland 13% 83% 4% 0% 0%

South Aus tra lia 39% 56% 6% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 25% 67% 8% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 31% 63% 6% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 42% 55% 3% 0% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 38% 54% 5% 3% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 14% 33% 48% 5% 0%

Brunei 19% 63% 19% 0% 0%

In do ne sia 6% 34% 36% 24% 0%

Ma lay sia 18% 55% 23% 5% 0%

New Zea land 34% 55% 10% 0% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 12% 42% 27% 15% 4%

Phil ip pines 17% 54% 29% 0% 0%

Timor Leste 7% 33% 60% 0% 0%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 14% 14% 71% 0% 0%

Aus tria 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

Bul garia 0% 50% 38% 13% 0%

Den mark 26% 68% 5% 0% 0%

France 30% 41% 22% 4% 4%

Ger many 38% 52% 10% 0% 0%

Green land 10% 60% 30% 0% 0%

Hun gary 31% 46% 15% 8% 0%

It aly 5% 59% 18% 9% 9%

Neth er lands 48% 43% 4% 4% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 33% 55% 9% 3% 0%

Nor way 45% 30% 25% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 4: Ad min is tra tion or En force ment of Regulations

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Nor way—North Sea 32% 47% 17% 4% 0%

Po land 12% 59% 24% 6% 0%

Ro ma nia 5% 41% 41% 14% 0%

Tur key 5% 47% 37% 11% 0%

Ukraine 0% 20% 33% 13% 33%

United King dom 20% 59% 20% 2% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 23% 62% 14% 0% 0%

Asia
Azerbaijan 9% 39% 39% 13% 0%

Ban gla desh 0% 44% 31% 13% 13%

Cam bo dia 0% 40% 30% 30% 0%

China 13% 28% 48% 13% 0%

In dia 7% 36% 33% 24% 0%

Ja pan 36% 45% 18% 0% 0%

Kazakhstan 0% 11% 28% 54% 7%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 33% 50% 8% 8%

Myanmar 0% 18% 64% 9% 9%

Pa ki stan 12% 27% 38% 15% 8%

Rus sia 0% 7% 28% 46% 19%

Thai land 8% 48% 36% 8% 0%

Turkmenistan 0% 19% 43% 33% 5%

Uzbekistan 0% 19% 50% 19% 13%

Viet nam 11% 44% 42% 3% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 5% 33% 26% 24% 12%

An gola 11% 41% 32% 11% 5%

Cam er oon 0% 60% 40% 0% 0%

Chad 0% 31% 38% 31% 0%

Cote d’Ivoire 0% 46% 31% 19% 4%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 6% 35% 29% 29% 0%

Egypt 17% 39% 32% 10% 2%

Equa to rial Guinea 5% 31% 44% 18% 3%

Ethi o pia 0% 50% 38% 0% 13%

Ga bon 6% 35% 45% 13% 0%

Ghana 3% 47% 33% 13% 3%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 4: Ad min is tra tion or En force ment of Regulations

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Libya 2% 16% 36% 36% 10%

Mad a gas car 8% 38% 38% 15% 0%

Mo rocco 26% 30% 35% 9% 0%

Mo zam bique 6% 56% 31% 6% 0%

Namibia 30% 57% 13% 0% 0%

Niger 0% 60% 30% 0% 10%

Ni ge ria 4% 15% 34% 38% 9%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 11% 44% 33% 6% 6%

South Af rica 21% 37% 42% 0% 0%

Su dan 0% 47% 26% 11% 16%

Tan za nia 0% 50% 33% 17% 0%

Tu ni sia 18% 43% 32% 7% 0%

Uganda 15% 62% 15% 8% 0%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 7% 64% 21% 7% 0%

Iran 3% 8% 19% 43% 27%

Iraq 3% 26% 31% 33% 8%

Jor dan 14% 57% 29% 0% 0%

Ku wait 8% 50% 15% 27% 0%

Oman 19% 65% 12% 4% 0%

Qa tar 19% 71% 10% 0% 0%

Syria 12% 44% 20% 20% 4%

United Arab Emirates 17% 61% 15% 5% 2%

Ye men 16% 24% 44% 8% 8%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina 6% 13% 26% 42% 13%

Bolivia 5% 0% 11% 42% 42%

Brazil 9% 50% 30% 10% 1%

Chile 47% 53% 0% 0% 0%

Co lom bia 33% 54% 6% 3% 3%

Ec ua dor 4% 16% 13% 33% 33%

Peru 14% 59% 20% 2% 4%

Su ri name 8% 85% 8% 0% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 20% 59% 17% 5% 0%

Uru guay 29% 71% 0% 0% 0%

Ven e zuela 1% 4% 4% 37% 52%
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Ques tion 5: Cost of Reg u la tory Com pli ance

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 7% 49% 31% 11% 2%

Brit ish Co lum bia 13% 39% 39% 6% 2%

Man i toba 22% 59% 15% 0% 4%

New found land & Lab ra dor 21% 33% 42% 3% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 14% 36% 23% 18% 9%

Nova Sco tia 21% 41% 28% 10% 0%

On tario 13% 73% 7% 7% 0%

Que bec 10% 50% 30% 10% 0%

Sas katch e wan 11% 63% 24% 0% 1%

Yu kon 18% 55% 9% 9% 9%

USA
Al a bama 25% 42% 33% 0% 0%

Alaska 19% 35% 38% 8% 0%

Ar kan sas 43% 50% 7% 0% 0%

Cal i for nia 9% 24% 30% 18% 18%

Col o rado 23% 29% 31% 14% 3%

Florida 9% 45% 18% 18% 9%

Il li nois 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

Kan sas 38% 38% 23% 0% 0%

Ken tucky 13% 63% 25% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 20% 56% 22% 0% 2%

Mich i gan 22% 44% 33% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 32% 58% 11% 0% 0%

Montana 21% 52% 21% 7% 0%

New Mex ico 30% 22% 43% 4% 0%

New York 8% 21% 33% 38% 0%

North Da kota 26% 52% 22% 0% 0%

Ohio 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 39% 42% 16% 0% 3%

Penn syl va nia 14% 52% 34% 0% 0%

South Da kota 38% 50% 13% 0% 0%

Texas 30% 57% 12% 0% 1%

Utah 47% 41% 12% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 60% 30% 10% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 5: Cost of Reg u la tory Com pli ance

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Wy o ming 29% 63% 8% 0% 0%

US Off shore—At lan tic 21% 43% 29% 7% 0%

US Off shore—Pa cific 13% 33% 13% 27% 13%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 25% 53% 18% 4% 2%

US Off shore—Alaska 21% 33% 21% 21% 4%

Oceania
New South Wales 7% 57% 29% 7% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 0% 83% 8% 8% 0%

Queensland 4% 67% 25% 4% 0%

South Aus tra lia 11% 74% 11% 5% 0%

Tas ma nia 17% 58% 17% 8% 0%

Vic to ria 7% 67% 20% 7% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 12% 73% 12% 3% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 11% 61% 25% 3% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 0% 68% 16% 16% 0%

Brunei 13% 50% 38% 0% 0%

In do ne sia 3% 48% 38% 11% 0%

Ma lay sia 8% 65% 25% 3% 0%

New Zea land 27% 50% 20% 3% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 4% 60% 36% 0% 0%

Phil ip pines 9% 70% 22% 0% 0%

Timor Leste 0% 64% 29% 7% 0%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 0% 80% 20% 0% 0%

Aus tria 10% 80% 10% 0% 0%

Bul garia 0% 71% 14% 14% 0%

Den mark 0% 63% 26% 11% 0%

France 8% 46% 42% 4% 0%

Ger many 18% 55% 18% 9% 0%

Green land 10% 60% 30% 0% 0%

Hun gary 8% 62% 31% 0% 0%

It aly 5% 38% 43% 14% 0%

Neth er lands 14% 57% 14% 14% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 6% 48% 39% 6% 0%

Nor way 11% 42% 37% 11% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 5: Cost of Reg u la tory Com pli ance

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Nor way—North Sea 11% 42% 33% 13% 0%

Po land 7% 67% 20% 7% 0%

Ro ma nia 5% 60% 25% 10% 0%

Tur key 6% 39% 56% 0% 0%

Ukraine 0% 36% 7% 43% 14%

United King dom 10% 54% 31% 3% 3%

United King dom—North Sea 8% 56% 32% 1% 3%

Asia
Azerbaijan 0% 63% 29% 8% 0%

Ban gla desh 0% 50% 31% 19% 0%

Cam bo dia 0% 91% 9% 0% 0%

China 3% 46% 38% 13% 0%

In dia 8% 38% 38% 15% 0%

Ja pan 0% 70% 30% 0% 0%

Kazakhstan 0% 37% 35% 25% 2%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 42% 25% 33% 0%

Myanmar 9% 64% 27% 0% 0%

Pa ki stan 12% 48% 36% 4% 0%

Rus sia 0% 22% 37% 31% 10%

Thai land 8% 64% 28% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 0% 33% 33% 28% 6%

Uzbekistan 0% 40% 20% 40% 0%

Viet nam 14% 57% 29% 0% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 5% 49% 33% 8% 5%

An gola 8% 47% 36% 6% 3%

Cam er oon 0% 60% 40% 0% 0%

Chad 0% 55% 45% 0% 0%

Cote d’Ivoire 4% 54% 33% 4% 4%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 6% 63% 25% 6% 0%

Egypt 13% 55% 25% 7% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 6% 51% 29% 11% 3%

Ethi o pia 0% 63% 25% 13% 0%

Ga bon 3% 55% 34% 3% 3%

Ghana 4% 65% 27% 4% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 5: Cost of Reg u la tory Com pli ance

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Libya 4% 26% 43% 21% 6%

Mad a gas car 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

Mo rocco 37% 32% 32% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 8% 62% 31% 0% 0%

Namibia 27% 41% 32% 0% 0%

Niger 0% 63% 25% 13% 0%

Ni ge ria 7% 44% 37% 10% 2%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 6% 69% 25% 0% 0%

South Af rica 16% 37% 42% 0% 5%

Su dan 12% 41% 35% 12% 0%

Tan za nia 9% 55% 18% 18% 0%

Tu ni sia 12% 58% 31% 0% 0%

Uganda 10% 70% 20% 0% 0%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 15% 62% 23% 0% 0%

Iran 6% 22% 19% 39% 14%

Iraq 6% 33% 31% 28% 3%

Jor dan 23% 54% 23% 0% 0%

Ku wait 9% 65% 13% 13% 0%

Oman 20% 60% 16% 4% 0%

Qa tar 15% 73% 12% 0% 0%

Syria 8% 48% 24% 12% 8%

United Arab Emirates 13% 61% 21% 5% 0%

Ye men 18% 36% 36% 5% 5%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina 4% 43% 37% 11% 4%

Bolivia 6% 25% 25% 31% 14%

Brazil 9% 48% 33% 10% 0%

Chile 16% 74% 11% 0% 0%

Co lom bia 16% 66% 19% 0% 0%

Ec ua dor 5% 36% 21% 31% 7%

Peru 4% 60% 31% 4% 0%

Su ri name 38% 54% 8% 0% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 11% 56% 25% 6% 3%

Uru guay 23% 77% 0% 0% 0%

Ven e zuela 2% 20% 25% 26% 28%
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Ques tion 6: Un cer tainty Con cern ing Pro tected Areas

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 4% 45% 45% 6% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 3% 44% 42% 11% 0%

Man i toba 8% 76% 16% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 7% 70% 23% 0% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 5% 43% 38% 14% 0%

Nova Sco tia 12% 46% 35% 8% 0%

On tario 0% 69% 31% 0% 0%

Que bec 11% 39% 50% 0% 0%

Sas katch e wan 4% 72% 24% 0% 0%

Yu kon 11% 44% 33% 11% 0%

USA
Al a bama 22% 78% 0% 0% 0%

Alaska 12% 20% 40% 28% 0%

Ar kan sas 27% 64% 9% 0% 0%

Cal i for nia 10% 7% 28% 34% 21%

Col o rado 13% 19% 47% 16% 6%

Florida 0% 22% 33% 22% 22%

Il li nois 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Kan sas 23% 69% 8% 0% 0%

Ken tucky 13% 63% 0% 25% 0%

Lou i si ana 24% 59% 18% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 0% 63% 38% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 23% 77% 0% 0% 0%

Montana 8% 46% 42% 4% 0%

New Mex ico 19% 33% 29% 19% 0%

New York 5% 27% 36% 32% 0%

North Da kota 26% 48% 22% 4% 0%

Ohio 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 22% 59% 15% 4% 0%

Penn syl va nia 12% 35% 42% 12% 0%

South Da kota 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Texas 25% 58% 14% 4% 0%

Utah 13% 44% 31% 13% 0%

West Vir ginia 30% 50% 0% 20% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 6: Un cer tainty Con cern ing Pro tected Areas

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Wy o ming 18% 68% 14% 0% 0%

US Off shore—At lan tic 9% 18% 45% 27% 0%

US Off shore—Pa cific 8% 8% 23% 46% 15%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 13% 59% 22% 6% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 0% 20% 45% 25% 10%

Oceania
New South Wales 0% 45% 45% 9% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 0% 55% 36% 9% 0%

Queensland 0% 48% 48% 5% 0%

South Aus tra lia 7% 60% 27% 7% 0%

Tas ma nia 9% 55% 27% 0% 9%

Vic to ria 8% 62% 23% 8% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 0% 56% 37% 7% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 0% 53% 38% 9% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 12% 59% 29% 0% 0%

Brunei 7% 71% 21% 0% 0%

In do ne sia 7% 53% 35% 5% 0%

Ma lay sia 3% 71% 26% 0% 0%

New Zea land 11% 33% 44% 7% 4%

Pa pua New Guinea 9% 39% 48% 4% 0%

Phil ip pines 11% 63% 26% 0% 0%

Timor Leste 10% 60% 30% 0% 0%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 0% 57% 29% 0% 14%

Aus tria 11% 56% 33% 0% 0%

Bul garia 0% 63% 38% 0% 0%

Den mark 6% 53% 35% 6% 0%

France 9% 30% 48% 13% 0%

Ger many 26% 32% 32% 11% 0%

Green land 0% 56% 33% 11% 0%

Hun gary 27% 36% 36% 0% 0%

It aly 5% 32% 32% 21% 11%

Neth er lands 11% 53% 26% 11% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 3% 72% 21% 3% 0%

Nor way 11% 26% 53% 11% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 6: Un cer tainty Con cern ing Pro tected Areas

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Nor way—North Sea 5% 53% 33% 9% 0%

Po land 7% 57% 36% 0% 0%

Ro ma nia 16% 37% 42% 5% 0%

Tur key 7% 33% 60% 0% 0%

Ukraine 0% 47% 33% 20% 0%

United King dom 9% 61% 27% 3% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 9% 70% 16% 6% 0%

Asia
Azerbaijan 0% 57% 38% 5% 0%

Ban gla desh 0% 83% 17% 0% 0%

Cam bo dia 0% 90% 10% 0% 0%

China 17% 47% 33% 3% 0%

In dia 6% 44% 47% 3% 0%

Ja pan 0% 50% 38% 13% 0%

Kazakhstan 2% 66% 22% 10% 0%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 55% 27% 18% 0%

Myanmar 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Pa ki stan 5% 59% 36% 0% 0%

Rus sia 0% 35% 47% 16% 2%

Thai land 4% 61% 35% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 0% 50% 31% 19% 0%

Uzbekistan 8% 54% 23% 15% 0%

Viet nam 19% 72% 6% 3% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 8% 69% 21% 3% 0%

An gola 12% 68% 21% 0% 0%

Cam er oon 5% 89% 5% 0% 0%

Chad 0% 83% 17% 0% 0%

Cote d'Ivoire 0% 85% 15% 0% 0%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 8% 77% 15% 0% 0%

Egypt 4% 52% 32% 12% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 10% 65% 23% 0% 3%

Ethi o pia 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Ga bon 3% 66% 28% 0% 3%

Ghana 16% 64% 20% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 6: Un cer tainty Con cern ing Pro tected Areas

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Libya 8% 65% 23% 4% 0%

Mad a gas car 7% 67% 27% 0% 0%

Mo rocco 17% 61% 22% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 7% 67% 27% 0% 0%

Namibia 6% 76% 12% 6% 0%

Niger 0% 89% 11% 0% 0%

Ni ge ria 5% 50% 38% 5% 3%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 19% 63% 19% 0% 0%

South Af rica 17% 50% 28% 6% 0%

Su dan 14% 57% 21% 7% 0%

Tan za nia 20% 70% 10% 0% 0%

Tu ni sia 16% 68% 16% 0% 0%

Uganda 0% 64% 36% 0% 0%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 8% 50% 42% 0% 0%

Iran 6% 45% 18% 24% 6%

Iraq 3% 63% 23% 11% 0%

Jor dan 15% 69% 15% 0% 0%

Ku wait 8% 81% 12% 0% 0%

Oman 13% 67% 21% 0% 0%

Qa tar 21% 59% 21% 0% 0%

Syria 5% 68% 18% 9% 0%

United Arab Emirates 11% 71% 18% 0% 0%

Ye men 19% 57% 19% 5% 0%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina 7% 60% 26% 7% 0%

Bolivia 3% 38% 25% 25% 9%

Brazil 8% 57% 28% 5% 2%

Chile 13% 56% 19% 6% 6%

Co lom bia 9% 60% 26% 5% 0%

Ec ua dor 8% 24% 29% 24% 16%

Peru 5% 40% 35% 15% 5%

Su ri name 17% 58% 25% 0% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 11% 64% 19% 6% 0%

Uru guay 17% 67% 8% 8% 0%

Ven e zuela 2% 43% 26% 17% 11%
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Ques tion 7: So cio eco nomic Agree ments

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 18% 54% 28% 0% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 8% 65% 22% 6% 0%

Man i toba 28% 60% 8% 4% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 10% 48% 31% 10% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 24% 29% 29% 14% 5%

Nova Sco tia 17% 54% 25% 4% 0%

On tario 0% 69% 31% 0% 0%

Que bec 11% 44% 28% 17% 0%

Sas katch e wan 19% 66% 13% 1% 0%

Yu kon 36% 36% 27% 0% 0%

USA
Al a bama 30% 70% 0% 0% 0%

Alaska 13% 54% 25% 8% 0%

Ar kan sas 42% 50% 8% 0% 0%

Cal i for nia 16% 64% 12% 4% 4%

Col o rado 21% 57% 18% 0% 4%

Florida 0% 67% 22% 0% 11%

Il li nois 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

Kan sas 42% 50% 8% 0% 0%

Ken tucky 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 29% 58% 13% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 13% 75% 13% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 29% 57% 7% 7% 0%

Montana 12% 76% 12% 0% 0%

New Mex ico 15% 60% 20% 5% 0%

New York 11% 50% 39% 0% 0%

North Da kota 18% 73% 9% 0% 0%

Ohio 17% 83% 0% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 31% 65% 4% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 9% 61% 30% 0% 0%

South Da kota 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Texas 35% 61% 5% 0% 0%

Utah 50% 43% 7% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 10% 60% 20% 10% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 7: So cio eco nomic Agree ments

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Wy o ming 32% 63% 5% 0% 0%

US Off shore—At lan tic 8% 54% 38% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Pa cific 10% 60% 20% 10% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 29% 63% 8% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 16% 53% 32% 0% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 0% 82% 9% 0% 9%

North ern Ter ri tory 0% 82% 0% 18% 0%

Queensland 5% 73% 23% 0% 0%

South Aus tra lia 7% 87% 7% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 18% 73% 9% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 15% 69% 15% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 4% 74% 22% 0% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 15% 56% 26% 3% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 0% 53% 42% 5% 0%

Brunei 21% 50% 29% 0% 0%

In do ne sia 3% 43% 47% 7% 0%

Ma lay sia 6% 57% 31% 6% 0%

New Zea land 15% 63% 19% 0% 4%

Pa pua New Guinea 0% 39% 48% 13% 0%

Phil ip pines 11% 42% 47% 0% 0%

Timor Leste 0% 38% 54% 8% 0%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 14% 57% 29% 0% 0%

Aus tria 44% 44% 11% 0% 0%

Bul garia 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Den mark 18% 53% 29% 0% 0%

France 13% 63% 21% 4% 0%

Ger many 32% 42% 21% 5% 0%

Green land 11% 44% 44% 0% 0%

Hun gary 18% 45% 27% 0% 9%

It aly 0% 53% 41% 6% 0%

Neth er lands 29% 57% 14% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 23% 60% 13% 3% 0%

Nor way 21% 53% 11% 16% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 7: So cio eco nomic Agree ments

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Nor way—North Sea 14% 56% 21% 9% 0%

Po land 13% 75% 13% 0% 0%

Ro ma nia 5% 67% 29% 0% 0%

Tur key 7% 36% 57% 0% 0%

Ukraine 0% 19% 50% 31% 0%

United King dom 19% 75% 3% 3% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 16% 74% 10% 0% 0%

Asia
Azerbaijan 0% 45% 45% 9% 0%

Ban gla desh 0% 54% 38% 8% 0%

Cam bo dia 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

China 9% 48% 30% 12% 0%

In dia 8% 38% 30% 24% 0%

Ja pan 25% 63% 0% 13% 0%

Kazakhstan 0% 32% 43% 25% 0%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 45% 36% 9% 9%

Myanmar 0% 50% 13% 38% 0%

Pa ki stan 4% 52% 39% 4% 0%

Rus sia 2% 24% 38% 32% 4%

Thai land 0% 58% 42% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 0% 41% 35% 24% 0%

Uzbekistan 0% 57% 21% 14% 7%

Viet nam 26% 42% 29% 3% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 2% 54% 32% 12% 0%

An gola 6% 38% 38% 15% 3%

Cam er oon 10% 62% 29% 0% 0%

Chad 0% 62% 31% 8% 0%

Cote d’Ivoire 14% 52% 29% 5% 0%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 7% 43% 43% 7% 0%

Egypt 15% 49% 28% 8% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 0% 52% 36% 9% 3%

Ethi o pia 0% 43% 43% 14% 0%

Ga bon 3% 66% 25% 6% 0%

Ghana 4% 48% 44% 4% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 7: So cio eco nomic Agree ments

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Libya 0% 40% 38% 20% 2%

Mad a gas car 0% 64% 36% 0% 0%

Mo rocco 15% 50% 35% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 0% 60% 33% 7% 0%

Namibia 6% 78% 11% 6% 0%

Niger 0% 67% 22% 11% 0%

Ni ge ria 0% 37% 33% 21% 9%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 6% 35% 41% 12% 6%

South Af rica 17% 39% 44% 0% 0%

Su dan 0% 27% 47% 20% 7%

Tan za nia 0% 75% 17% 8% 0%

Tu ni sia 7% 64% 25% 4% 0%

Uganda 0% 77% 15% 8% 0%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 15% 62% 15% 8% 0%

Iran 0% 29% 38% 24% 9%

Iraq 3% 37% 43% 17% 0%

Jor dan 8% 38% 54% 0% 0%

Ku wait 4% 52% 28% 16% 0%

Oman 12% 48% 36% 4% 0%

Qa tar 14% 64% 21% 0% 0%

Syria 5% 45% 32% 14% 5%

United Arab Emirates 11% 58% 26% 5% 0%

Ye men 4% 36% 44% 16% 0%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina 9% 42% 27% 22% 0%

Bolivia 3% 18% 32% 35% 12%

Brazil 10% 42% 42% 6% 0%

Chile 19% 69% 6% 6% 0%

Co lom bia 8% 62% 27% 3% 0%

Ec ua dor 5% 33% 23% 31% 8%

Peru 2% 53% 23% 21% 0%

Su ri name 17% 50% 33% 0% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 11% 42% 42% 6% 0%

Uru guay 27% 55% 18% 0% 0%

Ven e zuela 2% 22% 30% 22% 25%
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Ques tion 8:  Trade Bar ri ers

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 31% 55% 10% 5% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 26% 70% 4% 0% 0%

Man i toba 26% 70% 4% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 33% 63% 4% 0% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 25% 67% 8% 0% 0%

Nova Sco tia 32% 42% 26% 0% 0%

On tario 0% 85% 15% 0% 0%

Que bec 6% 59% 35% 0% 0%

Sas katch e wan 30% 56% 12% 2% 0%

Yu kon 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

USA
Al a bama 38% 63% 0% 0% 0%

Alaska 32% 58% 11% 0% 0%

Ar kan sas 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

Cal i for nia 35% 58% 8% 0% 0%

Col o rado 42% 54% 4% 0% 0%

Florida 0% 86% 14% 0% 0%

Il li nois 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Kan sas 33% 56% 11% 0% 0%

Ken tucky 0% 86% 14% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 31% 66% 3% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Montana 24% 62% 10% 5% 0%

New Mex ico 33% 60% 7% 0% 0%

New York 29% 47% 24% 0% 0%

North Da kota 30% 55% 10% 5% 0%

Ohio 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 48% 52% 0% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 29% 57% 10% 5% 0%

South Da kota 80% 20% 0% 0% 0%

Texas 40% 55% 5% 0% 0%

Utah 55% 45% 0% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 38% 50% 13% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 8:  Trade Bar ri ers

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Wy o ming 56% 38% 6% 0% 0%

US Off shore—At lan tic 33% 56% 11% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Pa cific 22% 67% 11% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 45% 55% 0% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 27% 73% 0% 0% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 11% 67% 22% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 30% 70% 0% 0% 0%

Queensland 19% 71% 10% 0% 0%

South Aus tra lia 29% 71% 0% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 36% 55% 9% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 48% 48% 4% 0% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 42% 55% 3% 0% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 17% 61% 22% 0% 0%

Brunei 27% 45% 27% 0% 0%

In do ne sia 8% 40% 47% 6% 0%

Ma lay sia 11% 44% 33% 11% 0%

New Zea land 48% 48% 4% 0% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 10% 52% 29% 10% 0%

Phil ip pines 33% 47% 20% 0% 0%

Timor Leste 0% 40% 60% 0% 0%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Aus tria 63% 38% 0% 0% 0%

Bul garia 14% 71% 14% 0% 0%

Den mark 14% 86% 0% 0% 0%

France 25% 54% 8% 13% 0%

Ger many 38% 56% 6% 0% 0%

Green land 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Hun gary 30% 50% 20% 0% 0%

It aly 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Neth er lands 29% 65% 6% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 29% 67% 4% 0% 0%

Nor way 31% 63% 6% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 8:  Trade Bar ri ers

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Nor way—North Sea 26% 60% 10% 2% 2%

Po land 8% 69% 23% 0% 0%

Ro ma nia 5% 53% 37% 5% 0%

Tur key 7% 50% 36% 7% 0%

Ukraine 0% 6% 50% 38% 6%

United King dom 34% 52% 10% 3% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 34% 59% 6% 0% 0%

Asia
Azerbaijan 0% 30% 55% 10% 5%

Ban gla desh 0% 55% 36% 9% 0%

Cam bo dia 0% 71% 29% 0% 0%

China 3% 27% 47% 20% 3%

In dia 11% 40% 26% 20% 3%

Ja pan 0% 88% 13% 0% 0%

Kazakhstan 0% 33% 44% 23% 0%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 30% 40% 30% 0%

Myanmar 0% 17% 33% 33% 17%

Pa ki stan 20% 30% 30% 20% 0%

Rus sia 0% 9% 36% 41% 14%

Thai land 5% 50% 40% 0% 5%

Turkmenistan 0% 20% 33% 33% 13%

Uzbekistan 0% 17% 42% 33% 8%

Viet nam 21% 39% 29% 11% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 8% 29% 39% 21% 3%

An gola 14% 55% 21% 7% 3%

Cam er oon 10% 60% 25% 5% 0%

Chad 0% 45% 36% 9% 9%

Cote d’Ivoire 11% 47% 26% 11% 5%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 8% 42% 33% 8% 8%

Egypt 21% 35% 33% 10% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 13% 39% 32% 13% 3%

Ethi o pia 0% 17% 33% 33% 17%

Ga bon 7% 46% 39% 4% 4%

Ghana 9% 55% 27% 5% 5%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 8:  Trade Bar ri ers

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Libya 0% 22% 49% 24% 4%

Mad a gas car 8% 38% 46% 8% 0%

Mo rocco 18% 29% 29% 18% 6%

Mo zam bique 8% 31% 38% 15% 8%

Namibia 29% 47% 12% 6% 6%

Niger 0% 50% 25% 13% 13%

Ni ge ria 5% 37% 34% 16% 8%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 0% 43% 36% 21% 0%

South Af rica 13% 38% 38% 6% 6%

Su dan 7% 36% 29% 14% 14%

Tan za nia 20% 50% 10% 10% 10%

Tu ni sia 8% 56% 24% 8% 4%

Uganda 10% 60% 10% 10% 10%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 20% 40% 20% 10% 10%

Iran 0% 10% 10% 47% 33%

Iraq 6% 41% 28% 25% 0%

Jor dan 18% 27% 45% 9% 0%

Ku wait 9% 61% 9% 22% 0%

Oman 24% 43% 24% 10% 0%

Qa tar 24% 52% 16% 8% 0%

Syria 5% 38% 33% 19% 5%

United Arab Emirates 18% 58% 24% 0% 0%

Ye men 16% 26% 37% 21% 0%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina 0% 13% 30% 50% 8%

Bolivia 0% 10% 30% 47% 13%

Brazil 11% 42% 40% 7% 0%

Chile 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Co lom bia 26% 59% 13% 2% 0%

Ec ua dor 3% 19% 44% 17% 17%

Peru 21% 51% 26% 3% 0%

Su ri name 20% 30% 50% 0% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 12% 58% 30% 0% 0%

Uru guay 13% 38% 50% 0% 0%

Ven e zuela 0% 0% 20% 34% 46%
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Ques tion 9: La bour Reg u la tions and Em ploy ment Agree ments

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 19% 63% 16% 2% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 10% 58% 28% 4% 0%

Man i toba 26% 61% 13% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 17% 48% 35% 0% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 13% 40% 40% 7% 0%

Nova Sco tia 20% 40% 40% 0% 0%

On tario 8% 92% 0% 0% 0%

Que bec 12% 41% 35% 12% 0%

Sas katch e wan 17% 65% 17% 0% 0%

Yu kon 22% 56% 22% 0% 0%

USA
Al a bama 44% 56% 0% 0% 0%

Alaska 19% 57% 24% 0% 0%

Ar kan sas 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Cal i for nia 18% 43% 25% 11% 4%

Col o rado 30% 44% 22% 4% 0%

Florida 0% 86% 14% 0% 0%

Il li nois 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Kan sas 36% 45% 18% 0% 0%

Ken tucky 0% 71% 14% 14% 0%

Lou i si ana 24% 61% 15% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 46% 54% 0% 0% 0%

Montana 21% 71% 8% 0% 0%

New Mex ico 35% 53% 12% 0% 0%

New York 22% 44% 33% 0% 0%

North Da kota 22% 65% 13% 0% 0%

Ohio 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 52% 44% 4% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 22% 61% 17% 0% 0%

South Da kota 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Texas 42% 51% 6% 1% 0%

Utah 71% 21% 0% 7% 0%

West Vir ginia 44% 22% 22% 11% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 9: La bour Reg u la tions and Em ploy ment Agree ments

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Wy o ming 45% 50% 5% 0% 0%

US Off shore—At lan tic 11% 78% 11% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Pa cific 10% 60% 30% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 40% 57% 4% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 13% 81% 6% 0% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 0% 67% 33% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 10% 70% 20% 0% 0%

Queensland 10% 65% 25% 0% 0%

South Aus tra lia 14% 64% 21% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 11% 67% 22% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 9% 55% 27% 9% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 20% 56% 16% 8% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 21% 50% 21% 9% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 24% 41% 35% 0% 0%

Brunei 25% 25% 50% 0% 0%

In do ne sia 9% 33% 47% 11% 0%

Ma lay sia 7% 38% 52% 3% 0%

New Zea land 17% 75% 4% 0% 4%

Pa pua New Guinea 10% 33% 57% 0% 0%

Phil ip pines 19% 63% 19% 0% 0%

Timor Leste 22% 0% 78% 0% 0%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

Aus tria 25% 63% 13% 0% 0%

Bul garia 0% 86% 14% 0% 0%

Den mark 7% 67% 27% 0% 0%

France 13% 42% 33% 13% 0%

Ger many 6% 59% 29% 6% 0%

Green land 13% 38% 38% 13% 0%

Hun gary 20% 50% 20% 10% 0%

It aly 7% 53% 40% 0% 0%

Neth er lands 11% 61% 22% 6% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 12% 68% 16% 4% 0%

Nor way 6% 41% 41% 6% 6%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 9: La bour Reg u la tions and Em ploy ment Agree ments

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Nor way—North Sea 10% 45% 33% 10% 2%

Po land 8% 67% 25% 0% 0%

Ro ma nia 5% 37% 58% 0% 0%

Tur key 14% 29% 50% 7% 0%

Ukraine 0% 20% 60% 20% 0%

United King dom 21% 59% 17% 3% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 15% 69% 14% 2% 0%

Asia
Azerbaijan 5% 35% 45% 5% 10%

Ban gla desh 0% 45% 45% 9% 0%

Cam bo dia 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

China 19% 29% 39% 13% 0%

In dia 9% 26% 53% 12% 0%

Ja pan 0% 25% 50% 25% 0%

Kazakhstan 5% 26% 48% 21% 0%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 30% 60% 10% 0%

Myanmar 0% 43% 43% 14% 0%

Pa ki stan 10% 40% 40% 10% 0%

Rus sia 2% 23% 45% 30% 0%

Thai land 9% 59% 27% 5% 0%

Turkmenistan 0% 25% 56% 19% 0%

Uzbekistan 0% 31% 46% 23% 0%

Viet nam 20% 37% 37% 7% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 5% 41% 51% 0% 3%

An gola 13% 39% 42% 6% 0%

Cam er oon 10% 52% 33% 0% 5%

Chad 0% 45% 36% 9% 9%

Cote d'Ivoire 20% 45% 25% 5% 5%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 8% 38% 38% 8% 8%

Egypt 13% 42% 29% 17% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 6% 44% 38% 9% 3%

Ethi o pia 0% 33% 33% 17% 17%

Ga bon 7% 57% 23% 10% 3%

Ghana 0% 64% 27% 9% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 9: La bour Reg u la tions and Em ploy ment Agree ments

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Libya 2% 20% 34% 39% 5%

Mad a gas car 14% 50% 36% 0% 0%

Mo rocco 17% 44% 39% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 8% 31% 46% 8% 8%

Namibia 18% 59% 12% 6% 6%

Niger 0% 25% 38% 25% 13%

Ni ge ria 8% 25% 38% 20% 10%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 7% 33% 53% 7% 0%

South Af rica 24% 29% 35% 6% 6%

Su dan 13% 33% 40% 0% 13%

Tan za nia 11% 44% 33% 0% 11%

Tu ni sia 13% 42% 38% 4% 4%

Uganda 11% 44% 33% 0% 11%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 9% 45% 36% 9% 0%

Iran 3% 20% 40% 27% 10%

Iraq 3% 44% 38% 16% 0%

Jor dan 18% 36% 45% 0% 0%

Ku wait 17% 30% 39% 13% 0%

Oman 5% 43% 48% 5% 0%

Qa tar 16% 52% 32% 0% 0%

Syria 10% 29% 29% 29% 5%

United Arab Emirates 15% 48% 30% 6% 0%

Ye men 10% 35% 30% 20% 5%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina 2% 37% 30% 30% 0%

Bolivia 0% 13% 40% 37% 10%

Brazil 7% 39% 46% 8% 0%

Chile 8% 54% 23% 15% 0%

Co lom bia 20% 51% 24% 5% 0%

Ec ua dor 0% 26% 37% 29% 9%

Peru 10% 55% 30% 5% 0%

Su ri name 10% 40% 40% 10% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 6% 53% 35% 6% 0%

Uru guay 10% 40% 40% 10% 0%

Ven e zuela 0% 3% 26% 44% 26%
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Ques tion 10: Qual ity of In fra struc ture

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 46% 46% 7% 0% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 30% 45% 24% 1% 0%

Man i toba 42% 38% 21% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 21% 54% 25% 0% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 11% 28% 33% 28% 0%

Nova Sco tia 23% 55% 18% 5% 0%

On tario 31% 62% 8% 0% 0%

Que bec 39% 50% 6% 6% 0%

Sas katch e wan 47% 44% 9% 0% 0%

Yu kon 25% 38% 38% 0% 0%

USA
Al a bama 50% 33% 17% 0% 0%

Alaska 19% 24% 43% 14% 0%

Ar kan sas 45% 36% 18% 0% 0%

Cal i for nia 45% 45% 10% 0% 0%

Col o rado 33% 43% 17% 7% 0%

Florida 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

Il li nois 80% 20% 0% 0% 0%

Kan sas 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Ken tucky 33% 17% 50% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 57% 14% 29% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 53% 27% 13% 7% 0%

Montana 44% 40% 12% 4% 0%

New Mex ico 50% 29% 14% 7% 0%

New York 36% 36% 29% 0% 0%

North Da kota 52% 33% 14% 0% 0%

Ohio 50% 33% 17% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 71% 21% 4% 4% 0%

Penn syl va nia 40% 20% 35% 5% 0%

South Da kota 86% 14% 0% 0% 0%

Texas 67% 29% 2% 1% 0%

Utah 64% 29% 7% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 38% 25% 38% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 10: Qual ity of In fra struc ture

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Wy o ming 65% 30% 5% 0% 0%

US Off shore—At lan tic 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Pa cific 29% 29% 43% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 61% 33% 6% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 21% 50% 21% 7% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 20% 70% 10% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 40% 30% 30% 0% 0%

Queensland 45% 25% 25% 5% 0%

South Aus tra lia 29% 36% 36% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 44% 44% 11% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 54% 38% 8% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 42% 46% 12% 0% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 33% 53% 10% 0% 3%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 20% 33% 33% 13% 0%

Brunei 17% 58% 25% 0% 0%

In do ne sia 2% 40% 49% 9% 0%

Ma lay sia 11% 70% 15% 4% 0%

New Zea land 48% 35% 17% 0% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 0% 5% 30% 65% 0%

Phil ip pines 13% 33% 53% 0% 0%

Timor Leste 0% 0% 60% 40% 0%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 20% 0% 80% 0% 0%

Aus tria 71% 29% 0% 0% 0%

Bul garia 0% 40% 60% 0% 0%

Den mark 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

France 52% 43% 5% 0% 0%

Ger many 75% 25% 0% 0% 0%

Green land 0% 11% 44% 44% 0%

Hun gary 25% 63% 13% 0% 0%

It aly 23% 77% 0% 0% 0%

Neth er lands 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 62% 35% 4% 0% 0%

Nor way 56% 44% 0% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 10: Qual ity of In fra struc ture

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Nor way—North Sea 55% 39% 3% 0% 3%

Po land 17% 50% 25% 8% 0%

Ro ma nia 6% 35% 53% 6% 0%

Tur key 18% 45% 36% 0% 0%

Ukraine 0% 15% 62% 23% 0%

United King dom 58% 35% 4% 0% 4%

United King dom—North Sea 58% 40% 2% 0% 0%

Asia
Azerbaijan 6% 33% 33% 28% 0%

Ban gla desh 0% 9% 55% 36% 0%

Cam bo dia 0% 14% 86% 0% 0%

China 17% 37% 37% 7% 3%

In dia 6% 12% 64% 18% 0%

Ja pan 50% 38% 13% 0% 0%

Kazakhstan 2% 22% 46% 29% 0%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 0% 67% 22% 11%

Myanmar 0% 0% 100% 0% 0%

Pa ki stan 11% 28% 44% 17% 0%

Rus sia 2% 19% 51% 26% 2%

Thai land 19% 52% 19% 5% 5%

Turkmenistan 0% 6% 50% 31% 13%

Uzbekistan 18% 0% 55% 27% 0%

Viet nam 7% 43% 29% 18% 4%

Af rica
Al ge ria 5% 39% 45% 8% 3%

An gola 0% 28% 59% 14% 0%

Cam er oon 0% 41% 55% 0% 5%

Chad 0% 8% 50% 33% 8%

Cote d’Ivoire 0% 14% 73% 5% 9%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 8% 0% 42% 50% 0%

Egypt 9% 51% 26% 13% 2%

Equa to rial Guinea 0% 26% 59% 12% 3%

Ethi o pia 0% 0% 50% 25% 25%

Ga bon 0% 40% 43% 17% 0%

Ghana 0% 16% 48% 36% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 10: Qual ity of In fra struc ture

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Libya 0% 24% 52% 20% 4%

Mad a gas car 0% 20% 47% 33% 0%

Mo rocco 11% 32% 32% 26% 0%

Mo zam bique 0% 0% 36% 36% 29%

Namibia 0% 25% 31% 38% 6%

Niger 0% 14% 43% 14% 29%

Ni ge ria 3% 14% 38% 38% 8%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 6% 0% 75% 13% 6%

South Af rica 18% 35% 47% 0% 0%

Su dan 0% 7% 36% 36% 21%

Tan za nia 0% 22% 33% 33% 11%

Tu ni sia 12% 42% 42% 0% 4%

Uganda 0% 0% 44% 44% 11%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 10% 70% 10% 0% 10%

Iran 7% 18% 43% 25% 7%

Iraq 0% 12% 38% 41% 9%

Jor dan 10% 30% 50% 10% 0%

Ku wait 22% 52% 17% 4% 4%

Oman 14% 57% 24% 0% 5%

Qa tar 25% 67% 8% 0% 0%

Syria 5% 41% 50% 5% 0%

United Arab Emirates 35% 55% 10% 0% 0%

Ye men 0% 15% 55% 15% 15%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina 5% 54% 39% 2% 0%

Bolivia 0% 10% 48% 34% 7%

Brazil 5% 64% 25% 5% 0%

Chile 27% 45% 27% 0% 0%

Co lom bia 4% 52% 33% 10% 2%

Ec ua dor 0% 24% 55% 21% 0%

Peru 3% 21% 56% 18% 3%

Su ri name 0% 0% 100% 0% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 3% 47% 50% 0% 0%

Uru guay 0% 57% 43% 0% 0%

Ven e zuela 0% 29% 38% 25% 9%
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Ques tion 11: Qual ity of the Geological Database

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 69% 28% 0% 0% 3%

Brit ish Co lum bia 65% 31% 4% 0% 0%

Man i toba 50% 41% 9% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 17% 70% 13% 0% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 25% 69% 6% 0% 0%

Nova Sco tia 32% 47% 21% 0% 0%

On tario 25% 58% 17% 0% 0%

Que bec 13% 67% 20% 0% 0%

Sas katch e wan 61% 35% 4% 0% 0%

Yu kon 50% 38% 13% 0% 0%

USA
Al a bama 64% 27% 9% 0% 0%

Alaska 58% 37% 0% 5% 0%

Ar kan sas 42% 25% 25% 8% 0%

Cal i for nia 35% 54% 12% 0% 0%

Col o rado 46% 50% 4% 0% 0%

Florida 40% 0% 60% 0% 0%

Il li nois 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

Kan sas 42% 42% 17% 0% 0%

Ken tucky 29% 0% 43% 14% 14%

Lou i si ana 52% 48% 0% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 43% 29% 29% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 57% 36% 7% 0% 0%

Montana 31% 38% 19% 12% 0%

New Mex ico 50% 43% 7% 0% 0%

New York 20% 40% 33% 7% 0%

North Da kota 50% 36% 5% 9% 0%

Ohio 67% 17% 17% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 67% 25% 0% 8% 0%

Penn syl va nia 22% 39% 33% 6% 0%

South Da kota 71% 29% 0% 0% 0%

Texas 57% 34% 8% 1% 0%

Utah 58% 33% 8% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 67% 0% 33% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 11: Qual ity of the Geological Database

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Wy o ming 70% 20% 10% 0% 0%

US Off shore—At lan tic 57% 14% 29% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Pa cific 29% 29% 29% 14% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 63% 33% 2% 2% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 36% 50% 14% 0% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 20% 70% 10% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

Queensland 47% 41% 12% 0% 0%

South Aus tra lia 55% 45% 0% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 29% 71% 0% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 55% 45% 0% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 64% 36% 0% 0% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 59% 33% 4% 0% 4%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 29% 57% 14% 0% 0%

Brunei 25% 42% 33% 0% 0%

In do ne sia 10% 44% 38% 6% 2%

Ma lay sia 16% 52% 24% 4% 4%

New Zea land 76% 24% 0% 0% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 0% 33% 50% 17% 0%

Phil ip pines 7% 57% 36% 0% 0%

Timor Leste 0% 25% 50% 25% 0%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 20% 20% 60% 0% 0%

Aus tria 50% 33% 17% 0% 0%

Bul garia 0% 60% 20% 20% 0%

Den mark 29% 64% 7% 0% 0%

France 43% 33% 24% 0% 0%

Ger many 25% 50% 6% 19% 0%

Green land 0% 78% 22% 0% 0%

Hun gary 38% 38% 25% 0% 0%

It aly 15% 31% 54% 0% 0%

Neth er lands 44% 50% 6% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 50% 46% 4% 0% 0%

Nor way 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 11: Qual ity of the Geological Database

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Nor way—North Sea 57% 37% 3% 0% 3%

Po land 0% 82% 0% 18% 0%

Ro ma nia 6% 24% 65% 6% 0%

Tur key 17% 42% 25% 17% 0%

Ukraine 8% 31% 15% 46% 0%

United King dom 56% 36% 4% 0% 4%

United King dom—North Sea 56% 36% 8% 0% 0%

Asia
Azerbaijan 0% 28% 67% 0% 6%

Ban gla desh 0% 20% 60% 20% 0%

Cam bo dia 14% 14% 43% 29% 0%

China 15% 37% 33% 15% 0%

In dia 13% 32% 32% 23% 0%

Ja pan 14% 29% 43% 14% 0%

Kazakhstan 0% 26% 50% 21% 3%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 0% 50% 50% 0%

Myanmar 0% 20% 60% 20% 0%

Pa ki stan 18% 24% 47% 12% 0%

Rus sia 0% 31% 29% 36% 5%

Thai land 5% 53% 32% 5% 5%

Turkmenistan 0% 12% 35% 41% 12%

Uzbekistan 0% 18% 45% 18% 18%

Viet nam 11% 37% 37% 15% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 11% 31% 42% 14% 3%

An gola 16% 52% 28% 0% 4%

Cam er oon 24% 33% 33% 5% 5%

Chad 0% 25% 25% 42% 8%

Cote d’Ivoire 5% 25% 40% 25% 5%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 8% 17% 50% 17% 8%

Egypt 13% 52% 29% 4% 2%

Equa to rial Guinea 7% 41% 41% 7% 3%

Ethi o pia 0% 20% 60% 0% 20%

Ga bon 7% 52% 33% 7% 0%

Ghana 9% 35% 43% 13% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 11: Qual ity of the Geological Database

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Libya 5% 30% 48% 16% 2%

Mad a gas car 0% 38% 54% 8% 0%

Mo rocco 17% 33% 39% 6% 6%

Mo zam bique 8% 31% 23% 31% 8%

Namibia 33% 33% 22% 6% 6%

Niger 0% 13% 63% 13% 13%

Ni ge ria 8% 31% 53% 3% 6%

Oman 14% 52% 29% 0% 5%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 6% 13% 69% 6% 6%

South Af rica 24% 41% 29% 0% 6%

Su dan 0% 27% 47% 13% 13%

Tan za nia 11% 22% 44% 11% 11%

Tu ni sia 12% 48% 28% 8% 4%

Uganda 9% 36% 36% 9% 9%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 10% 60% 20% 0% 10%

Iran 7% 26% 41% 19% 7%

Iraq 0% 31% 45% 14% 10%

Jor dan 10% 40% 40% 10% 0%

Ku wait 5% 50% 35% 5% 5%

Qa tar 23% 55% 14% 9% 0%

Syria 4% 38% 46% 13% 0%

United Arab Emirates 24% 52% 17% 7% 0%

Ye men 10% 25% 50% 10% 5%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina 8% 46% 41% 5% 0%

Bolivia 0% 26% 41% 22% 11%

Brazil 14% 59% 22% 4% 0%

Chile 0% 50% 40% 10% 0%

Co lom bia 34% 45% 21% 0% 0%

Ec ua dor 0% 32% 65% 3% 0%

Peru 20% 37% 43% 0% 0%

Su ri name 30% 10% 50% 10% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 26% 48% 26% 0% 0%

Uru guay 0% 80% 20% 0% 0%

Ven e zuela 2% 42% 38% 11% 7%
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Ques tion 12: La bour Avail abil ity and Skills

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 30% 49% 19% 2% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 20% 54% 20% 5% 0%

Man i toba 18% 82% 0% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 13% 58% 29% 0% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 12% 41% 29% 18% 0%

Nova Sco tia 14% 52% 29% 5% 0%

On tario 18% 73% 9% 0% 0%

Que bec 6% 50% 39% 6% 0%

Sas katch e wan 31% 60% 9% 0% 0%

Yu kon 13% 38% 50% 0% 0%

USA
Al a bama 44% 56% 0% 0% 0%

Alaska 10% 45% 45% 0% 0%

Ar kan sas 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

Cal i for nia 24% 60% 12% 4% 0%

Col o rado 39% 46% 14% 0% 0%

Florida 17% 50% 33% 0% 0%

Il li nois 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

Kan sas 36% 55% 9% 0% 0%

Ken tucky 0% 50% 17% 17% 17%

Lou i si ana 52% 45% 3% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 17% 83% 0% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 42% 50% 8% 0% 0%

Montana 26% 61% 13% 0% 0%

New Mex ico 33% 53% 13% 0% 0%

New York 31% 38% 25% 6% 0%

North Da kota 20% 55% 25% 0% 0%

Ohio 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 50% 46% 4% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 22% 50% 22% 6% 0%

South Da kota 60% 20% 20% 0% 0%

Texas 58% 37% 5% 0% 0%

Utah 58% 33% 8% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 25% 50% 13% 13% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 12: La bour Avail abil ity and Skills

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Wy o ming 47% 47% 5% 0% 0%

US Off shore—At lan tic 29% 43% 29% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Pa cific 29% 43% 14% 14% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 53% 45% 2% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 7% 71% 21% 0% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 11% 44% 44% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 11% 78% 11% 0% 0%

Queensland 10% 45% 45% 0% 0%

South Aus tra lia 21% 50% 29% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 22% 56% 22% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 9% 55% 36% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 13% 43% 39% 4% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 12% 58% 24% 6% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 13% 31% 44% 13% 0%

Brunei 17% 33% 42% 8% 0%

In do ne sia 10% 38% 46% 4% 2%

Ma lay sia 8% 69% 19% 0% 4%

New Zea land 14% 67% 19% 0% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 0% 15% 55% 30% 0%

Phil ip pines 13% 53% 33% 0% 0%

Timor Leste 0% 0% 50% 50% 0%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 25% 0% 75% 0% 0%

Aus tria 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Bul garia 0% 60% 40% 0% 0%

Den mark 21% 50% 29% 0% 0%

France 32% 37% 26% 5% 0%

Ger many 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

Green land 0% 0% 100% 0% 0%

Hun gary 25% 63% 13% 0% 0%

It aly 38% 38% 23% 0% 0%

Neth er lands 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 30% 43% 26% 0% 0%

Nor way 44% 31% 19% 6% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 12: La bour Avail abil ity and Skills

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Nor way—North Sea 26% 47% 21% 5% 0%

Po land 20% 30% 40% 10% 0%

Ro ma nia 29% 35% 35% 0% 0%

Tur key 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

Ukraine 8% 8% 67% 17% 0%

United King dom 38% 42% 15% 4% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 33% 51% 16% 0% 0%

Asia
Azerbaijan 0% 17% 72% 0% 11%

Ban gla desh 0% 9% 64% 27% 0%

Cam bo dia 0% 14% 86% 0% 0%

China 28% 41% 28% 3% 0%

In dia 27% 36% 30% 6% 0%

Ja pan 25% 38% 38% 0% 0%

Kazakhstan 5% 15% 53% 25% 3%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 0% 67% 33% 0%

Myanmar 0% 0% 83% 17% 0%

Pa ki stan 28% 22% 39% 11% 0%

Rus sia 2% 29% 40% 26% 2%

Thai land 9% 59% 27% 5% 0%

Turkmenistan 0% 13% 47% 33% 7%

Uzbekistan 8% 8% 50% 33% 0%

Viet nam 14% 46% 29% 11% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 3% 59% 24% 14% 0%

An gola 3% 21% 59% 17% 0%

Cam er oon 5% 37% 53% 5% 0%

Chad 0% 11% 67% 22% 0%

Cote d’Ivoire 0% 17% 67% 17% 0%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 10% 10% 60% 20% 0%

Egypt 23% 36% 38% 0% 2%

Equa to rial Guinea 0% 31% 48% 21% 0%

Ethi o pia 0% 0% 100% 0% 0%

Ga bon 0% 42% 50% 8% 0%

Ghana 0% 43% 43% 14% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 12: La bour Avail abil ity and Skills

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Iran 4% 19% 48% 19% 11%

Libya 0% 24% 51% 20% 5%

Mad a gas car 0% 25% 58% 17% 0%

Mo rocco 17% 33% 42% 8% 0%

Mo zam bique 0% 20% 60% 20% 0%

Namibia 0% 33% 42% 25% 0%

Niger 0% 0% 83% 17% 0%

Ni ge ria 3% 26% 50% 21% 0%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 8% 25% 42% 17% 8%

South Af rica 8% 23% 69% 0% 0%

Su dan 0% 0% 67% 17% 17%

Tan za nia 13% 25% 50% 13% 0%

Tu ni sia 15% 50% 35% 0% 0%

Uganda 0% 13% 75% 13% 0%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 13% 63% 13% 13% 0%

Iraq 0% 24% 45% 27% 3%

Jor dan 13% 38% 38% 13% 0%

Ku wait 5% 45% 45% 5% 0%

Oman 15% 65% 10% 5% 5%

Qa tar 13% 65% 22% 0% 0%

Syria 5% 47% 32% 16% 0%

United Arab Emirates 13% 63% 17% 7% 0%

Ye men 0% 42% 42% 5% 11%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina 8% 55% 34% 3% 0%

Bolivia 0% 30% 48% 15% 7%

Brazil 19% 61% 19% 2% 0%

Chile 9% 64% 27% 0% 0%

Co lom bia 16% 62% 18% 2% 2%

Ec ua dor 10% 23% 65% 3% 0%

Peru 8% 51% 35% 5% 0%

Su ri name 0% 13% 75% 13% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 10% 63% 27% 0% 0%

Uru guay 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Ven e zuela 0% 30% 34% 21% 15%
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Ques tion 13: Dis puted Land Claims 

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 8% 38% 49% 5% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 3% 18% 54% 24% 1%

Man i toba 9% 68% 14% 9% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 14% 68% 18% 0% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 6% 6% 50% 31% 6%

Nova Sco tia 12% 41% 41% 6% 0%

On tario 9% 45% 45% 0% 0%

Que bec 7% 47% 27% 13% 7%

Sas katch e wan 7% 54% 29% 10% 0%

Yu kon 0% 43% 43% 14% 0%

USA
Al a bama 38% 50% 13% 0% 0%

Alaska 0% 60% 33% 7% 0%

Ar kan sas 22% 67% 11% 0% 0%

Cal i for nia 14% 48% 19% 19% 0%

Col o rado 17% 65% 13% 0% 4%

Florida 0% 60% 20% 0% 20%

Il li nois 25% 50% 0% 25% 0%

Kan sas 25% 50% 13% 13% 0%

Ken tucky 0% 60% 20% 0% 20%

Lou i si ana 34% 48% 14% 3% 0%

Mich i gan 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 27% 64% 9% 0% 0%

Montana 9% 73% 14% 5% 0%

New Mex ico 7% 64% 14% 14% 0%

New York 13% 56% 19% 6% 6%

North Da kota 11% 74% 11% 5% 0%

Ohio 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 30% 50% 15% 5% 0%

Penn syl va nia 13% 75% 13% 0% 0%

South Da kota 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Texas 28% 60% 9% 1% 1%

Utah 22% 78% 0% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 29% 43% 29% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 13: Dis puted Land Claims 

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Wy o ming 21% 64% 14% 0% 0%

US Off shore—At lan tic 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Pa cific 0% 67% 33% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 52% 45% 2% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 8% 69% 8% 15% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 10% 60% 30% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 0% 50% 40% 10% 0%

Queensland 5% 63% 26% 5% 0%

South Aus tra lia 8% 77% 15% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 0% 86% 14% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 18% 64% 18% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 8% 42% 50% 0% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 11% 63% 26% 0% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 13% 40% 40% 7% 0%

Brunei 10% 80% 10% 0% 0%

In do ne sia 2% 51% 43% 4% 0%

Ma lay sia 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

New Zea land 10% 76% 10% 5% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 5% 20% 40% 35% 0%

Phil ip pines 0% 73% 27% 0% 0%

Timor Leste 0% 38% 63% 0% 0%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Aus tria 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Bul garia 0% 67% 33% 0% 0%

Den mark 27% 64% 9% 0% 0%

France 29% 59% 6% 0% 6%

Ger many 50% 43% 7% 0% 0%

Green land 20% 60% 0% 20% 0%

Hun gary 22% 67% 11% 0% 0%

It aly 36% 45% 18% 0% 0%

Neth er lands 38% 62% 0% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 30% 65% 5% 0% 0%

Nor way 43% 57% 0% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 13: Dis puted Land Claims 

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Nor way—North Sea 27% 67% 3% 3% 0%

Po land 30% 60% 10% 0% 0%

Ro ma nia 7% 64% 21% 7% 0%

Tur key 15% 62% 15% 8% 0%

Ukraine 0% 55% 27% 9% 9%

United King dom 57% 43% 0% 0% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 39% 54% 7% 0% 0%

Asia
Azerbaijan 0% 73% 20% 7% 0%

Ban gla desh 0% 78% 22% 0% 0%

Cam bo dia 0% 43% 43% 14% 0%

China 26% 56% 19% 0% 0%

In dia 7% 59% 28% 7% 0%

Ja pan 0% 86% 14% 0% 0%

Kazakhstan 3% 71% 26% 0% 0%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 56% 22% 22% 0%

Myanmar 0% 67% 17% 0% 17%

Pa ki stan 13% 44% 25% 19% 0%

Rus sia 0% 59% 27% 14% 0%

Thai land 6% 67% 28% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 0% 33% 60% 7% 0%

Uzbekistan 9% 55% 27% 9% 0%

Viet nam 15% 63% 19% 4% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 13% 71% 16% 0% 0%

An gola 14% 62% 24% 0% 0%

Cam er oon 6% 65% 24% 6% 0%

Chad 0% 38% 50% 13% 0%

Cote d’Ivoire 0% 80% 13% 7% 0%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 10% 70% 10% 10% 0%

Egypt 13% 70% 15% 3% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 4% 73% 19% 4% 0%

Ethi o pia 0% 25% 25% 50% 0%

Ga bon 0% 75% 21% 4% 0%

Ghana 10% 55% 30% 5% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 13: Dis puted Land Claims 

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Libya 11% 76% 8% 5% 0%

Mad a gas car 9% 73% 9% 9% 0%

Mo rocco 23% 62% 8% 8% 0%

Mo zam bique 11% 56% 22% 11% 0%

Namibia 23% 62% 8% 8% 0%

Niger 0% 43% 29% 29% 0%

Ni ge ria 6% 22% 28% 39% 6%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 9% 82% 0% 9% 0%

South Af rica 15% 54% 23% 8% 0%

Su dan 0% 23% 23% 38% 15%

Tan za nia 10% 70% 0% 20% 0%

Tu ni sia 16% 58% 26% 0% 0%

Uganda 0% 38% 50% 13% 0%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Iran 8% 42% 19% 19% 12%

Iraq 3% 42% 23% 29% 3%

Jor dan 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Ku wait 10% 75% 10% 5% 0%

Oman 28% 61% 11% 0% 0%

Qa tar 15% 70% 10% 5% 0%

Syria 22% 56% 17% 0% 6%

United Arab Emirates 18% 68% 14% 0% 0%

Ye men 11% 28% 39% 22% 0%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina 17% 44% 39% 0% 0%

Bolivia 3% 19% 29% 32% 16%

Brazil 15% 60% 21% 4% 0%

Chile 10% 80% 10% 0% 0%

Co lom bia 14% 45% 39% 2% 0%

Ec ua dor 3% 34% 19% 31% 13%

Peru 3% 30% 30% 32% 5%

Su ri name 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 19% 70% 11% 0% 0%

Uru guay 14% 71% 14% 0% 0%

Ven e zuela 7% 43% 26% 13% 11%
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Ques tion 14: Po lit i cal Stability

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 48% 20% 20% 11% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 30% 57% 13% 0% 0%

Man i toba 39% 57% 4% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 38% 46% 17% 0% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 47% 35% 12% 6% 0%

Nova Sco tia 27% 59% 14% 0% 0%

On tario 27% 73% 0% 0% 0%

Que bec 6% 50% 44% 0% 0%

Sas katch e wan 41% 55% 4% 0% 0%

Yu kon 56% 44% 0% 0% 0%

USA
Al a bama 45% 55% 0% 0% 0%

Alaska 57% 24% 19% 0% 0%

Ar kan sas 50% 42% 8% 0% 0%

Cal i for nia 33% 37% 23% 7% 0%

Col o rado 53% 20% 17% 10% 0%

Florida 17% 33% 50% 0% 0%

Il li nois 50% 33% 17% 0% 0%

Kan sas 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

Ken tucky 43% 14% 29% 14% 0%

Lou i si ana 38% 56% 6% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 50% 25% 25% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 54% 38% 8% 0% 0%

Montana 54% 35% 12% 0% 0%

New Mex ico 33% 40% 27% 0% 0%

New York 29% 35% 29% 6% 0%

North Da kota 59% 36% 5% 0% 0%

Ohio 60% 20% 20% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 64% 28% 8% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 40% 40% 15% 0% 5%

South Da kota 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Texas 65% 33% 2% 0% 0%

Utah 73% 27% 0% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 50% 25% 13% 13% 0%

con tin ued ...



Fra ser In sti tute Global Pe tro leum Sur vey, 2010 131
www.fraserinstitute.org

Ques tion 14: Po lit i cal Stability

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Wy o ming 58% 37% 5% 0% 0%

US Off shore—At lan tic 71% 29% 0% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Pa cific 43% 29% 14% 14% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 65% 27% 8% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 46% 46% 8% 0% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 70% 30% 0% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

Queensland 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

South Aus tra lia 79% 21% 0% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 67% 22% 11% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 69% 31% 0% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 87% 13% 0% 0% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 73% 21% 3% 3% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 29% 35% 35% 0% 0%

Brunei 50% 42% 8% 0% 0%

In do ne sia 9% 38% 45% 7% 0%

Ma lay sia 19% 67% 11% 4% 0%

New Zea land 70% 30% 0% 0% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 5% 30% 35% 30% 0%

Phil ip pines 13% 40% 47% 0% 0%

Timor Leste 0% 10% 40% 50% 0%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 50% 25% 25% 0% 0%

Aus tria 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Bul garia 0% 20% 80% 0% 0%

Den mark 64% 29% 7% 0% 0%

France 50% 39% 6% 0% 6%

Ger many 75% 25% 0% 0% 0%

Green land 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

Hun gary 56% 33% 0% 0% 11%

It aly 25% 33% 42% 0% 0%

Neth er lands 73% 27% 0% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 75% 21% 4% 0% 0%

Nor way 71% 29% 0% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 14: Po lit i cal Stability

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Nor way—North Sea 58% 39% 0% 3% 0%

Po land 42% 42% 8% 8% 0%

Ro ma nia 0% 44% 39% 17% 0%

Tur key 17% 58% 25% 0% 0%

Ukraine 0% 8% 33% 42% 17%

United King dom 64% 29% 7% 0% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 56% 39% 5% 0% 0%

Asia
Azerbaijan 0% 33% 61% 6% 0%

Ban gla desh 0% 20% 60% 20% 0%

Cam bo dia 0% 43% 43% 14% 0%

China 30% 57% 10% 3% 0%

In dia 27% 27% 39% 6% 0%

Ja pan 38% 25% 38% 0% 0%

Kazakhstan 5% 46% 34% 15% 0%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 11% 67% 22% 0%

Myanmar 0% 17% 17% 33% 33%

Pa ki stan 5% 5% 47% 26% 16%

Rus sia 0% 34% 24% 37% 5%

Thai land 0% 45% 23% 27% 5%

Turkmenistan 0% 19% 44% 25% 13%

Uzbekistan 8% 31% 23% 23% 15%

Viet nam 25% 54% 18% 4% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 8% 42% 37% 13% 0%

An gola 7% 55% 31% 7% 0%

Cam er oon 16% 42% 37% 0% 5%

Chad 0% 22% 44% 22% 11%

Cote d’Ivoire 6% 33% 33% 22% 6%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 10% 10% 40% 20% 20%

Egypt 19% 43% 28% 11% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 0% 39% 39% 19% 3%

Ethi o pia 0% 20% 20% 20% 40%

Ga bon 8% 35% 50% 8% 0%

Ghana 10% 33% 57% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 14: Po lit i cal Stability

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Libya 2% 36% 38% 24% 0%

Mad a gas car 8% 46% 31% 15% 0%

Mo rocco 20% 73% 7% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 9% 45% 36% 9% 0%

Namibia 43% 36% 14% 7% 0%

Niger 0% 29% 43% 14% 14%

Ni ge ria 0% 9% 46% 34% 11%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 8% 33% 42% 8% 8%

South Af rica 21% 57% 21% 0% 0%

Su dan 0% 21% 29% 29% 21%

Tan za nia 10% 50% 20% 0% 20%

Tu ni sia 17% 52% 30% 0% 0%

Uganda 10% 20% 60% 0% 10%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 20% 70% 0% 10% 0%

Iran 3% 24% 21% 28% 24%

Iraq 0% 14% 42% 33% 11%

Jor dan 22% 67% 11% 0% 0%

Ku wait 17% 48% 30% 4% 0%

Oman 50% 45% 0% 5% 0%

Qa tar 36% 64% 0% 0% 0%

Syria 5% 59% 14% 14% 9%

United Arab Emirates 48% 45% 6% 0% 0%

Ye men 0% 21% 32% 26% 21%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina 5% 13% 35% 43% 5%

Bolivia 3% 0% 26% 39% 32%

Brazil 21% 60% 16% 4% 0%

Chile 55% 36% 9% 0% 0%

Co lom bia 24% 54% 22% 0% 0%

Ec ua dor 3% 18% 24% 36% 18%

Peru 8% 45% 42% 5% 0%

Su ri name 25% 25% 50% 0% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 26% 58% 16% 0% 0%

Uru guay 29% 57% 14% 0% 0%

Ven e zuela 4% 2% 18% 32% 45%
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Ques tion 15: Se cu rity

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 72% 19% 5% 5% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 49% 42% 6% 3% 0%

Man i toba 61% 35% 4% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 78% 17% 4% 0% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 56% 39% 6% 0% 0%

Nova Sco tia 70% 25% 5% 0% 0%

On tario 64% 36% 0% 0% 0%

Que bec 50% 44% 6% 0% 0%

Sas katch e wan 59% 38% 3% 0% 0%

Yu kon 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

USA
Al a bama 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

Alaska 89% 11% 0% 0% 0%

Ar kan sas 45% 45% 9% 0% 0%

Cal i for nia 59% 37% 4% 0% 0%

Col o rado 69% 28% 3% 0% 0%

Florida 50% 33% 0% 17% 0%

Il li nois 75% 25% 0% 0% 0%

Kan sas 50% 40% 10% 0% 0%

Ken tucky 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 57% 40% 3% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 57% 43% 0% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 62% 38% 0% 0% 0%

Montana 62% 31% 8% 0% 0%

New Mex ico 60% 33% 7% 0% 0%

New York 47% 35% 12% 6% 0%

North Da kota 59% 32% 9% 0% 0%

Ohio 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 67% 29% 4% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 45% 40% 15% 0% 0%

South Da kota 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Texas 68% 28% 3% 1% 0%

Utah 81% 19% 0% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 63% 13% 25% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 15: Se cu rity

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Wy o ming 80% 15% 5% 0% 0%

US Off shore—At lan tic 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Pa cific 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 77% 23% 0% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 64% 36% 0% 0% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 78% 22% 0% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 78% 22% 0% 0% 0%

Queensland 75% 25% 0% 0% 0%

South Aus tra lia 93% 7% 0% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 89% 11% 0% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 92% 8% 0% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 96% 4% 0% 0% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 81% 16% 0% 3% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 35% 47% 18% 0% 0%

Brunei 58% 33% 8% 0% 0%

In do ne sia 7% 40% 42% 11% 0%

Ma lay sia 15% 77% 8% 0% 0%

New Zea land 91% 9% 0% 0% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 0% 20% 45% 30% 5%

Phil ip pines 13% 25% 50% 13% 0%

Timor Leste 0% 10% 70% 20% 0%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

Aus tria 83% 17% 0% 0% 0%

Bul garia 0% 60% 40% 0% 0%

Den mark 69% 31% 0% 0% 0%

France 42% 47% 5% 0% 5%

Ger many 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

Green land 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

Hun gary 44% 56% 0% 0% 0%

It aly 42% 50% 8% 0% 0%

Neth er lands 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 68% 32% 0% 0% 0%

Nor way 71% 29% 0% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 15: Se cu rity

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Nor way—North Sea 72% 26% 0% 3% 0%

Po land 27% 64% 9% 0% 0%

Ro ma nia 6% 65% 29% 0% 0%

Tur key 15% 46% 31% 8% 0%

Ukraine 0% 18% 55% 18% 9%

United King dom 59% 37% 0% 4% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 68% 30% 2% 0% 0%

Asia
Azerbaijan 6% 56% 33% 6% 0%

Ban gla desh 0% 50% 40% 10% 0%

Cam bo dia 0% 86% 14% 0% 0%

China 39% 48% 10% 3% 0%

In dia 24% 38% 38% 0% 0%

Ja pan 50% 38% 13% 0% 0%

Kazakhstan 5% 57% 33% 5% 0%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 11% 56% 33% 0%

Myanmar 0% 33% 17% 33% 17%

Pa ki stan 5% 11% 16% 47% 21%

Rus sia 2% 29% 48% 19% 2%

Thai land 14% 48% 29% 10% 0%

Turkmenistan 0% 56% 25% 19% 0%

Uzbekistan 15% 23% 54% 8% 0%

Viet nam 32% 54% 11% 4% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 3% 16% 34% 45% 3%

An gola 3% 30% 43% 17% 7%

Cam er oon 11% 47% 37% 5% 0%

Chad 0% 22% 33% 44% 0%

Cote d’Ivoire 0% 39% 39% 22% 0%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 8% 8% 25% 42% 17%

Egypt 19% 32% 32% 17% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 3% 42% 42% 10% 3%

Ethi o pia 0% 20% 20% 20% 40%

Ga bon 4% 50% 35% 8% 4%

Ghana 5% 62% 33% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 15: Se cu rity

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Libya 7% 48% 26% 19% 0%

Mad a gas car 8% 23% 62% 8% 0%

Mo rocco 20% 60% 13% 7% 0%

Mo zam bique 0% 45% 45% 9% 0%

Namibia 21% 43% 14% 21% 0%

Niger 0% 29% 14% 57% 0%

Ni ge ria 0% 0% 17% 69% 14%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 8% 33% 25% 33% 0%

South Af rica 29% 21% 29% 21% 0%

Su dan 0% 0% 21% 64% 14%

Tan za nia 10% 40% 40% 0% 10%

Tu ni sia 30% 48% 22% 0% 0%

Uganda 0% 40% 30% 20% 10%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 40% 50% 0% 10% 0%

Iran 10% 10% 43% 17% 20%

Iraq 0% 8% 17% 53% 22%

Jor dan 30% 20% 50% 0% 0%

Ku wait 21% 54% 17% 8% 0%

Oman 36% 50% 5% 9% 0%

Qa tar 28% 60% 8% 4% 0%

Syria 23% 32% 27% 14% 5%

United Arab Emirates 41% 44% 13% 3% 0%

Ye men 0% 11% 37% 26% 26%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina 18% 54% 23% 5% 0%

Bolivia 3% 20% 50% 23% 3%

Brazil 18% 54% 23% 5% 0%

Chile 40% 50% 0% 10% 0%

Co lom bia 6% 37% 30% 22% 6%

Ec ua dor 3% 36% 27% 33% 0%

Peru 5% 42% 47% 5% 0%

Su ri name 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 23% 48% 23% 6% 0%

Uru guay 57% 43% 0% 0% 0%

Ven e zuela 4% 11% 33% 33% 20%
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Ques tion 16: Reg u la tory Du pli ca tion and In con sis ten cies

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 18% 45% 30% 8% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 14% 49% 34% 1% 1%

Man i toba 17% 61% 22% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 17% 38% 38% 8% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 22% 33% 22% 22% 0%

Nova Sco tia 14% 41% 36% 9% 0%

On tario 0% 73% 27% 0% 0%

Que bec 6% 38% 38% 19% 0%

Sas katch e wan 16% 57% 26% 1% 0%

Yu kon 22% 56% 22% 0% 0%

USA
Al a bama 27% 55% 18% 0% 0%

Alaska 25% 31% 44% 0% 0%

Ar kan sas 27% 36% 36% 0% 0%

Cal i for nia 13% 29% 33% 17% 8%

Col o rado 19% 44% 30% 7% 0%

Florida 17% 33% 33% 17% 0%

Il li nois 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Kan sas 11% 67% 11% 11% 0%

Ken tucky 17% 50% 17% 17% 0%

Lou i si ana 20% 53% 23% 3% 0%

Mich i gan 17% 67% 0% 17% 0%

Mis sis sippi 36% 43% 21% 0% 0%

Montana 15% 54% 31% 0% 0%

New Mex ico 20% 40% 27% 13% 0%

New York 0% 21% 57% 21% 0%

North Da kota 25% 45% 30% 0% 0%

Ohio 60% 20% 0% 20% 0%

Oklahoma 45% 36% 14% 5% 0%

Penn syl va nia 17% 39% 39% 6% 0%

South Da kota 50% 33% 17% 0% 0%

Texas 29% 55% 13% 3% 0%

Utah 50% 43% 7% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 29% 43% 14% 14% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 16: Reg u la tory Du pli ca tion and In con sis ten cies

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Wy o ming 21% 68% 11% 0% 0%

US Off shore—At lan tic 14% 43% 14% 29% 0%

US Off shore—Pa cific 0% 43% 14% 43% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 36% 53% 9% 2% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 15% 62% 15% 8% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 0% 67% 33% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 0% 88% 13% 0% 0%

Queensland 21% 53% 26% 0% 0%

South Aus tra lia 21% 57% 21% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 13% 50% 38% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 18% 55% 27% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 27% 64% 9% 0% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 16% 71% 13% 0% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 0% 47% 41% 12% 0%

Brunei 27% 55% 18% 0% 0%

In do ne sia 2% 42% 42% 15% 0%

Ma lay sia 8% 75% 13% 4% 0%

New Zea land 38% 52% 10% 0% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 5% 40% 50% 5% 0%

Phil ip pines 6% 63% 31% 0% 0%

Timor Leste 0% 50% 40% 10% 0%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Aus tria 67% 17% 17% 0% 0%

Bul garia 0% 25% 50% 25% 0%

Den mark 17% 58% 17% 8% 0%

France 27% 40% 27% 7% 0%

Ger many 31% 38% 25% 6% 0%

Green land 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

Hun gary 33% 44% 22% 0% 0%

It aly 9% 45% 27% 18% 0%

Neth er lands 36% 29% 36% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 27% 45% 23% 5% 0%

Nor way 29% 57% 14% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 16: Reg u la tory Du pli ca tion and In con sis ten cies

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Nor way—North Sea 28% 53% 16% 3% 0%

Po land 18% 64% 18% 0% 0%

Ro ma nia 0% 47% 35% 18% 0%

Tur key 17% 33% 50% 0% 0%

Ukraine 9% 9% 27% 45% 9%

United King dom 39% 48% 13% 0% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 39% 49% 12% 0% 0%

Asia
Azerbaijan 7% 40% 47% 7% 0%

Ban gla desh 9% 36% 55% 0% 0%

Cam bo dia 0% 67% 33% 0% 0%

China 16% 32% 36% 16% 0%

In dia 3% 29% 45% 23% 0%

Ja pan 25% 38% 38% 0% 0%

Kazakhstan 5% 18% 62% 13% 3%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 22% 56% 22% 0%

Myanmar 0% 67% 0% 33% 0%

Pa ki stan 12% 24% 41% 24% 0%

Rus sia 3% 21% 41% 33% 3%

Thai land 10% 60% 25% 5% 0%

Turkmenistan 0% 13% 53% 27% 7%

Uzbekistan 17% 0% 58% 25% 0%

Viet nam 15% 56% 26% 4% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 9% 51% 34% 6% 0%

An gola 14% 54% 18% 14% 0%

Cam er oon 0% 60% 40% 0% 0%

Chad 0% 44% 44% 11% 0%

Cote d’Ivoire 12% 24% 65% 0% 0%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 11% 11% 56% 22% 0%

Egypt 19% 52% 19% 10% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 7% 57% 29% 7% 0%

Ethi o pia 0% 50% 25% 25% 0%

Ga bon 9% 43% 48% 0% 0%

Ghana 5% 42% 47% 5% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 16: Reg u la tory Du pli ca tion and In con sis ten cies

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Libya 10% 49% 13% 28% 0%

Mad a gas car 10% 30% 60% 0% 0%

Mo rocco 38% 46% 15% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 13% 50% 38% 0% 0%

Namibia 17% 58% 25% 0% 0%

Niger 0% 33% 50% 17% 0%

Ni ge ria 3% 19% 41% 38% 0%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 11% 22% 33% 33% 0%

South Af rica 29% 43% 29% 0% 0%

Su dan 0% 42% 33% 17% 8%

Tan za nia 13% 50% 38% 0% 0%

Tu ni sia 23% 64% 14% 0% 0%

Uganda 0% 13% 88% 0% 0%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 22% 78% 0% 0% 0%

Iran 15% 22% 37% 19% 7%

Iraq 0% 19% 35% 42% 3%

Jor dan 38% 50% 13% 0% 0%

Ku wait 20% 50% 30% 0% 0%

Oman 35% 55% 10% 0% 0%

Qa tar 18% 73% 9% 0% 0%

Syria 21% 37% 26% 16% 0%

United Arab Emirates 21% 68% 7% 4% 0%

Ye men 0% 56% 38% 6% 0%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina 6% 23% 37% 34% 0%

Bolivia 4% 26% 26% 37% 7%

Brazil 13% 51% 30% 6% 0%

Chile 50% 40% 10% 0% 0%

Co lom bia 19% 68% 13% 0% 0%

Ec ua dor 0% 50% 20% 30% 0%

Peru 11% 60% 26% 3% 0%

Su ri name 29% 57% 14% 0% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 26% 56% 19% 0% 0%

Uru guay 29% 71% 0% 0% 0%

Ven e zuela 6% 30% 28% 22% 14%
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Ques tion 17: Le gal Sys tem

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 64% 24% 10% 2% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 46% 43% 11% 0% 0%

Man i toba 41% 55% 5% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 43% 52% 4% 0% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 53% 41% 0% 6% 0%

Nova Sco tia 47% 47% 5% 0% 0%

On tario 30% 70% 0% 0% 0%

Que bec 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

Sas katch e wan 51% 40% 9% 0% 0%

Yu kon 56% 44% 0% 0% 0%

USA
Al a bama 60% 10% 30% 0% 0%

Alaska 55% 35% 10% 0% 0%

Ar kan sas 55% 27% 9% 0% 9%

Cal i for nia 41% 33% 19% 7% 0%

Col o rado 53% 23% 20% 3% 0%

Florida 67% 0% 33% 0% 0%

Il li nois 60% 20% 20% 0% 0%

Kan sas 45% 27% 27% 0% 0%

Ken tucky 33% 17% 17% 33% 0%

Lou i si ana 33% 37% 23% 3% 3%

Mich i gan 57% 0% 43% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 62% 15% 15% 0% 8%

Montana 56% 33% 11% 0% 0%

New Mex ico 40% 33% 13% 7% 7%

New York 23% 31% 38% 8% 0%

North Da kota 64% 27% 9% 0% 0%

Ohio 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 67% 29% 0% 4% 0%

Penn syl va nia 28% 44% 28% 0% 0%

South Da kota 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Texas 58% 35% 8% 0% 0%

Utah 79% 21% 0% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 38% 13% 38% 13% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 17: Le gal Sys tem

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Wy o ming 65% 30% 5% 0% 0%

US Off shore—At lan tic 86% 14% 0% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Pa cific 57% 0% 43% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 71% 27% 2% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 69% 15% 15% 0% 0%

Oceania
New South Wales 44% 56% 0% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

Queensland 58% 42% 0% 0% 0%

South Aus tra lia 64% 36% 0% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 56% 44% 0% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 87% 13% 0% 0% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 73% 24% 0% 3% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA) 29% 41% 29% 0% 0%

Brunei 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

In do ne sia 6% 17% 46% 31% 0%

Ma lay sia 12% 50% 27% 12% 0%

New Zea land 78% 17% 4% 0% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 0% 25% 45% 30% 0%

Phil ip pines 13% 31% 38% 19% 0%

Timor Leste 0% 10% 70% 20% 0%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 40% 20% 20% 20% 0%

Aus tria 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Bul garia 0% 0% 60% 40% 0%

Den mark 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

France 41% 47% 12% 0% 0%

Ger many 69% 31% 0% 0% 0%

Green land 50% 33% 17% 0% 0%

Hun gary 22% 44% 22% 11% 0%

It aly 25% 17% 50% 8% 0%

Neth er lands 73% 27% 0% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 70% 30% 0% 0% 0%

Nor way 80% 13% 7% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 17: Le gal Sys tem

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Nor way—North Sea 62% 30% 5% 3% 0%

Po land 17% 58% 17% 8% 0%

Ro ma nia 0% 17% 61% 22% 0%

Tur key 25% 8% 67% 0% 0%

Ukraine 0% 0% 33% 58% 8%

United King dom 56% 37% 4% 4% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 62% 36% 2% 0% 0%

Asia
Azerbaijan 0% 17% 39% 44% 0%

Ban gla desh 0% 18% 45% 27% 9%

Cam bo dia 0% 0% 71% 14% 14%

China 0% 38% 45% 14% 3%

In dia 3% 30% 48% 18% 0%

Ja pan 38% 25% 25% 13% 0%

Kazakhstan 0% 7% 43% 48% 2%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 0% 44% 33% 22%

Myanmar 0% 17% 33% 33% 17%

Pa ki stan 5% 11% 37% 47% 0%

Rus sia 0% 5% 38% 43% 14%

Thai land 5% 33% 48% 10% 5%

Turkmenistan 0% 13% 20% 53% 13%

Uzbekistan 0% 8% 25% 58% 8%

Viet nam 11% 29% 43% 14% 4%

Af rica
Al ge ria 3% 19% 47% 28% 3%

An gola 0% 23% 37% 37% 3%

Cam er oon 5% 26% 53% 16% 0%

Chad 0% 0% 44% 56% 0%

Cote d’Ivoire 17% 22% 33% 28% 0%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 8% 8% 25% 42% 17%

Egypt 11% 33% 41% 13% 2%

Equa to rial Guinea 0% 23% 47% 27% 3%

Ethi o pia 0% 20% 20% 20% 40%

Ga bon 4% 31% 38% 23% 4%

Ghana 0% 37% 37% 26% 0%

con tin ued ...
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Ques tion 17: Le gal Sys tem

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Is not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Is a mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Is a strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5
Libya 5% 15% 32% 41% 7%

Mad a gas car 8% 8% 83% 0% 0%

Mo rocco 13% 27% 53% 7% 0%

Mo zam bique 0% 20% 80% 0% 0%

Namibia 15% 54% 15% 8% 8%

Niger 0% 0% 33% 33% 33%

Ni ge ria 3% 12% 27% 45% 12%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 8% 8% 50% 25% 8%

South Af rica 23% 31% 46% 0% 0%

Su dan 0% 8% 54% 31% 8%

Tan za nia 0% 50% 40% 10% 0%

Tu ni sia 23% 36% 36% 5% 0%

Uganda 0% 22% 67% 11% 0%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 20% 50% 20% 10% 0%

Iran 4% 19% 19% 44% 15%

Iraq 0% 15% 33% 36% 15%

Jor dan 22% 44% 33% 0% 0%

Ku wait 13% 38% 33% 17% 0%

Oman 14% 59% 23% 5% 0%

Qa tar 13% 54% 33% 0% 0%

Syria 0% 33% 24% 33% 10%

United Arab Emirates 13% 53% 27% 7% 0%

Ye men 0% 22% 39% 22% 17%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina 3% 18% 47% 32% 0%

Bolivia 3% 3% 30% 40% 23%

Brazil 16% 39% 38% 5% 2%

Chile 27% 64% 9% 0% 0%

Co lom bia 18% 51% 27% 4% 0%

Ec ua dor 3% 13% 32% 39% 13%

Peru 0% 55% 34% 11% 0%

Su ri name 29% 14% 57% 0% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 26% 35% 35% 3% 0%

Uru guay 14% 71% 14% 0% 0%

Ven e zuela 4% 2% 7% 46% 41%
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