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Sur vey in for ma tion

The 2011 Fra ser Insti tute Global Petro leum Sur vey was dis trib uted to man ag ers and exec -

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

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

The anal y ses con tained in this report are based on infor ma tion obtained from 502

respon dents rep re sent ing 478 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 $300 bil lion in 2010. That rep re sents more

than 60 per cent of global upstream expen di tures last year, accord ing to an esti mate in the

Inter na tional Energy Agency’s most recent World Energy Out look (Inter na tional Energy

Agency, 2010).



Ex ec u tive sum mary

This report pres ents the results of the Fra ser Insti tute’s 5th annual sur vey of petro leum indus try

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

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

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

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

secu rity threats.

A total of 502 respon dents com pleted the sur vey ques tion naire this year, pro vid ing suf fi cient data

to eval u ate 135 juris dic tions. This com pares with the 2010 sur vey, in which 133 juris dic tions were

rated, and the 2009 sur vey, in which 143 juris dic tions were rated.

The juris dic tions were 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 for a juris dic tion, the greater were its per ceived invest ment bar ri -

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

An All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index derived from the scores of the 17 fac tors pro vides a com pre hen -

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

ment were Ven e zuela, Ecua dor, Bolivia, Iran, Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, the Dem o cratic Repub lic

of the Congo (Kinshasa), Iraq, Libya, and Rus sia. All but 3 of these coun tries—Uzbekistan, the

Dem o cratic Repub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa), and Libya—were also among the 10 least desir able

juris dic tions for invest ment in oil and gas explo ra tion and devel op ment in the 2010 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 on the

All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index are Mis sis sippi, Ohio, Kan sas, Oklahoma, Texas, West Vir ginia,

the Neth er lands North Sea, Ala bama, Hun gary, and North Dakota. There were a num ber of sur -

prises on this list: only 4 of these juris dic tions—Mis sis sippi, Oklahoma, Texas and Ala -

bama—ranked among the top 10 juris dic tions on the 2010 sur vey. Inter est ingly, those 4 states

were also among the top 10 in 2009.

Alberta’s rank ing has improved fol low ing the pro vin cial gov ern ment’s deci sion to aban don the

so-called New Roy alty Frame work. How ever, the fact that Alberta ranks as the 51st most attrac tive

juris dic tion world wide for invest ment (out of 135), well down in the rank ings from 2007 when this 

sur vey was ini ti ated, indi cates that the prov ince con tin ues to be some what out of favour with

inves tors. Judg ing by the scores on par tic u lar ques tions and var i ous com ments received, Alberta’s

reg u la tory cli mate, includ ing the cost of reg u la tory com pli ance and uncer tainty in rela tion to envi -

ron men tal reg u la tion, is a major rea son for this.
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Kan sas (3rd place) moved into the top 10 (of 135) from 19th posi tion (of 133) in 2010. Sixth ranked

(of 135) West Vir ginia jumped from 49th posi tion (of 133) in the 2010 sur vey and ninth ranked

Hun gary, from 43rd spot. Sev enth ranked Neth er lands—North Sea climbed from 26th posi tion (of

133) in 2010, and the tenth most attrac tive juris dic tion over all, while 10th-ranked North Dakota,

improved from 24th posi tion (of 133).  Close run ners-up for top-ten hon ors were Sas katch e wan

and Man i toba, which this year ranked 11th and 12th, respec tively.

In addi tion to West Vir ginia and Hun gary, this year Roma nia, Bul garia, and Timor Gap all moved

sig nif i cantly higher in the rank ings. Bul garia reached 55th spot (of 135), up from 86th posi tion (of

133) in 2010, and Roma nia ranked in 63rd place (of 135) com pared with 95th (of 133) in 2010.

Timor Gap climbed into 47th posi tion (of 135) from 72nd place (of 133) in 2010. This year, Mozam -

bique, Côte d’Ivoire, Nova Sco tia, Kyrgyzstan, Ghana, Nor way—North Sea, and Den mark also

sig nif i cantly improved their over all attrac tive ness for upstream invest ment.

Not sur pris ingly, given the greater dif fi culty of obtain ing drill ing per mits in the area in the wake of

the BP oil spill, the US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico suf fered a sharp decline in invest ment attrac tive -

ness this year, drop ping  from 11th posi tion (of 133) in 2010 to 60th spot (of 135). The sec ond larg -

est decline was with respect to the Phil ip pines, which tum bled from 55th posi tion (of 133) last year

to 86th (of 135) in the 2011 sur vey. Can ada’s North west Ter ri to ries also suf fered a large fall, drop -

ping to 103rd posi tion (of 135) this year com pared with 74th spot (of 133) in 2010. Among other

juris dic tions that slipped con sid er ably in the 2011 rank ings are Uganda, Brunei, Uru guay, Angola,

the Dem o cratic Repub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa), Cam er oon, Equa to rial Guinea, and the US Off -

shore—Alaska. The North west Ter ri to ries and the US—Off shore Pacific stand out as the least

attrac tive of the North Amer i can regions this year.

This year a ques tion was added to the sur vey ask ing about the extent to which the adop tion of “best

prac tices” might increase explo ra tion and devel op ment invest ment. The results indi cate that the

ben e fits would likely be con sid er able in Iran, Alge ria, Kazakhstan, Argen tina’s Chubut, Mendoza,

Santa Cruz and Neuquen prov inces, Cam bo dia, India, Sudan, Libya, Iraq, Nige ria, Rus sia, Papua

New Guinea, Ven e zuela, and the two Congo repub lics, as well as in many other coun tries, states

and prov inces. In gen eral, the poten tial for increased explo ra tion and devel op ment if tran si tion to

a “best prac tices” com mer cial envi ron ment and reg u la tory cli mate were to occur is great est in

juris dic tions that are rel a tively unat trac tive for invest ment under cur rent laws and prac tices,

assum ing, of course, that the geo log i cal data are favor able.

Exam i na tion of the proved oil reserves of coun tries which appear to be unat trac tive for invest ment 

because of their fourth and fifth quintile scores in this year’s sur vey,  indi cates that, together, those

coun tries account for almost 60 per cent of the world’s oil reserves (exclud ing those of Mex ico and

Saudi Ara bia, where the inter na tional oil com pa nies gen er ally can only par tic i pate in devel op ment 

as sub con trac tors). This sug gests that global oil explo ra tion and pro duc tion devel op ment is likely

to be slower and more costly (because of the greater expense that inves tors face in such regions)

than would oth er wise be the case.
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Com ments from the sur vey respon dents high light why some juris dic tions are con sid ered to be

attrac tive for invest ment and oth ers not. Among other fac tors, inves tors said that they turn away

from juris dic tions when con fronted with oner ous fis cal regimes, polit i cal insta bil ity, land claims

dis putes, and cor rup tion. Sim i larly, inves tors pre fer to avoid juris dic tions with costly, time-con -

sum ing, uncer tain reg u la tions. Other things 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.
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Sur vey methodology

Sam ple design

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

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

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

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

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

ron ment are most attrac tive for invest ment.

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

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

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

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

products.

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

asso ci a tions. Cana dian trade com mis sion ers abroad also 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 pro vided con tact

infor ma tion for indi vid u als with member companies.

The sur vey was admin is tered from Jan u ary 31, 2011 to April 25, 2011. A total of 502 indi vid u als

responded, rep re sent ing 478 com pa nies. As fig ure 1 illus trates, about 60 per cent of the respon -

dents iden ti fied them selves as either a man ager or hold ing a higher-level posi tion. The com pa nies

that 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 (International Energy

Agency, 2010). 
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Fig ure 1: The position survey respondents hold in their company, 2010
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Fig ure 2 shows the prin ci pal focus of the petro leum explo ra tion and devel op ment activ i ties of

com pa nies whose man ag ers or other rep re sen ta tives par tic i pated in the sur vey. Clearly, the pri -

mary focus of most of these upstream com pa nies (82 per cent) is on find ing and devel op ing con -

ven tional oil and gas reserves. Ten per cent of the upstream activ ity reported by par tic i pants

employed by petro leum firms involves uncon ven tional oil resources. This focus is assumed to be

entirely related to Alberta’s oil sands or the tar sands in the Orinoco Belt in Ven e zuela, since pro -

duc tion of oil from kerogen found in oil shales is not yet com mer cially via ble. Uncon ven tional

nat u ral gas explo ra tion and devel op ment rep re sented 8 per cent of the focus.
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Fig ure 2: Company focus indicated by respondents in the petroleum
exploration and development business
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Sur vey ques tion naire

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

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

asked to indi cate how each of the 17 fac tors listed below influ ence com pany deci sions to invest in

var i ous jurisdictions. 

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

  shares, and licens ing fees.

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

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

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

  reg u la tions.

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

  reg u la tions and con cern with the 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 ments agree ments, labor mil i tancy/work dis rup tions, and

  local hir ing require ments.

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

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

  geo log i cal infor ma tion.

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

  work ers have to relo cate.

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

  other groups, or indi vid u als.

14. Polit i cal sta bil ity. 

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

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

  inter-depart men tal over lap, etc.)

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

  admin is tered, etc.
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For each of the 17 fac tors, respon dents were asked to select one of the fol low ing five responses that

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

1. Encour ages invest ment

2. Is not a deter rent to invest ment

3. Is a mild deter rent to invest ment

4. Is a strong deter rent to invest ment

5. Would not invest due to this cri te rion

The 2011 sur vey included a list of 146 juris dic tions that respon dents could select for eval u a tion,

includ ing most Cana dian prov inces and ter ri to ries, many US states (and the Atlan tic, Pacific and

Gulf Coast off shore regions), all six Aus tra lian states, the Aus tra lian off shore and the Timor Gap,

and coun tries with cur rent or poten tial petro leum pro duc tion capac ity. 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. This year, the Faroe Islands, Israel, Mau ri ta nia, New

Bruns wick, and the fol low ing five Argen tine prov inces were added to the list of juris dic tions avail -

able for eval u a tion: Chubut, Mendoza, Neuquen, Salta, and Santa Cruz. Brazil per se was replaced

by three sep a rate cat e go ries: onshore con ces sions, off shore con ces sions, and off shore “pre-salt”

regions. The “pre-salt” con ces sion refers to the abun dant petro leum reserves recently dis cov ered

in deep water loca tions beneath lay ers of salt in the Santos Basin approx i mately 200 kilo metres off

the coast of Brazil, south of Rio de Janeiro, and east of Sao Paulo.

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.1 We 

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

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

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

the upstream inves tors and thus rank above juris dic tions with higher, more 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 cri te rion resulted in 135 juris dic tions being ranked. The median num ber of responses to

all ques tions across all juris dic tions was 21, up from 18 in 2010.

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. 
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deterrent to investment,” “a strong deterrent to investment,” or indicated that they “would not

invest” in the jurisdiction because of issues related to that factor. A minimum of 5 responses per

question was required to qualify a jurisdiction for ranking.



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; most of the dis cus sion that fol lows is based on its juris dic tional scores and rank -

ings. A high score for a juris dic tion on this mea sure indi cates that inves tors regard it as rel a tively

unat trac tive for investment.

Com mer cial Envi ron ment Index 

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

flow and the cost of 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 rank ing was 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 sider that the com mer cial

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

Reg u la tory Cli mate Index

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

fac tors:

· the cost of reg u la tory com pli ance

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

regulations

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

u la tions

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

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

· le gal sys tem

A rel a tively high value on the Reg u la tory Cli mate Index indi cates that reg u la tions, require ments,

and agree ments in a juris dic tion con sti tute a sub stan tial bar rier to investment. 
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Geopolitical Risk Index

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

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

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

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

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

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

Best practices

This year’s sur vey included for a first time a ques tion per tain ing to “best prac tices,” which also

allowed us to mea sure the poten tial impact of the adop tion of best prac tices on the attrac tive ness

for invest ment in the var i ous juris dic tions.
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Global results

All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index 

Table 1 com pares the 2011 and 2010 scores and rank ings on the All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index.

The first col umn pres ents the 2011 rank ing; the sec ond indi cates how the juris dic tion ranked in

the 2010 sur vey. The sec ond set of col umns pres ents the abso lute scores for each juris dic tion in

2011 and 2010, 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.

Note that Brazil and Argen tina were not dropped from the sur vey this year. Brazil as a sin gle entity

was replaced by 3 juris dic tions: one onshore explo ra tion and devel op ment juris dic tion, and two

off shore areas. Sim i larly, Argen tina as a sin gle entity was replaced by five Argen tine provinces.

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. Ven e zuela

2. Ecua dor

3. Bolivia

4. Iran

5. Kazakhstan

6. Uzbekistan

7. Dem o cratic Repub lic of Congo (Kinshasa)

8. Iraq

9. Libya

10. Rus sia

All but 3 of these coun tries, Uzbekistan, the Dem o cratic Repub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa), and

Libya, were also among the group of 10 least desir able juris dic tions for invest ment in the 2010 sur -

vey. The 3 coun tries dis placed from this group were Ukraine, Nige ria, and Turkmenistan, each of

which achieved some what better results this year than in 2010. 

Fig ure 3 pres ents the All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index rank ings for all 135 juris dic tions ranked this

year.
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2011 Rank in
Group of 135

2010 Rank in
Group of 133

2011
Score

2010
Score

Mis sis sippi 1 6 4.89 11.65

Ohio 2 12 10.16 13.76

Kan sas 3 19 11.70 18.80

Oklahoma 4 9 11.81 13.00

Texas 5 2 12.17 9.53

West Vir ginia 6 49 13.35 31.93

Neth er lands—North Sea 7 26 15.88 20.26

Al a bama 8 10 17.00 13.41

Hun gary 9 43 17.06 29.82

North Da kota 10 24 17.44 19.65

Sas katch e wan 11 17 17.48 17.63

Man i toba 12 8 17.52 12.48

Il li nois 13 3 17.75 9.65

Lou i si ana 14 15 18.87 16.62

Ar kan sas 15 13 19.16 15.62

New Zea land 16 18 20.33 18.32

Den mark 17 33 20.47 23.99

Utah 18 7 21.28 12.04

Vic to ria 19 20 21.40 18.96

Chile 20 22 21.45 19.55

South Aus tra lia 21 14 21.50 15.74

United King dom—North Sea 22 29 21.77 21.23

Aus tria 23 5 22.06 10.35

Neth er lands 24 25 22.11 20.02

On tario 25 28 22.57 21.22

Faroe Is lands 26 N/A 23.33 N/A

Wy o ming 27 4 23.38 10.25

Tas ma nia 28 23 23.66 19.61

Mich i gan 29 38 23.87 27.27

North ern Ter ri tory 30 16 24.87 17.14

Nor way—North Sea 31 47 24.89 31.47

United King dom 32 32 25.35 23.55

Qa tar 33 30 25.73 21.47

Nova Sco tia 34 53 26.64 33.28

Ger many 35 39 27.04 27.48

Po land 36 37 27.24 26.84

West ern Aus tra lia 37 21 28.18 19.13

Table 1: Juris dic tional rank ings accord ing to the extent of invest ment bar ri ers
(based on All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index val ues)
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2011 Rank in
Group of 135

2010 Rank in
Group of 133

2011
Score

2010
Score

Bah rain 38 46 28.37 30.81

United Arab Emirates 39 41 28.59 28.89

Aus tra lia—Off shore 40 31 28.61 21.93

New Mex ico 41 54 28.79 34.27

Queensland 42 34 29.12 24.06

Montana 43 35 29.74 24.26

Green land 44 56 30.08 36.04

New South Wales 45 40 30.14 28.05

France 46 58 30.65 36.43

Timor Gap (Joint Pe tro leum De vel op -
ment Area)

47 72 30.75 42.52

Co lom bia 48 42 31.81 29.60

Namibia 49 48 32.09 31.88

New found land & Labrador 50 50 32.34 32.39

Al berta 51 60 32.73 36.70

Uru guay 52 27 32.76 21.10

Col o rado 53 61 33.47 37.35

Nor way 54 51 33.52 32.69

Bul garia 55 86 33.94 49.21

Ja pan 56 69 33.96 42.06

Oman 57 44 34.18 30.03

Trin i dad and To bago 58 59 34.18 36.54

New Bruns wick 59 N/A 35.80 N/A

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 60 11 36.38 13.44

Mo rocco 61 67 36.58 40.97

Tu ni sia 62 62 36.93 38.95

Ro ma nia 63 95 38.56 53.96

Thai land 64 73 39.90 43.42

Penn syl va nia 65 66 40.37 40.44

Brazil—Off shore presalt area profit
shar ing con tracts

66 N/A 40.79 N/A

Brazil—On shore con ces sion con tracts 67 N/A 40.83 N/A

Brazil—Off shore con ces sion con tracts 68 N/A 41.22 N/A

Brit ish Co lum bia 69 52 41.44 33.16

Tur key 70 84 41.51 48.15

Brunei 71 45 41.51 30.46

Ghana 72 89 41.89 50.33

Al ba nia 73 81 42.34 45.64

Table 1: Juris dic tional rank ings continued ...
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2011 Rank in
Group of 135

2010 Rank in
Group of 133

2011
Score

2010
Score

Ku wait 74 83 43.76 46.10

Mo zam bique 75 97 45.22 55.19

Peru 76 85 46.37 48.36

It aly 77 78 46.91 45.01

US Off shore—Alaska 78 57 47.23 36.20

Ma lay sia 79 63 47.47 39.71

Côte d’Ivoire 80 99 47.74 55.79

Is rael 81 N/A 48.73 N/A

Ar gen tina—Salta 82 N/A 49.56 N/A

Alaska 83 68 50.84 41.80

Viet nam 84 64 51.23 40.29

South Af rica 85 88 51.55 49.95

Phil ip pines 86 55 53.31 35.68

Su ri name 87 70 54.19 42.26

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 88 N/A 54.66 N/A

Tan za nia 89 82 54.95 45.66

China 90 90 55.43 51.66

Cal i for nia 91 87 55.99 49.35

Que bec 92 77 56.24 44.89

Egypt 93 79 56.47 45.32

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 94 N/A 57.13 N/A

Ar gen tina—Chubut 95 N/A 57.48 N/A

Pa pua New Guinea 96 110 57.68 65.11

Guy ana 97 N/A 58.48 N/A

Cam er oon 98 76 59.82 44.70

Ga bon 99 91 60.23 52.10

Mad a gas car 100 98 62.66 55.54

US Off shore—Pa cific 101 103 63.17 60.66

Ar gen tina—Neuquen 102 N/A 63.88 N/A

North west Ter ri to ries 103 74 64.84 44.08

Azerbaijan 104 108 65.45 64.33

Kyrgyzstan 105 123 66.34 79.74

Syria 106 96 67.69 55.17

Pa ki stan 107 105 67.70 62.17

Myanmar 108 113 68.42 66.59

In dia 109 107 69.56 63.34

Cam bo dia 110 92 70.38 52.35

Table 1: Juris dic tional rank ings continued ...
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2011 Rank in
Group of 135

2010 Rank in
Group of 133

2011
Score

2010
Score

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

Timor Leste 112 118 70.68 76.06

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 113 104 70.71 60.90

In do ne sia 114 111 71.57 65.12

Chad 115 114 71.94 66.98

Su dan 116 120 71.96 76.23

An gola 117 93 72.70 52.65

Ban gla desh 118 115 72.99 68.75

Ukraine 119 130 74.16 88.73

Ye men 120 116 75.25 69.66

Equa to rial Guinea 121 101 76.85 59.16

Uganda 122 94 77.72 53.41

Ni ge ria 123 126 79.36 83.38

Turkmenistan 124 128 80.31 87.41

Al ge ria 125 109 80.93 64.37

Rus sia 126 131 81.24 91.45

Libya 127 121 83.69 76.60

Iraq 128 125 83.95 81.41

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo
(Kinshasa)

129 106 85.14 62.81

Uzbekistan 130 122 88.37 78.37

Kazakhstan 131 124 89.27 80.45

Iran 132 129 92.50 87.93

Bolivia 133 133 96.18 100.00

Ec ua dor 134 127 96.27 85.59

Ven e zuela 135 132 100.00 97.18

South Da kota N/A 1 N/A 8.82

Ken tucky N/A 65 N/A 40.33

US Off shore—At lan tic N/A 71 N/A 42.42

Jor dan N/A 75 N/A 44.40

Brazil * 80 * 45.58

Florida N/A 100 N/A 57.86

New York N/A 102 N/A 59.34

Niger N/A 112 N/A 65.46

Ar gen tina * 117 * 71.07

Ethi o pia N/A 119 N/A 76.15

Yu kon N/A 36 N/A 25.50

* = Bro ken down into sub-na tional ju ris dic tions in 2011; N/A = In suf fi cient data  or not in cluded in the sur vey.

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



Figure 3: All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index
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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. Mis sis sippi

2. Ohio

3. Kan sas

4. Oklahoma

5. Texas

6. West Vir ginia

7. Neth er lands—North Sea

8. Ala bama

9. Hun gary

10. North Dakota

Sur pris ingly, only 4 of these juris dic tions, Mis sis sippi, Oklahoma, Texas, and Ala bama, were also

among the top 10 juris dic tions world wide in 2010. These 4 states were also among the top 10 in

2009.

Third placed Kan sas moved into the top 10 (of 135) from 19th posi tion (of 133) in 2010. Sixth

ranked (of 135) West Vir ginia jumped from 49th posi tion (of 133) in the 2010 sur vey and 9th

ranked Hun gary, from 43rd spot. Sev enth ranked Neth er lands—North Sea climbed from 26th

posi tion (of 133) in 2010, and the 10th most attrac tive juris dic tion, North Dakota, improved from

24th posi tion (of 133). Close run ners-up were Sas katch e wan (11th of 135) and Man i toba (12th of

135) this year com pared with their 17th and 8th placed ranks (of 133) in 2010.

In addi tion to West Vir ginia and Hun gary, this year Roma nia, Bul garia, and Timor Gap all moved

sig nif i cantly higher in the rank ings. Bul garia reached 55th spot (of 135), up from 86th posi tion (of

133) in 2010, and Roma nia moved up to 63rd place (of 135) com pared with 95th (of 133) in 2010.

Timor Gap climbed into 47th posi tion (of 135) from 72nd place (of 133) in 2010.  Mozam bique,

Côte d’Ivoire, Nova Sco tia, Kyrgyzstan, Ghana, Nor way—North Sea, and Den mark also improved 

their rank ings sig nif i cantly in this year’s survey.

Not sur pris ing, given the antic i pated tight en ing of reg u la tions in the wake of the BP oil spill, is

the sharp drop in attrac tive ness for invest ment in the US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico. This juris -

dic tion has fallen from 11th posi tion (of 133) in 2010 to 60th (of 135) this year. The sec ond larg est

decline was in the Phil ip pines, which tum bled from 55th posi tion (of 133) last year to 86th (of

135) in the 2011 sur vey. Can ada’s North west Ter ri to ries also suf fered a large fall, drop ping to

103rd posi tion (of 135) this year from 74th spot (of 133) in 2010. Other juris dic tions that slipped

con sid er ably in the 2011 rank ings were Uganda, Brunei, Uru guay, Angola, the Dem o cratic Repub -

lic of the Congo (Kinshasa), Cam er oon, Equa to rial Guinea, Alaska—Off shore, Alge ria, Viet nam,

Brit ish Colum bia, Aus tria, Malay sia, Que bec and Alaska. Accord ing to the sur vey, the North west
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Figure 4:  2011 GLOBAL INVESTMENT CLIMATE for petroleum upstream development

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



Ter ri to ries, the US—Off shore Pacific, Que bec, Cal i for nia, and Alaska are now the least attrac tive

of the North Amer i can juris dic tions for upstream petro leum invest ment.

First quintile

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

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

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

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

quintile) are the least attrac tive.

In addi tion to the 10 most attrac tive juris dic tions noted above, the 5 fol low ing juris dic tions also

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

· Sas katch e wan

· Man i toba

· Il li nois

· Lou i si ana

· Ar kan sas

Only 15 juris dic tions obtained first quintile scores this year com pared with 24 in 2010. All 15

except for West Vir ginia, Neth er lands—North Sea, and North Dakota also scored in the first

quintile in 2010. US juris dic tions account for 12 of the 15 first quintile scor ers this year. One of the

remain ing juris dic tions (Hun gary) is in Europe, and 2 are Cana dian prov inces: Sas katch e wan and

Manitoba.

Sec ond quintile

The 49 juris dic tions with scores from 20 to 39.99 (sec ond quintile) on the All-Inclu sive Com pos ite

Index are shown in dark blue. This group includes 14 Euro pean coun tries (2 more than in 2010);

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

Brit ish Colum bia, Que bec, and the North west Ter ri to ries; 10 oce anic juris dic tions (includ ing all

of the Aus tra lian states, ter ri to ries and off shore regions, and New Zea land, which missed first

quintile sta tus by a very small mar gin); and 7 US juris dic tions. Four Latin Amer i can and Carib bean 

coun tries, 4 coun tries in the Mid dle East, 3 Afri can nations, and 2 coun tries in Asia are also in this

year’s group of second quintile scorers.

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

best to worst score). Juris dic tions marked with an aster isk were in the first quintile in 2010. The

sec ond quintile group grew this year from 39 to 49 juris dic tions, an increase mainly due to larger

per cent ages of neg a tive responses which resulted in poorer scores. Also, 6 juris dic tions improved

their scores suf fi ciently this year to move into the sec ond quintile from third quintile place ments
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in 2010: Timor Gap (JPDA), Bul garia, Japan, Morocco, Roma nia, and Thai land. The migra tion of

some juris dic tions to the sec ond quintile was par tially off set by the fact that some oth ers slipped

from their sec ond quintile place ment in 2010 to the third quintile.

           * This juris dic tion had a first quintile score in 2010.

Third quintile

Inves tors do not gen er ally see juris dic tions with All-Inclu sive Index scores from 40 to 59.99 (ie., in

the third quintile) as attrac tive as those with scores in the first and sec ond quin tiles. The 34 juris -

dic tions in the third quintile this year (down from 39 in 2010) are listed below. The 5 juris dic tions
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· New Zea land*

· Den mark

· Utah*

· Vic to ria*

· Chile*

· South Aus tra lia*

· United King dom—North Sea

· Aus tria*

· Neth er lands

· On tario

· Faroe Is lands

· Wy o ming*

· Tas ma nia*

· Mich i gan

· North ern Ter ri tory*

· Nor way—North Sea

· United King dom

· Qa tar

· Nova Sco tia

· Ger many

· Po land

· West ern Aus tra lia*

· Bah rain

· United Arab Emirates

· Aus tra lia—Off shore

· New Mex ico

· Queensland

· Montana

· Green land

· New South Wales

· France

· Timor Gap (JPDA)

· Co lom bia

· Namibia

· New found land & Lab ra dor

· Al berta

· Uru guay

· Col o rado

· Nor way

· Bul garia

· Ja pan

· Oman

· Trin i dad & To bago

· New Bruns wick

· US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico*

· Mo rocco

· Tu ni sia

· Ro ma nia

· Thai land



that slipped into the third quintile this year from the sec ond quintile in 2010 are indi cated with an

aster isk. The only juris dic tion that improved from a fourth quintile per for mance in 2010 to third

quintile sta tus this year is Papua New Guinea; its improved score resulted in a rank of 96 (of 135)

com pared with 110th posi tion (of 133) in 2010.  

           *This juris dic tion dropped to the third from the sec ond quintile in 2010.

Although still in the third quintile, Ghana and Mozam bique each scored much more favor ably this 

year. As a result, Ghana moved up in the rank ings to 72nd (of 135) from 89th (of 133) in 2010, while

Mozam bique climbed to 75th posi tion (of 135) from a rank of 97th (of 133). Côte d’Ivoire also

improved its score and, as a result, moved up in the rank ings to 80th spot (of 135) com pared with

99th posi tion a year ago.

Some juris dic tions had third quintile scores in both 2010 and 2011, but their rank ings dete ri o rated 

con sid er ably this year. They are Cam er oon, Suri name, Que bec, Egypt, and Vietnam.
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· Penn syl va nia

· Brazil—Off shore “Pre-salt” 

ar range ments

· Brazil—On shore con ces sions

· Brazil—Off shore con ces sions

· Brit ish Co lum bia*

· Tur key

· Brunei*

· Ghana

· Al ba nia

· Ku wait

· Mo zam bique

· Peru

· It aly

· US Off shore—Alaska*

· Ma lay sia*

· Côte d’Ivoire

· Is rael

· Ar gen tina—Salta

· Alaska

· Viet nam

· South Af rica

· Phil ip pines*

· Su ri name

· Ar gen tina—Mendoza

· Tan za nia

· China

· Cal i for nia

· Que bec

· Egypt

· Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz

· Ar gen tina—Chubut

· Pa pua New Guinea

· Guy ana

· Cam er oon



Fourth quintile

In order to score from 60 to 79.99 (the fourth quintile) juris dic tions had to receive a rel a tively high

per cent age of neg a tive scores, indi cat ing that inves tors regard them as unat trac tive rel a tive to

juris dic tions with lower scores, ie., those in the first, sec ond or third quin tiles. Twenty-five juris -

dic tions placed in the fourth quintile this year com pared with 21 in 2010.

The fourth quintile juris dic tions are listed below. Juris dic tions that slipped into the fourth quintile 

this year as the result of poorer scores than in 2010 are marked with an aster isk. Of these, the most

seri ous dete ri o ra tion, as mea sured by their abso lute drop in score, was in Uganda, Can ada’s

North west Ter ri to ries, Angola, and Equa to rial Guinea.

· Ga bon*

· Mad a gas car*

· US Off shore—Pa cific

· Ar gen tina—Neuquen 

· North west Ter ri to ries*

· Azerbaijan

· Kyrgyzstan

· Syria*

· Pa ki stan

· Myanmar

· In dia

· Cam bo dia*

· Mau ri ta nia

· Timor Leste

· Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville)

· In do ne sia

· Chad

· Su dan

· An gola*

· Ban gla desh

· Ukraine

· Ye men

· Equa to rial Guinea*

· Uganda*

· Ni ge ria

           *This juris dic tion dropped to a fourth quintile rank ing in 2011.
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The scores of two coun tries improved suf fi ciently that they could move into the fourth quintile

from a fifth quintile posi tion in 2010: Ukraine and Nige ria. Ukraine’s improve ment was the more

sig nif i cant; Nige ria ranked at the bot tom of the fourth quintile.

Of the juris dic tions that had fourth quintile scores in both 2010 and 2011, Kyrgyzstan improved

the most, while the Repub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) and Indo ne sia dete ri o rated the most.

Fifth quintile 

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

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

pared with 10 in 2010.  They are:

· Turkmenistan

· Al ge ria*

· Rus sia

· Libya*

· Iraq

· Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa)*

· Uzbekistan*

· Kazakhstan

· Iran

· Bolivia

· Ec ua dor

· Ven e zuela

           * This juris dic tion dropped from a fourth quintile posi tion in 2010.

The 4 coun tries marked with an aster isk dropped from fourth quintile posi tions in 2010. Of these,

the Dem o cratic Repub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) and Alge ria dete ri o rated the most. Both had rel -

a tively low fourth quintile scores last year. Among the coun tries with fifth quintile scores both this

year and last only two, Rus sia and Turkmenistan, improved this year. This was most appar ent in

Rus sia’s case; it scored 81.2 this year (almost ris ing into the fourth quintile), com pared with 91.5 in

2010. 

The world’s proved oil reserves

The 2010 edi tion of the BP Sta tis ti cal Review gives the loca tion of the world’s proved oil reserves. A

sig nif i cantly large pro por tion of those reserves are sit u ated in parts of the world that sur vey par tic i -

pants regard as pos ing the great est bar ri ers to upstream petro leum invest ment. Led by Ven e zuela,

Iran, and Iraq, the 10 fifth quintile coun tries for which reserves data are iden ti fied in that pub li ca -
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tion hold approx i mately 603.1 bil lion bar rels of proved reserves (BP Sta tis ti cal Review, 2010) (see

table 2). These reserves con sti tute approx i mately 57 per cent of the world’s total proved reserves

that are acces si ble to inter na tional oil com pa nies (ie., exclud ing those in Mex ico and Saudi Ara bia

where involve ment in petro leum devel op ment with the local national oil com pany is gen er ally

lim ited to that of a sub con trac tor). Together, the fifth quintile coun tries listed in table 2, and the 12 

fourth quintile coun tries for which reserves data are pro vided (led by Nige ria and Angola with 37.2 

bil lion bar rels and 13.5 bil lion bar rels, respec tively) hold approx i mately 65 per cent of the world’s

acces si ble oil reserves.2 These reserves data sug gest that global oil explo ra tion and pro duc tion

devel op ment is likely to be slower and more costly (because of the greater expense that inves tors

face in such regions) than would oth er wise be the case. The dif fi culty that the world faces with

respect to the pace of petro leum pro duc tion devel op ment is com pounded by the fact that the

devel op ment and pro duc tion of reserves in coun tries with national oil com pa nies, such as Iran
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Ta ble 2: Proved oil re serves of fifth quintile coun tries

Re serves at the end of 2009* 
(in bil lions of bar rels)

Ven e zuela 172.3

Iran 137.6

Iraq 115.0

Rus sia 74.2

Libya 44.3

Kazakhstan 39.8

Al ge ria 12.2

Ec ua dor 6.5

Turkmenistan 0.6

Uzbekistan 0.6

To tal 603.1

World to tal ex clud ing Saudi Ara bia and Mex ico* 1,056.8

* Ca na dian proved re serves in clude 27.1 bil lion bar rels for oil sands “un der ac tive de vel op ment.”
Source: BP Sta tis ti cal Re view, 2010

2 The share of the world’s proved oil reserves controlled by countries regarded as relatively unattractive

for investment because of their fourth and fifth quintile scores would be a bit less (at about 57

percent) if Canadian oil sands reserves were not, according to the BP Statistical Review, restricted to

volumes “under active development” (which refers to reserves from which production is now

occurring or being developed). Similarly, the share represented by the fifth quintile countries would

be less, but nevertheless a shocking 50 percent.



and Ven e zuela, gen er ally requires the inter na tional oil com pa nies to enter into pro duc tion or rev -

e nue shar ing arrange ments, which inves tors fre quently find to be rel a tively unat trac tive.3

Com mer cial Envi ron ment Index find ings

Fig ure 5 ranks juris dic tions based on the five com mer cial envi ron ment index fac tors: fis cal terms,

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

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

Ven e zuela, Iran, Bolivia, Libya, Uzbekistan, Ecua dor, Kazakhstan, Alge ria, Dem o cratic Repub lic

of the Congo (Kinshasa), and Turkmenistan. Alge ria and the Dem o cratic Repub lic of Congo

(Kinshasa) dis placed Ukraine and Rus sia from the list this year.

Mis sis sippi ranks as the most com mer cially attrac tive juris dic tion this year, fol lowed by

Oklahoma, Texas, Vic to ria, Hun gary, South Aus tra lia, Tas ma nia, West Vir ginia, Sas katch e wan,

and Ohio.

Except for Hun gary, New Zea land, Neth er lands—North Sea, Neth er lands, and Chile, the 20 other

juris dic tions scor ing in the first quintile accord ing to this mea sure were either in the United States,

Aus tra lia, or Can ada. No Afri can, Asian, or Mid dle East ern juris dic tions were rep re sented in this

group. Qatar, which had a first quintile score on this mea sure in 2010, dropped to a high sec ond

quintile posi tion mainly because of worse scores for its fiscal regime and general taxation.

Reg u la tory Cli mate Index results

The Reg u la tory Cli mate Index ranks juris dic tions accord ing to inves tors’ per cep tions of the reg u -

la tory hur dles they face, 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 6 shows, the 10 worst scor ers this year on this index were Ven e zuela, Kazakhstan, Ecua -

dor, Iran, the US Off shore—Pacific, Bolivia, Rus sia, Uzbekistan, Iraq, and Turkmenistan. Each of

these juris dic tions except for the US Off shore—Pacific and Iraq, which dis placed Ukraine and

Nige ria, were also among those with the worst reg u la tory cli mate in 2010. Poor per for mance on

reg u la tory issues is a major rea son why inves tors con sider many juris dic tions to be relatively

unattractive.
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3 While the observations made in this paragraph do not take into consideration the natural gas reserves 

that fourth and fifth quintile countries hold, the general conclusion reached, ie., that these countries

possess a dismayingly large proportion of the world’s petroleum reserves, was not altered when the

natural gas reserve estimates for countries around the world provided in the BP Statistical Review

were examined.



Figure 5: Com mer cial Envi ron ment Index
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Figure 6: Reg u la tory Cli mate Index
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The 10 most attrac tive juris dic tions in terms of reg u la tory fac tors this year are Ohio, Mis sis sippi,

Aus tria, Oklahoma, Texas, Bah rain, Kan sas, Man i toba, West Vir ginia, and North Dakota. Other

juris dic tions whose reg u la tory cli mate scores put them in the first quintile are the Neth er -

lands—North Sea, Qatar, Chile, and Uru guay. The US Gulf of Mex ico, which placed in the first

quintile on this index in 2010, scored much more poorly this year and dropped to the fourth

quintile. This sharp drop was likely a reflec tion of the US gov ern ment’s reac tion to the BP oil spill.

Que bec’s score also dropped con sid er ably on this index this year, to 118th place from 92nd in 2010.

Geopolitical Risk Index

The Geopolitical Risk Index focuses on polit i cal risk and secu rity. As fig ure 7 illus trates, 18 juris -

dic tions scored between 80 and 100 (in the fifth quintile) on geopolitical risk this year (up from 14

in 2010), indi cat ing that upstream inves tors regard them as pos ing con sid er able polit i cal and/or

secu rity risks. These juris dic tions are the Dem o cratic Repub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa), Iraq,

Ven e zuela, Paki stan, Alge ria, Yemen, Mad a gas car, Nige ria, Bolivia, Iran, Repub lic of the Congo

(Brazzaville), Chad, Equa to rial Guinea, Ecua dor, Egypt, Timor Leste, Kyrgyzstan, and Mau ri ta -

nia. The 16 juris dic tions with scores of 60 to 79.99 (fourth quintile) on this index also appear to

pres ent con sid er able con cerns to inves tors, espe cially Sudan, Côte d’Ivoire, Libya, Angola,

Uzbekistan, Papua New Guinea, and Uganda.

For some coun tries, a rel a tively high per cent age of the neg a tive responses received on ques tions of

polit i cal sta bil ity and secu rity indi cated that respon dents sim ply “would not pur sue invest ment”

there because their geopolitical risk. These appar ently high risk juris dic tions include the Dem o -

cratic Repub lic of Congo (Kinshasa), Iraq, Ven e zuela, Yemen, Nigeria, and Libya.

Poten tial for improve ment

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

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

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

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

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

Respon dents were asked to select from one of five pos si ble responses: 1) Not at all; 2) Only slightly;

3) 20 to 50 per cent; 4) 50 to 100 per cent; or 5) More than 100 per cent.

The results indi cate that rel a tively large per cent ages of respon dents believe that explo ra tion and

devel op ment might be likely to increase by more than 100 per cent in Iran, Ven e zuela, the Dem o -

cratic Repub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa), Iraq, the Argen tin ean prov ince of Chubut, and Que bec if

best prac tices were adopted. Com bin ing all the responses that indi cate that best prac tices could

increase explo ra tion and devel op ment by at least 20 per cent (ie., the num ber 3, 4, and 5 responses)
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Figure 7: Geopolitical Risk Index

0 20 40 60 80 100

Kuwait
Quebec

Italy
Alaska

US Offshore—Alaska
Pennsylvania

Bulgaria
US Offshore—Gulf of Mexico

Northwest Territories
Japan

Alberta
British Columbia

United Arab Emirates
Timor Gap (JPDA)*

Arkansas
New Mexico

Colorado
Hungary

Brunei
Uruguay

Brazil—Offshore CC*
Montana

Brazil—Offshore presalt area PSC*
Alabama
Namibia

New South Wales
Chile

Brazil—Onshore CC*
New Brunswick

Newfoundland & Labrador
United Kingdom—North Sea

Austria
Texas

Australia—Offshore
Manitoba

Ontario
Victoria

United Kingdom
North Dakota

Louisiana
Western Australia

Saskatchewan
Nova Scotia

Oklahoma
Poland

Northern Territory
Wyoming

France
Illinois
Kansas

Michigan
Mississippi

Ohio
Utah

West Virginia
Queensland

South Australia
Tasmania

New Zealand
Denmark

Faroe Islands
Germany

Greenland
Netherlands

Netherlands—North Sea
Norway

Norway—North Sea

 Mild deterrent to investment

 Strong deterrent to investment

 Would not pursue investment
due to this factor

0 20 40 60 80 100

Dem. Rep. of the Congo (Kinshasa)
Iraq

Venezuela
Pakistan

Algeria
Yemen

Madagascar
Nigeria
Bolivia

Iran
Republic of the Congo (Brazzaville)

Chad
Equatorial Guinea

Ecuador
Egypt

Timor Leste
Kyrgyzstan
Mauritania

Sudan
Côte d'Ivoire

Libya
Angola

Uzbekistan
Papua New Guinea

Uganda
Syria

Turkmenistan
Tunisia

Cameroon
Philippines
Indonesia

Russia
Kazakhstan

Guyana
Ukraine

Cambodia
Bangladesh

Myanmar
Azerbaijan

Albania
Suriname

Gabon
Argentina—Neuquen 

Thailand
Colombia
Tanzania

India
South Africa

Ghana
Argentina—Mendoza

Israel
Argentina—Santa Cruz

Peru
Argentina—Salta

Morocco
Mozambique

Argentina—Chubut
China

Vietnam
California

Trinidad and Tobago
Bahrain

Oman
US Offshore—Pacific

Qatar
Romania
Malaysia

Turkey

* JPDA = Joint Petroleum Development Area; PSC = profit sharing contracts;  CC =  concession contracts



Figure 8: Transition to best practices
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indi cates that the sur vey respon dents believe that activ ity could be boosted con sid er ably in Iran,

Alge ria, Kazakhstan, Argen tina’s Chubut Mendoza, Santa Cruz, and Neuquen prov inces, Cam bo -

dia, India, Sudan, Libya, Iraq, Nige ria, Rus sia, Papua New Guinea, Ven e zuela, the two Congo

repub lics, and Ghana (see fig ure 8). More over, as fig ure 8 indi cates, improve ments to laws and reg -

u la tions offer the prom ise of con sid er ably more explo ra tion and devel op ment in many other juris -

dic tions on con di tion that their geo log i cal poten tials are suf fi ciently attrac tive.

As one might expect, gen er ally speak ing, many of the juris dic tions that inves tors ranked as unat -

trac tive this year, such as Iran, Ven e zuela and Libya, are among those that respon dents feel would

ben e fit the most from the adop tion of best prac tices. Con versely, juris dic tions that inves tors con -

sid ered already attrac tive as invest ment pros pects are gen er ally places where the adop tion of best

prac tices would have lit tle impact. For exam ple, 5 of the 10 juris dic tions where move ment towards

best prac tices is regarded as hav ing the least poten tial impact are in the group ranked most attrac -

tive for invest ment this year. The remain ing 5 juris dic tions all had respect able sec ond quintile

scores.

For juris dic tions where the adop tion of best prac tices would have lit tle impact, such as Mich i gan,

Man i toba, New Zea land, New South Wales, Mis sis sippi, Hun gary, Ala bama, Den mark,

Oklahoma, and Texas, the find ings sug gest that the respon dents believe that the cur rent laws, reg -

u la tions, and insti tu tional arrange ments that gov ern explo ra tion activ ity are already closely rep re -

sen ta tive of “best prac tices.” The legal foun da tions in these juris dic tions would appear to offer

attrac tive tem plates for offi cials in juris dic tions where the adop tion of best prac tices would be

most wel comed by inves tors.
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Re sults by continental region

North Amer ica

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

rated as attrac tive for upstream invest ment.

Can ada

As fig ure 10 illus trates, inves tors find the North west Ter ri to ries the least attrac tive juris dic tion in

Can ada, mainly because of native land claims and var i ous reg u la tory issues. Spe cif i cally, the

North west Ter ri to ries ranks as the least attrac tive juris dic tion glob ally for petro leum devel op ment 

due to obsta cles posed by land claim prob lems. This juris dic tion is also seen as the sec ond worst

glob ally for its reg u la tory com pli ance and uncer tainty sur round ing spe cially pro tected areas. It is

also the eighth worst juris dic tion world wide in terms of uncer tainty and dif fi cul ties related to

environmental regulation.  

The judg ments by sur vey respon dents about a num ber of reg u la tory fac tors related to the North -

west Ter ri to ries were likely influ enced by the length of time that was required by the reg u la tor to

reach a deci sion on the Mac ken zie Gas Pro ject appli ca tion, as well as with some of the con di tions

that were attached to the deci sion when it was finally released, both of which sig nif i cantly increase

36 Fra ser In sti tute Global Pe tro leum Sur vey, 2011

www.fraserinstitute.org

Fig ure 10: All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index—Can ada
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the pro ject cost. The North west Ter ri to ries’ posi tion also dete ri o rated from 2010 due to the poorer 

scores it received on the ques tion of reg u la tory dupli ca tion and con sis tency.

The sec ond worst Cana dian juris dic tion this year is Que bec. It remained in the third quintile, but

received a much worse score than in 2010. Its drop was mainly due to slip page in scores on var i ous

reg u la tory ques tions in the sur vey, includ ing those on juris dic tion dupli ca tion and over lap ping,

admin is tra tive uncer tainty related to reg u la tions, and reg u la tory com pli ance. Que bec also fared

more poorly than in 2010 on ques tions about socio-eco nomic agreements and labor regulations.

Some what sur pris ingly, accord ing to upstream petro leum inves tors the third least attrac tive

Cana dian juris dic tion this year is Brit ish Colum bia. Its score tum bled into the third quintile fol -

low ing sec ond quintile show ings in prior years. The dete ri o ra tion in BC’s rank resulted from

poorer scores on most of the reg u la tory issue ques tions, includ ing reg u la tory uncer tainty, cost of

com pli ance, and envi ron men tal reg u la tions. The prov ince’s score on the “tax a tion in gen eral”

ques tion also dete ri o rated. Brit ish Colum bia con tin ues to be among the least attrac tive juris dic -

tions in the world on land claims issues.

As in 2009 and 2010, Sas katch e wan and Man i toba are the top two Cana dian juris dic tions and cur -

rently rank as the 11th and 12th most attrac tive juris dic tions world wide. This year, how ever, Sas -

katch e wan moved slightly ahead of Man i toba (see table 3). The strong rat ings inves tors gave these

two prov inces reflect strong scores on both reg u la tory and com mer cial sur vey ques tions.

Fra ser In sti tute Global Pe tro leum Sur vey, 2011 37
www.fraserinstitute.org

Ta ble 3: Rank ings of Ca na dian ju ris dic tions for 2011 and their
All-In clu sive In dex scores

 Rank in 2011        Ju ris dic tion Value Rank in 2010

    1       Sas katch e wan 17.48 2

    2       Man i toba 17.52 1

    3       On tario 22.57 3

    4       Nova Sco tia 26.64 7

    5       New found land & Lab ra dor 32.34 5

    6       Al berta 32.73 8

    7       New Bruns wick 35.80 N/A

    8       Brit ish Co lum bia 41.44 6

    9       Que bec 56.24 10

    10       North west Ter ri to ries 64.84 9



Ontario remained in third place in the Cana dian rank ings again this year, fol lowed by Nova Sco tia

and New found land & Lab ra dor.

Sixth place Alberta improved slightly from its place in 2010. Its improve ment was mainly a reflec -

tion of better marks for fis cal terms fol low ing the spe cial drill ing incen tives that were announced

in May last year after the 2010 sur vey had been com pleted. Alberta also improved its score on the

gen eral tax a tion ques tion. How ever, Alberta only moved up to 51st spot (of 135) in the over all

rank ings com pared with 60th posi tion (of 133) in 2010. The rise was muted because the improve -

ments men tioned were par tially off set by inves tors’ con tin ued con cerns about reg u la tory issues,

espe cially uncer tainty related to envi ron men tal reg u la tions and the cost of reg u la tory com pli ance. 

Table 3 sum ma rizes this year’s changes in the rel a tive attrac tive ness of Cana dian juris dic tions

com pared with the 2010 results.

Com ments from respon dents about Cana dian prov inces and the North west Ter ri to ries ranged

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

Alberta

“Re spond ing the most to shift ing tech nol ogy from both a reg u la tory and roy alty per -

spec tive. In fi nitely more ‘user friendly’ than in 2008.”

“While not per fect, still has rel a tively low po lit i cal risk and an at trac tive roy alty re gime. 

Ma jor com pa nies and in ves tors still see Al berta as an area of growth and de vel op ment.”

“While Al berta has gone some dis tance to amend the roy alty terms it lacks the po lit i cal

lead er ship to pro vide for long-term sta bil ity.”

“Pub lic at ti tudes still re flect the widely held view that the in dus try is not act ing in the

pub lic in ter est and must be ‘fixed.’”

“Gov ern ment needs to be more con sis tent with pol i cies on roy alty and en vi ron men tal

is sues.”

Brit ish Colum bia

“Con tin ues to lead the pack in terms of com pet i tive ness.”

“More will ing to work closely with in dus try to find win-win so lu tions.”

“Change of gov ern ment lead er ship and se nior bu reau crats, though, may be a prob lem

in the fu ture.”

Man i toba

“Qual i fied la bor and best tax re gime.”
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“Man i toba has a rel a tively small piece of the ba sin but is smart enough to want em -

ploy ment rather than worry about try ing to col lect roy al ties.”

New found land & Lab ra dor 

“Un fa vor able fis cal terms and dif fi cult ne go ti a tions with pro vin cial bod ies.”

“Ag gres sive one-off deals re quired to ob tain pro ject ap prov als from the gov ern ment.”

Que bec 

“The prov ince’s de ci sion to halt shale gas de vel op ment based on bad in for ma tion and

over zeal ous en vi ron men tal ists.”

“The gov ern ment should have taken the lead af ter the Bu reau d’audiences publiques sur

l’environnement (BAPE) pub lic hear ings on the en vi ron ment, rather than al low ing mis -

in formed ac tiv ists to gen er ate sto ries that sell news pa pers to stir up pub lic re sent ment

for the fledg ling gas in dus try. Must act on the in for ma tion and rec om men da tions that

op er a tors have sup plied in good faith.”

Sas katch e wan 

“Has a good fis cal re gime and a very fa vor able, clear reg u la tory re gime.”

“Long-term sta bil ity on roy al ties. Busi ness-friendly gov ern ment and com mu ni ties.”

“They un der stand the pe tro leum in dus try is a part of the prov ince’s busi ness and how

im por tant it is to the cash base of the prov ince.”
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The United States

As fig ure 11 illus trates, the US Off shore Pacific had the worst All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index score

among the 23 US juris dic tions that were eval u ated this year. The next least attrac tive US regions are 

Cal i for nia, Alaska, and the US Off shore—Alaska. Inves tors con tinue to be turned off by envi ron -

men tal reg u la tions and related uncer tain ties in these areas. Of the 135 juris dic tions that were

ranked this year, the US Off shore—Pacific and US Off shore—Alaska juris dic tions, along with

Cal i for nia, were ranked as hav ing the great est bar ri ers to invest ment on this account. The US Off -

shore—Gulf of Mex ico, Col o rado, Alaska, and Penn syl va nia also scored poorly on the envi ron -

men tal reg u la tion ques tion. 

Led by Mis sis sippi, Ohio, Kan sas, Oklahoma, and Texas, 11 US states are among the 15 most

attrac tive juris dic tions for invest ment world wide, as indi cated by their first quintile scores. All

eleven states received rel a tively very pos i tive results across the full array of sur vey ques tions.  Their

attrac tive ness for invest ment is under scored by the first quintile or low sec ond quintile scores each

obtained on both the com mer cial envi ron ment and reg u la tory cli mate indi ces. The big gest change

this year is with West Vir ginia, which jumped to 6th place (of 135) from 49th place (of 133) in 2010,
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Fig ure 11: All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index—United States

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

US Offshore—Pacific

California

Alaska

US Offshore—Alaska

Pennsylvania

US Offshore—Gulf of Mexico

Colorado

Montana

New Mexico

Michigan

Wyoming

Utah

Arkansas

Louisiana

Illinois

North Dakota

Alabama

West Virginia

Texas

Oklahoma

Kansas

Ohio

Mississippi

Mild deterrent to investment

Strong deterrent to investment

Would not pursue investment due to this factor



as the result of its much improved fis cal regime and tax a tion ques tion scores, as well as in regard to

reg u la tory dupli ca tion and con sis tency, and labor regulation issues.

Seven US juris dic tions (of 23) had rel a tively attrac tive sec ond quintile rank ings. How ever, the

worst per former of this group, the US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico, is much less attrac tive to inves -

tors than it was a year ago. The decline is a reflec tion of the juris dic tion’s much poorer scores across 

a broad range of sur vey ques tions fol low ing the BP oil leak disas ter, most impor tantly those per -

tain ing to reg u la tory reg u la tion uncer tainty, the cost of reg u la tory com pli ance, uncer tainty

regard ing envi ron men tal reg u la tion, and regulatory duplication and inconsistency.

Penn syl va nia, which had a low third quintile score again this year, has about the same global rank -

ing as in 2010. Envi ron men tal reg u la tion issues con tinue to be a major obsta cle to invest ment in

that state, par tic u larly in rela tion to devel op ment and pro duc tion of nat u ral gas in the Marcellus

shale play.

Alaska also remained in the third quintile but dropped in the global rank ings from 68th posi tion (of 

133) to 83rd posi tion (of 135) due to poorer scores on a num ber of issues includ ing fis cal terms,

envi ron men tal reg u la tion, the cost of reg u la tory com pli ance, uncer tainty around the inter pre ta -

tion of reg u la tions, uncer tain ties about pro tected areas, and native land claims.

Com ments received with regard to a num ber of Amer i can juris dic tions are pre sented below. 

USA in gen eral

“Sta bil ity in most fis cal terms rel a tive to other ju ris dic tions, al though fu ture ero sion of

prof it abil ity is in ev i ta ble.”

Cal i for nia 

“Sta ble reg u la tory en vi ron ment, but some prob lems with en vi ron men tal re stric tions,

es pe cially wait times for gov ern men tal ap proval to drill in ‘en vi ron men tally sen si tive

ar eas.’”

Col o rado 

“One pol icy change will not ma te ri ally im prove the busi ness cli mate. Many changes are 

needed start ing with air reg u la tions and their stew ard ship by the De part ment of Pub lic

Health and En vi ron ment. Sec ond on the list would be to re peal the new oner ous reg u -

la tions re cently adopted by the Col o rado Oil & Gas Com mis sion.” 

“Reg u la tory de lays, in con sis tent en force ment of reg u la tions, chang ing reg u la tory en vi -

ron ment, and con flicted po lit i cal ap point ees in reg u la tory ap proval pro cesses.”
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North Dakota 

“Good re turns at rea son able risk. De vel op ment po ten tial with at trac tive ge ol ogy and

fis cal terms and skilled workforce.”

“Oil shale is very pro lific as of now. With time, more ex plo ra tion, and im prove ments

in tech nol ogy, it will be one of the best oil plays.”

Lou i si ana 

“Fa vor able cor po rate tax a tion frame work. Clearly de fined en vi ron men tal reg u la tions.”

Oklahoma 

“En ergy-friendly state with rich re source base and pre dict able po lit i cal and reg u la tory

en vi ron ment.”

Ohio 

“In the south ern and east ern ar eas peo ple are more open to oil and gas de vel op ment                            

than in other parts of the state.”

Penn syl va nia 

“At trac tive be cause of the geo log i cal op por tu nity and eco nom ics of the Marcellus and

other shales, in clud ing nat u ral gas, nat u ral gas liq uids and con den sate.” 

“Per mit costs, reg u la tory dif fer ences from re gion to re gion (in con sis tent in ter pre ta tion

and en force ment), grow ing in con sis tent in volve ment by lo cal gov ern ment agen cies and 

au thor i ties.”

Texas 

“Sta ble and pre dict able reg u la tory frame work. Busi ness and reg u la tory frame work is

prac ti cal and the state en cour ages in vest ment.” 

“Texas Rail road Com mis sion is an ti quated, non-re spon sive, and un der staffed.”

US Gulf of Mex ico 

“Po lit i cally sta ble; good ac cess to ex ist ing in fra struc ture.”

Wyo ming 

“Good la bor force, pro in dus try, fair reg u la tory en vi ron ment.”
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Figure 1 :   EUROPE                                                                                                 2011                      
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Europe

Fig ure 13 pres ents and com pares the scores for the Euro pean juris dic tions based on the All Inclu -

sive Com pos ite Index.

This year, Rus sia has been included with the Euro pean juris dic tions instead of with Asia. With out

this addi tion, Ukraine would have been clas si fied as the least attrac tive place for invest ment again

this year. Although Rus sia received the poor est score of all of the Euro pean juris dic tions and is the

only one with a fifth quintile plac ing, Rus sia’s per for mance improved this year, enabling it to move 

upwards slightly in the global rank ing. Ukraine’s score improved even more, mov ing it up to the

fourth quintile and a rank of 119 (of 135) com pared with 130 (of 133) in 2010. Com par i son of this

year’s results for Ukraine with last year accord ing to the Com mer cial Envi ron ment Index and the

Reg u la tory Cli mate Index indi cates that improve ments occurred over a range of fac tors affect ing

both busi ness con di tions and the reg u la tory envi ron ment.

Tur key, Alba nia, and Italy retained their medi o cre third quintile sta tus this year. The improve -

ment in Tur key’s reg u la tory cli mate was more than enough to off set poorer scores  related to fac -

tors shap ing the coun try’s com mer cial envi ron ment (espe cially fis cal terms). This allowed Tur key

to move up in the global rank ing to 70th posi tion (of 135) from 84th (of 133) last year.
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Fig ure 13: All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index—Europe
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Bul garia and Roma nia both moved up into the sec ond quintile from the third. In both cases this

was mainly a result of their improved per for mance on the fis cal terms ques tion as well as on the

reg u la tory cli mate that inves tors face.

The remain der of the Euro pean juris dic tions all achieved attrac tive first or sec ond quintile clas si fi -

ca tions. Except for Neth er lands—North Sea, Hun gary, and Aus tria, there were few sig nif i cant

changes between last year and this in either the All Inclu sive Index scores or the global rank ings.

Neth er lands—North Sea moved into the first quintile and 7th posi tion glob ally (of 135) from 49th

(of 133). Hun gary also moved up con sid er ably, jump ing to 9th spot over all from 43rd in 2010. In

both Neth er lands—North Sea and Hun gary, the improve ment was wide spread, includ ing fis cal

terms, tax a tion in gen eral, and the cost of regulatory compliance.  

This year, Aus tria slipped from the first to the sec ond quintile, and from 5th posi tion glob ally to

23rd, mainly because of sig nif i cantly poorer scores on the fis cal terms and tax a tion ques tions.  The

coun try’s favor able reg u la tory cli mate does not appear to have changed.

The fol low ing com ments are typ i cal of those received with regard to var i ous Euro pean

juris dic tions:

Alba nia 

“At trac tive be cause of its emerg ing mar ket, new pri vat iza tion, and prox im ity to mar kets.”

Aus tria 

“Po lit i cally sta ble with low tax re gime.”

France

“De lays in grant ing shale ex plo ra tion li censes; [they should] re duce the re lin quish ment 

re quire ments.”

Ger many 

“Lack of trans par ency of reg u la tion and no cen trally held da ta base.”

Green land 

“Sta ble and en cour ages in vest ment.”

“Large per ceived po ten tial for hy dro car bons.”
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Hun gary 

“Pro jects are avail able for small com pa nies, pro spec tive oil and gas bas ins, ac cept able

fis cal terms and risks.”

“Fis cal terms, risks, etc. are ac cept able.”

Italy

“Weak cen tral gov ern ment al lows too many mu nic i pal i ties and re gions to in ter fere in

the per mit ting pro cess.”

Neth er lands 

“Most friendly in vest ment frame work; con sis tent pol icy.”

Neth er lands/France

“En vi ron men tal/po lit i cal im ped i ments... slow to ac cept/adapt to chang ing tech no log i -

cal en vi ron ment.”

Nor way 

“Sta ble, trans par ent pol i cies.”

“Un cer tain ties/lack of pre dict abil ity with re spect to new ma te rial ex plo ra tion op por tu -

ni ties due to lack of  pol icy re gard ing open ing of new ar eas; com plex dis cre tion ary sys -

tem for reg u la tory com pli ance; fis cal sys tem de sign some what coun ter pro duc tive/lack

in cen tives for late field life in vest ments in im proved or en hanced oil recovery.”

Poland 

“Good po ten tial for un con ven tional gas de vel op ment, rel a tively low costs, de vel oped

mar ket and in fra struc ture, and fan tas tic fis cal terms.”

Rus sia 

“High est re serves and pro duc tion po ten tial, an im prov ing ju ris dic tion with  man age -

able risks, skilled la bor.”

“Un cer tainty about tax a tion, in creased re source na tion al ism, non-trans par ent li cens ing 

pro cess.”
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Tur key 

“Good fis cal re gime, sta ble gov ern ment and lim ited com pe ti tion.”

United King dom 

“Po lit i cal sta bil ity, com pet i tive fis cal terms, highly de vel oped ex plo ra tion and de vel op -

ment busi ness en vi ron ment.”

UK North Sea

“At trac tive be cause of po lit i cal sta bil ity, fis cal re gime, in fra struc ture, prox im ity to 

mar kets, and skilled la bor force.”

Ukraine

“Un sta ble, un pre dict able, dif fi cult to in ter act with state au thor i ties.”

“In cred i bly slow de ci sions pro cesses due to po lit i cal in sta bil ity.”

West ern Europe 

“The op por tu ni ties avail able fit our skill set. Sta ble gov ern ments and roy alty re gimes.

Pre fer over North Amer ica as gas prices there will stay low for the fore see able fu ture

and the cost of get ting a land po si tion in West ern Can ada with re spect to oil is too ex -

pen sive.”
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Figure 14:   ASIA                                                                                                      2011 

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

CHINA

KAZAKHSTAN

TURKMENISTAN

PAKISTAN

KYRGYZSTAN

BAN
G

LAD
ESH

MYANMAR

THAILAND

CAMBODIA
VIETNAM

AZERBAIJAN

UZBEKISTAN

JAPAN

INDIA



Asia

Fig ure 15 ranks the Asian juris dic tions accord ing to their scores on the All-Inclu sive Com pos ite

Index. 

Three of the 12 least attrac tive juris dic tions world wide, those with scores in the fifth quintile, are

the for mer Soviet repub lics of Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, and Turkmenistan in cen tral Asia. These

coun tries also rank among the 10 worst juris dic tions world wide on both the Com mer cial

Environment Index and Reg u la tory Cli mate Index. Of the 3, only Turkmenistan’s score improved

from 2010, though the change was not enough to lift the coun try into the fourth quintile.

The 7 fourth quintile Asian coun tries this year, Ban gla desh, Cam bo dia, India, Myanmar, Paki stan, 

Kyrgyzstan, and Azerbaijan, all had fourth quintile scores in 2010 as well. Except for Kyrgyzstan,

how ever, they all received poorer scores this year (espe cially Cam bo dia). Kyrgyzstan moved from

123rd posi tion (of 133) in the global rank ings on the All Inclu sive Com pos ite Index in 2010 to 105th

place (of 135).  The improve ment resulted mainly from an improve ment in the coun try’s reg u la tory

cli mate as sug gested by stron ger scores on uncer tainty con cern ing envi ron men tal reg u la tion, the

cost of reg u la tory com pli ance, and per ceived clar ity and fair ness of the legal sys tem. Respon dents

also rated Kyrgyzstan higher this year on the breadth and qual ity of its geo log i cal data base.

Viet nam and China remained in the sec ond quintile this year.  How ever, the scores for both coun -

tries, espe cially Viet nam, dropped this year. China’s global attrac tive ness remained essen tially the

Fra ser In sti tute Global Pe tro leum Sur vey, 2011 49
www.fraserinstitute.org

Fig ure 15: All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index—Asia
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same as in 2010, but Viet nam dropped from 64th place (of 133) in 2010 to 84th (of 135) because of

some dete ri o ra tion in its com mer cial envi ron ment (eg., the fis cal regime) and the reg u la tory cli -

mate (includ ing uncer tainty about reg u la tory admin is tra tion and interpretation).

The two most attrac tive coun tries for upstream petro leum invest ment in Asia accord ing to sur vey

respon dents, Japan and Thai land, both scored better this year than last, and moved into the sec ond 

quintile as a result. The change was most sig nif i cant for Japan whose global rank rose to 56th (of

135) from 69th (of 133). Its rise was mainly due to improved scores on a range of fac tors affect ing

Japan’s reg u la tory cli mate includ ing envi ron men tal reg u la tion, fair ness of the legal sys tem, and

dupli ca tion of author ity. How ever, respon dents gave the coun try a poorer mark this year on the

cost of regulatory compliance.  

Com ments received on the petro leum indus try invest ment envi ron ment in var i ous Asian coun -

tries include the fol low ing:

Azerbaijan 

“Sta ble, pre dict able, trans par ent.”

Ban gla desh 

“An un der-ex plored coun try with strong po ten tial gas de mand. Not too dif fi cult to ne -

go ti ate rea son able terms with the govt. The coun try is safe to op er ate in and po lit i cally

rea son ably sta ble.”

Cam bo dia

“Off shore na tional bound ary dis pute with Thai land.”

China 

“Huge amount of re sources; broad mar ket for oil and nat u ral gas.”

India 

“Off shore Bay of Ben gal re gions are at trac tive as, in spite of the ma jor oil and gas dis -

cov er ies off there in 2005, the ex tent of ex plor atory drill ing is still very scanty in most

sed i men tary bas ins.”

“Ex pand ing mar ket for oil and gas, huge de vel op ment po ten tial, sta ble po lit i cal, sta ble fis cal.”

“Some of our off shore blocks in In dia are dis puted with its neigh bors. That is why our

com pany can’t go for ward with its ex plo ra tion and de vel op ment plans.”

“Bu reau cratic, com plex con flict ing reg u la tory sys tem.”

“Very poor ac cess to data.”
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Kazakhstan

“Great po ten tial of re sources and many op por tu ni ties for up stream pe tro leum in vest -

ment.”

“Our busi ness is a con tin u ing tar get of new fines, fees, lev ies, and taxes which, al though 

we are con trac tu ally pro tected, we none the less have to de fend against and some times

pay be fore we can even ap peal.

   §   Threat of chang ing tax re gime.

   §   Un sta ble leg is la tive en vi ron ment. 

   §   Sig nif i cant au thor ity in ter fer ence with op er a tions.

   §   Un re li able courts and wide spread cor rup tion.”

Kyrgyzstan 

“This is fron tier coun try that has been underexplored and un der de vel oped for many

years and there is sig nif i cant prospectivity. The po lit i cal en vi ron ment is a bit of a chal -

lenge though.”

Malay sia and Thai land 

“Very proactive gov ern ments seek ing in vest ments along with qual ity ex plo ra tion plays.”

Myanmar 

“Flex i ble with one-stop shop ping for prob lem res o lu tion; large re serves (es pe cially gas); 

less en vi ron men tal ob sta cles as in Thai land; and not as much com pe ti tion.”

Thai land 

“At trac tive be cause of fis cal terms, sup port ive reg u la tor, strong lo cal mar ket for oil and 

gas, ex pe ri enced workforce, and good in dus try in fra struc ture.”

Viet nam 

“Should clearly sep a rate the roles and re spon si bil i ties of the na tional oil com pany, the

reg u la tory/su per vi sory body and the li cens ing au thor ity.”

“Pres ents a fron tier ex plo ra tion and de vel op ment op por tu nity and near term and fu -

ture op por tu ni ties for in creas ing pro duc tion in a po lit i cally sta ble en vi ron ment.”

Viet nam and China 

“Gov ern ment of fi cials are very will ing to help and wel come for eign in vest ment. The

po ten tial re ward-to-risk ra tios are high.”
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Africa

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

the wide range in coun try rank ings on the All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index (see fig ure 17).

As with Asia, this year Africa is rep re sented by 3 coun tries in the group of 12 fifth quintile coun tries

deemed to be the least attrac tive for invest ment. The Dem o cratic Repub lic of the Congo

(Kinshasa), Libya, and Alge ria all tum bled into this group from fourth quintile scores. The dete ri o -

ra tion in All Inclu sive Index scores was great est for the Dem o cratic Repub lic of the Congo

(Kinshasa) and Alge ria.  In the case of the DRC (Kinshasa), this can prob a bly be attrib uted, at least

to some extent, to the arbi trary revo ca tion of agree ments pre vi ously awarded to Tullow Oil and the 

trans fer of the blocks in ques tion to other companies. This mafia-style crony-cap i tal ism has likely

shat tered what ever trust there may have been for the coun try’s legal sys tem. Not sur pris ingly, the

DRC (Kinshasa) received greater per cent ages of neg a tive responses (and there fore poorer scores)

this year on sur vey ques tions about legal sys tem fair ness, secu rity, polit i cal sta bil ity, pro tected

areas, and reg u la tory com pli ance.

The next least attrac tive juris dic tion in Africa this year is Nige ria. Its score improved slightly, but just

enough to allow it to move into the group of 10 fourth quintile coun tries which also includes (from

worst to best) Uganda, Equa to rial Guinea, Angola, Sudan, Chad, Repub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville),

Mau ri ta nia, Mad a gas car, and Gabon. Mau ri ta nia was included in the sur vey this year for the first
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Fig ure 17: All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index—Africa
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time. Five of the 9 fourth quintile coun tries that were ranked last year, Gabon, Mad a gas car, Angola,

Equa to rial Guinea, and Uganda, slipped from third quintile rat ings. Of the 9 fourth quintile Afri can

coun tries that were ranked last year, only Nige ria and Sudan improved their scores. The scores and

global rank ings of Angola, Equa to rial Guinea, and Uganda dete ri o rated the most. 

Uganda suf fered the great est decline in stand ing, drop ping from 94th over all (of 133) to 122nd place 

(of 135). Its poor score (high fourth quintile) is attrib ut able to a num ber of fac tors, but espe cially

legal sys tem fair ness and trans par ency (tied with Chad, Dem o cratic Repub lic of the Congo

(Kinshasa) and Ven e zuela as the worst juris dic tions on this fac tor); uncer tainty about pro tected

areas (the worst in the world in this regard); and the avail abil ity of infra struc ture (tied for worst

place again, world wide). The coun try’s score wors ened com pared with 2010 because of weaker rat -

ings for com mer cial envi ron ment fac tors such as fis cal terms and gen eral tax a tion, but also for its

reg u la tory cli mate. The lat ter was as a result of lower grades on legal sys tem fair ness and con ser va -

tion area uncer tainty. (Uganda’s poorer per for mance on gen eral tax a tion likely reflects con cern

over its increas ingly com plex cor po rate tax a tion regime, includ ing a pos si ble cap i tal gains tax.)

Africa has 7 juris dic tions with third quintile scores this year, all of which were in that quintile in

2010. As fig ure 17 shows, they range from Cam er oon, which almost scored in the fourth quintile,

to Ghana and Mozam bique, both of which scored much better than in 2010. With its improved

scores, Ghana moved up to 72nd posi tion (of 135) from 89th spot (of 133), and Mozam bique rose to 

75th place from 97th.  In both juris dic tions, the improve ment was mainly from improve ments to

the reg u la tory cli mate, includ ing the cost of com pli ance with reg u la tions per tain ing to the indus -

try. Egypt and Cam er oon, although still in the third quintile, both lost con sid er able ground in the

global ranking.

Three Afri can coun tries are in the attrac tive sec ond quintile group: Namibia, Morocco, and Tuni -

sia. Namibia’s and Tuni sia’s scores and rank were essen tially the same as in 2010. Morocco scored

slightly better this year, which enabled it to move up from the third quintile.

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

Alge ria 

“Has the high est up side po ten tial for suc cess ful ex plo ra tion.”

“Bu reau cracy, inter-agency over lap and con fu sion, creep ing pro tec tion ist leg is la tion,

un re al is tic de mands for lo cal con tent par tic i pa tion, po ten tial for so cial un rest.”

Angola 

“Deep water, pre-salt re sources (sim i lar to Brazil) will be at trac tive to many ca pa ble ex -

plor ers among the ma jors.”
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Repub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville)

“Good subsurface po ten tial (un ex plored, large yet-to-find re serves). Fis cal terms are

good. Rea son able deal flow.”

Dem o cratic Repub lic of Congo (Kinshasa) 

“On shore is uniquely un ex plored and has very strong geo logic fun da men tals.”

Egypt 

“Rel a tively busi ness friendly; nu mer ous and var ied op por tu ni ties.”

Mau ri ta nia

“Po lit i cal sta bil ity seems to have im proved. Strong gov ern ment de sire to at tract for eign 

in vest ment.”

Morocco 

“In cen tive fis cal terms, rel a tively sta ble and dem o cratic pol i tics, and in fra struc ture of

rel a tively good qual ity. One prob lem, though, is the low prospectivity of avail able ex -

plo ra tion blocks.”

Mozam bique 

“Rel a tively un ex plored. If gov ern ment can over come so cial move ments in fa vor of re -

ne go ti at ing con tracts, coun try has a bright oil and gas fu ture.”

Namibia 

“Clean, com pli ant coun try with es tab lished ex trac tion in fra struc ture and law.”

Nige ria 

“Huge oil and gas re serves, high qual ity, low cost crude, rel a tively at trac tive fis cal

terms.”

“The Pe tro leum In dus try Bill is caus ing con sid er able un cer tainty for po ten tial deep -

water off shore de vel op ments. Lo cal con tent pro vi sions are harsh and un re al is tic. The

bu reau cracy is ter ri ble. Cor rup tion is rife.”

Tuni sia 

“Good ex plo ra tion op por tu ni ties and sup port ive in vest ment en vi ron ment de spite re -

cent po lit i cal tur moil. Low roy alty and taxes, no re stric tions on move ment of funds,

and low reg u la tory com pli ance costs.”
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Figure 18:   MIDDLE EAST                                                                                2011 
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The Mid dle East

Fig ure 19  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.

There is con sid er able vari a tion among the group of 10 Mid dle East coun tries ranked this year.

(The sur vey includes Israel for the first time.) While 4 juris dic tions attained respect able sec ond

quintile results again this year, there are two Mid dle East juris dic tions wih scores in each of the

third, fourth, and fifth quin tiles.

As in 2010, the 2 least attrac tive Mid dle East coun tries for upstream petro leum indus try are Iran and

Iraq, both again fall ing into the fifth quintile and pos ing greater bar ri ers to invest ment than any of

the other coun tries in region. The scores for these coun tries dropped some what from a year ago.

Yemen’s score also dete ri o rated slightly, but the coun try con tin ues to sit in the fourth quintile.

Syria dropped into the third quintile. Its less favor able score resulted in its global rank ing fall ing to

106th place (of 135) from 96th (of 133) in 2010.

Israel scored in the third quintile, as did Kuwait, which scored slightly better this year than last and

moved up in the global rank ing to 74th place (of 135) from 83rd (of 133).

Again this year, the most four most attrac tive juris dic tions in the Mid dle east are Qatar, Bah rain,

United Arab Emirates, and Oman, all with respect able sec ond quintile scores and global rank ings
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Fig ure 19: All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index—Middle East
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rang ing from 33rd (of 135) in the case of Qatar, to 57th in the case of Oman. Bah rain, the only one of

the four coun tries to score higher than in 2010, jumped to sec ond spot in the Mid dle East from

fourth place a year ago. Qatar, how ever, con tin ues to be the most attrac tive coun try for

investment.

Some com ments received from respon dents con cern ing coun tries in the Mid dle East include the

fol low ing.

Bah rain 

“Busi ness friendly; fa vor able tax a tion.”

Oman 

“At trac tive up stream busi ness en vi ron ment.”

Iraq 

“Open and avail able for fur ther ex plo ra tion and de vel op ment and one of only a few oil

prov inces in the world with size able yet-to be-de vel oped and ac ces si ble on shore re -

sources. The pro duc tion po ten tial out weighs many of the coun try risks.”

“There are sev eral good signs pre sent ing fa vor able pros pects for deep in volve ment in

the Kurdistan area, in clud ing the re cent hon or ing by Iraq of deals inked by the Kurds

with in ter na tional oil com pa nies.”

Iran 

“Very poor fis cal terms; heavy bu reau cracy; un clear de ci sion mak ing; high lo cal con -

tent re quire ments. [It] should scrap ‘buy back’ con tracts in fa vor of some kind of pro -

duc tion-shar ing ar range ment (even if un der a dif fer ent name).”

Israel 

“No in dus try in fra struc ture; geopolitical is sues; lack of clear gov ern men tal pol i cies.”

Qatar 

“Ef fi cient, sta ble sys tem with bal anced ap proach. Un der stands needs of both gov ern -

ment and oil and gas com pa nies.”

Syria

“Rea son able re main ing po ten tial. Sur pris ingly good busi ness en vi ron ment and com -

pet i tive fis cal terms.”

United Arab Emirates

“Very busi ness-friendly, low tax a tion, ex cel lent in fra struc ture.”

58 Fra ser In sti tute Global Pe tro leum Sur vey, 2011

www.fraserinstitute.org



Figure  :  LATIN AMERICA & CARIBBEAN BASIN        2011
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Latin Amer ica and the Carib bean

Fig ure 21 ranks the Latin Amer i can and Carib bean juris dic tions from the most to least attrac tive

for invest ment accord ing to their 2011 All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index scores. This year, Brazil has

been bro ken out into three dis tinct juris dic tions: Onshore Con ces sion Con tracts, Off shore Con -

ces sion Con tracts, and Off shore Pre-salt Area Profit Shar ing Con tracts. Also, Argen tina has been

replaced by five of the coun try’s petro leum pro duc ing prov inces: Chubut, Mendoza, Neuquen,

Salta, and Santa Cruz. Guy ana has also been ranked this year.

Ven e zuela, Ecua dor, and Bolivia rank as the least attrac tive juris dic tions for invest ment in the

region again this year. All three coun tries still have fifth quintile scores. Although their rel a tive

posi tions have changed (Ven e zuela is now seen as the worst loca tion in Latin Amer ica for petro -

leum invest ment instead of Bolivia), the dif fer ences in scores among the three coun tries remain

small. Fur ther more, this year they rep re sent the three least attrac tive coun tries in the world, not

just in the region. The com mer cial envi ron ment (espe cially fis cal terms) and the reg u la tory cli -

mate, as well as polit i cal sta bil ity, and socio-eco nomic require ments con tinue to pose con sid er able 

bar ri ers to invest ment in those coun tries. In addi tion, Bolivia and Ecua dor still have considerable

land claim issues.
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Fig ure 21: All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index—Latin Amer ica and the Carib bean
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Argen tina—Neuquen, with a low fourth quintile score, appears to be the least desir able Argen tine

prov ince for invest ment and ranks 102nd (of 135) glob ally. The four other Argen tine prov inces

each recorded third quintile scores. Salta’s score and global rank of 82 (of 135) sug gests that it poses 

lower bar ri ers to invest ment than the other Argen tine prov inces included in the sur vey. By way of

com par i son, Argen tina itself ranked as the 117th most attrac tive juris dic tion glob ally (of 133) in

2010, and 131st (of 143) in 2009. This sug gests that Argen tina may be becom ing a more pos i tive

region for invest ment than in the past. This could become more evi dent in 2012 depend ing on the

out come of the pres i den tial elec tion in the fall of 2011.

Guy ana scored in the third quintile, as did Suri name, Peru, and the three Bra zil ian juris dic tions. 

Peru’s improved score moved it up to 76th place (of 135) glob ally from 85th (of 133) in 2010. Mean -

while, Suri name dropped from 70th to 87th posi tion.

The three Bra zil ian juris dic tions received very sim i lar scores, although there was con sid er able

vari ance in the results obtained for some of the sur vey ques tions, espe cially around fis cal terms and 

some of the reg u la tory issues, such as those per tain ing to envi ron men tal reg u la tions. These juris -

dic tions had very low third quintile scores (almost low enough to give them a sec ond quintile

place ment). Their global rank ings of between 66 and 68 com pare favor ably with Brazil’s low third

quintile scores and rank ings of 80 (of 133) and 89 (of 143) in 2010 and 2009, respec tively. The 2011

results sug gest that Brazil may be becom ing rel a tively more attractive for upstream investment.

No coun try in the Latin Amer ica and Carib bean region ranked in the top quintile on the All-Inclu -

sive Com pos ite Index. How ever, four coun tries did score in the rel a tively attrac tive sec ond

quintile. Chile is still rated as the most attrac tive juris dic tion for invest ment in the region.

Although its score weak ened slightly, mov ing it into the sec ond quintile, Chile’s 20th place in the

global rank ings this year puts it along side the Aus tra lian states of Vic to ria and South Aus tra lia, as

well as Utah, Den mark, and the United King dom—North Sea in terms of attrac tive ness for

upstream investment. 

Colom bia, Uru guay, and Trin i dad and Tobago are the three other Latin Amer i can and Carib bean

coun tries with sec ond quintile scores. Colom bia’s score did not change much from last year,

though the coun try lost a bit of ground in the global rank ings (fall ing from 42nd posi tion to 48th). 

Uru guay, while the third most attrac tive juris dic tion in the region, lost more ground than Colom -

bia, drop ping from 27th place to 52nd position.

Below are some com ments from sur vey respon dents on juris dic tions in Latin Amer ica and the

Carib bean Basin.

Argen tina

“Up com ing Oc to ber fed eral elec tion could lead to changes to hy dro car bon reg u la tions

which could end the pres ently un sus tain able sub si dized pur chase and im por ta tion of

oil and gas.”

“The fun da men tal re serves po ten tial is ex cel lent.”
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Argen tine prov inces (in gen eral)

“La bor and un ion com plaints.”

“Poor en vi ron men tal reg u la tions ham per com pli ance.”

“A high de gree of in ter ven tion and reg u la tion of oil and gas mar kets by the fed eral gov -

ern ment.”

Bolivia 

“Too high a gov ern ment take on small oil fields.”

“Po lit i cal, fis cal, and con trac tual in sta bil ity; bar ri ers to in ter nal and ex ter nal mar kets.”

Brazil

“At trac tive be cause of its deep wa ter re sources. Rel a tively sta ble and un ex plored. Also,

rel a tively crime and cor rup tion free (es pe cially com pared with In dia, for ex am ple).”

Colom bia

“Good fis cal terms, good ge ol ogy, skilled workforce and a coun try that be lieves in sta -

bil ity.”

“Pre dict abil ity: when prob lems arise, clar i fi ca tion and ne go ti a tions will lead to find ing

a work able so lu tion.”

“A coun try with fa vor able pe tro leum ge ol ogy which is un der-ex plored and has a solid

le gal frame work and at trac tive fis cal terms.”

Colom bia and Peru

“Have been fa vor ing for eign in vest ment in oil and gas for some time, ap prov ing laws

and reg u la tions that in crease the in ter est on for eign com pa nies in the in dus try. Lately,

the reg u la tors have been study ing new reg u la tions to adopt best prac tices and the pol -

icy mak ers are al ways mon i tor ing the oil pol i cies of (other) coun tries that are at tract ing 

in vest ment in this sector.”

Guy ana 

“Highly un der-ex plored; emerg ing shelf mar gin play anal o gous to Ghana; Eng lish

Com mon Law.”
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Peru 

“High re spect for con tracts, and good po ten tial for oil and gas de vel op ment.”

Ven e zuela

“In Ven e zuela, noth ing is cer tain from day to day. Very un sta ble and cor rupt po lit i cal,

le gal, and tax a tion sys tem.”

Ven e zuela and Ecua dor 

“Con trol by state, in ter fer ence, not suf fi cient safety stan dards for em ploy ees, fre quent

changes in reg u la tions, high gov ern ment take, bad po lit i cal, en vi ron men tal [pol i cies].”
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Figure 2 :  OCEANIA                                                            2011
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Oceania

Oceania con sists of the six Aus tra lian states, the North ern Ter ri tory and the Aus tra lian Off shore

(both of which fall under Aus tra lian fed eral juris dic tion, New Zea land, Brunei, Malay sia, the Phil -

ip pines, Papua New Guinea, Indo ne sia, Timor Gap (JPDA), and Timor Leste. 

The results for this region fall into three quite dis tin guish able cat e go ries this year: two fourth

quintile coun tries (Indo ne sia and Timor Leste), 4 coun tries with third quintile scores (Papua New

Guinea, Phil ip pines, Malay sia and Brunei), and 10 attrac tive sec ond quintile juris dic tions (New

Zea land, all of the Aus tra lian juris dic tions, and the Timor Gap Joint Petro leum Devel op ment Area 

(JPDA), which is man aged jointly by Aus tra lia and Timor Leste).

Lit tle dif fer en ti ates the two coun tries in the region with fourth quintile clas si fi ca tions. Indo ne sia

scored slightly worse than it did in 2010 and fell slightly in the global rank ings (to 114th of 135 from

111th of 133). Timor Leste improved slightly and moved to 112th place glob ally from 118th, only

mar gin ally more attrac tive than Indo ne sia. Geopolitical risk is a major fac tor for inves tors in both

coun tries, par tic u larly in Timor Leste. The Reg u la tory Cli mate Index scores for both coun tries fall

in the fourth quintile. More over, the scores for trans par ency and fair ness of the legal sys tem fall in
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Fig ure 23: All-Inclu sive Com pos ite Index—Oceania
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the fifth quintile (Indo ne sia) and upper fourth quintile (Timor Leste). Clearly, inves tors are con -

fronted with seri ous reg u la tory and legal obstacles in both countries. 

Although it was the least attrac tive third quintile juris dic tion in Oceania this year, Papua New

Guinea  moved up from a fourth quintile score in 2010 and to 96th posi tion glob ally (of 135) from

110th (of 133). Brunei, Malay sia, and the Phil ip pines all dropped into the third quintile from the

sec ond this year. The dete ri o ra tion was most appar ent for the Phil ip pines, which fell to 86th place

(of 135) in the global rank ings from 55th (of 133). Brunei dropped to 71st place from 45th, and

Malay sia to 79th spot from 63rd place. The much poorer results for the Phil ip pines were broadly

based, reflect ing dete ri o ra tion in the com mer cial envi ron ment (eg., fis cal terms) and in the reg u la -

tory cli mate includ ing envi ron men tal, admin is tra tive, cost of com pli ance, and legal sys tem issues.

In Brunei, the rank ing drop came mainly from its weaker per for mance on com mer cial envi ron -

ment ques tions, espe cially those related to fis cal terms and tax a tion issues. In Malay sia’s case, the

poorer per for mance came mainly from a range of administrative, legal, and other regulatory

issues.

As well as Timor Leste and Papua New Guinea, Timor Gap (JPDA) also improved its result this

year. Its improved score moved the Oceania juris dic tion well into the sec ond quintile group from

the third quintile, and to a global rank of 47th (of 135) com pared with 72nd (of 133) in 2010.  Timor

Gap’s main improve ment came in the reg u la tory obsta cles to invest ment area, espe cially reduced

uncer tainty in the admin is tra tion of reg u la tions and laws per tain ing to the petro leum industry.

New Zea land jumped ahead of Aus tra lian states Vic to ria, South Aus tra lia, Tas ma nia, West ern

Aus tra lia, and the North ern Ter ri tory in the rank ings this year to become the most attrac tive juris -

dic tion in the region. How ever, the dif fer ences between New Zea land and Vic to ria and South Aus -

tra lia are so small that the three juris dic tions essen tially pose iden ti cally low barriers to investment.

Inter est ingly, New Zea land and the Aus tra lian juris dic tions all had poorer over all scores this year

and, except for New Zea land, dropped a bit in the global rank ings. This was most appar ent in the

case of West ern Aus tra lia, which ranked 37th (of 135) com pared with 21st (of 133) in 2010.  The

North ern Ter ri tory slipped from 16th spot to 30th place, Aus tra lia—Off shore from 31st place to

40th, and Queensland to 42nd spot from 34th. In gen eral, the slip page in the Aus tra lian juris dic -

tions’ global rank ings reflects slightly weaker per for mance in both com mer cial and reg u la tory

areas, includ ing the cost of reg u la tory com pli ance. The fed eral gov ern ment’s deci sion to extend

the petro leum resource rent tax to include onshore pro duc tion may explain the slightly poorer

marks that some of the states (eg., Queensland and South Aus tra lia) registered on the fiscal terms

question.

Respon dents offered both pos i tive and neg a tive com ments about con di tions in the Oceania

region. For exam ple:
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Aus tra lia in gen eral 

“Mar ket-based pric ing, at trac tive fis cal terms, less gov ern ment in ter ven tion, po lit i cally

sta ble, sig nif i cant re serve po ten tial.”

Aus tra lia Off shore 

“Over all fa vor able, though prospectivity is de creas ing and there is risk of over sup ply of gas.”

Brunei 

“At trac tive be cause of po lit i cal sta bil ity and the com pe ten cies and busi ness acu men of

gov ern ment of fi cials.”

Indo ne sia 

“Lots of good blocks avail able, sta ble po lit i cal re gime, sta ble fis cal terms.”

“The hy dro car bon re source po ten tial in the Makassar Strait area is huge. Un der the old 

Law (Law No 8/1971 on Pertamina), many In ter na tional oil com pa nies have re al ized

good prof its work ing in this area. But now un der the new Law (Law No.22/2001 on Oil 

and Gas), ex plor atory drill ing is de clin ing sharply there.”

“Com pli cated and bu reau cratic cen tral and re gional gov ern ment pro ce dures. The ex -

ist ing law on oil and gas (Law No.22/2001) is be ing amended by the House of Rep re -

sen ta tives, but still needs a long time to come up with the new law. This law has

in creased the un cer tainty of do ing oil busi ness in In do ne sia.”

“Oil in ves tors must pay many kinds of taxes dur ing the ex plo ra tion stage, in part be -

cause of over lap ping ju ris dic tions.”

“Lack of in ter gov ern men tal co or di na tion be tween En ergy and Min eral Re sources Min -

is try, For estry Min is try, and En vi ron men tal Min is try.”

“Gov ern ment in di rectly push[es] oil com pa nies to do nate to po lit i cal par ties and gov -

ern ment of fi cials.”

New Zea land 

“5.7 mil lion square ki lo me ters of sea bed avail able for oil and gas ex plo ra tion, and in

par tic u lar, has the fourth larg est ex clu sive eco nomic zone in the world (with 15 rec og -

nized bas ins which are po ten tially ca pa ble of pro duc ing hy dro car bons). The coun try

also has a sta ble po lit i cal sys tem and trans par ent and open ju di cial sys tem (ie., ex cel lent 

in vest ment con di tions) but dif fi cult geology.”

“Great fis cal terms, po lit i cal sta bil ity, and free and full ac cess to all geoscience data.”

“Trans par ent, non-cor rupt gov ern ment fos ters in dus try ac tiv ity.”
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North ern Ter ri tory (Aus tra lia) 

“Fa cil i ta tion by se nior level of gov ern ment cre ates con fi dence and cer tainty. How ever,

ab orig i nal roy al ties are oner ous.”

Papua New Guinea 

“In creas ing ex plo ra tion ac tiv ity and open ness in ac cept ing for eign di rect in vest ment in

large-scale pro jects.”

Phil ip pines 

“In tro duc ing a new bill in 2011 that will make deep water ex plo ra tion very at trac tive:

50-50 profit share, changed from 60-40 in fa vor of gov ern ment; also, 80% cost re cov ery 

ceil ing, up from 70%.”

“At trac tive risk/re turn ra tio for ex plo ra tion.”

South Aus tra lia 

“Open, eas ily ac ces si ble, low-cost geo log i cal da ta bases avail able from state gov ern ment. 

Very so phis ti cated gov ern ment de part ment man ag ing oil and gas ex plo ra tion, de vel op -

ment ac tiv i ties.”

Queensland 

“State de part ment is un der manned and main tains oil & gas geo log i cal da ta bases very

poorly, add ing to over all cost of ex plo ra tion.”

Queensland and Vic to ria 

“In ef fi cient reg u la tory and per mit sys tem. Per son nel op er at ing the reg u la tory sys tem

have no ex pe ri ence in the in dus try. Also pre dom i nantly law yers.”

West ern Aus tra lia 

“Pro spec tive and se cure.”

Aus tra lia fed eral gov ern ment 

“The pro posed ex ten sion of the pe tro leum re source rent tax (PRRT) to on shore op er a -

tions would in crease the over all tax bur den. There is also un cer tainty around ap pli ca -

tion of the PRRT to on shore ac tiv ity and lack of anal o gous ap pli ca tion in re la tion to

the al ready ex ist ing off shore PRRT.”
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“Hor ror sto ries”

Each year when they com plete the sur vey ques tion naire, respon dents have the oppor tu nity to

share par tic u lar hor ror sto ries or trib u la tions that they wit nessed or were involved with in the con -

duct of oil and gas explo ra tion and devel op ment around the world. Table 4 sum ma rizes some of

the major prob lems reported that were linked to par tic u lar juris dic tions. In addi tion, respon dents

referred to a num ber of issues that plagued them “in gen eral.” These included sud den, arbi trary

changes in fis cal regimes or tax a tion, vio lence, brib ery, con fis ca tion, dif fi cul ties with unions, and

the time required to nego ti ate agree ments or to obtain the per mits required to commence

exploratory or production drilling.

That a juris dic tion is not men tioned in table 4 does not mean that seri ous prob lems were not

encoun tered, or are not pres ent in under tak ing busi ness there. Rather, it sim ply means that sur vey

respon dents did not relate any hor ror sto ries to us.

In Indo ne sia’s case, the par tic u lar prob lems iden ti fied in table 4 no doubt at least par tially explain

why that coun try ended with a poorer fourth quintile score this year than in 2010. Sim i larly, while

not con nected directly to the juris dic tional rank ings, the inci dents, prob lems, and dif fi cul ties cited 

in juris dic tions that fared worse in 2011 than 2010 help to explain the dete ri o ra tion that occurred.

Exam ples include the US Off shore—Alaska, Brit ish Colum bia, Gabon, Kazakhstan, Libya, the

North west Ter ri to ries, Que bec, the US off shore—Gulf of Mexico, and Venezuela.

Where a juris dic tion appeared on table 4 but was not ranked lower this year than last, in some sit u -

a tions the issue(s) cited in the table may have been instru men tal in restrict ing the improve ment

that was recorded from being more robust or in pre vent ing the juris dic tion from mov ing up at all

in the rank ings. Alberta is a case in point. The numer ous prob lems cited sug gest that the improve -

ment in rank that might have been expected when the gov ern ment aban doned the much maligned

“new roy alty for mula” could have been jeop ar dized by the prov ince’s seri ous, ongo ing prob lems

with drill ing approv als and per mit ting pro cesses.

Table 4: “Hor ror Sto ries” cited by sur vey respon dents

Alberta

1.   Long wait times for Energy Resources Con ser va tion Board (ERCB) drill ing per mit

approv als (e.g. “24 months for sim ple steam pilot pro ject”). So-called stream lin ing of

approv als pro cess has not improved mat ters. Board should be revamped with com pe -

tent experts with oil and gas expe ri ence instead of stacked with inex pe ri enced law yers

and other bureau crats.
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2.  Alberta Sus tain able Resource Devel op ment’s “stream lined” effi cient sur face approv als

pro cess was never field tested and the Depart ment was four months behind in approv -

als for the win ter drill ing sea son.

3.   It took 2.5 years to get a well license for a stan dard sweet gas well on a rural lease using

low impact pro ce dures because one per son was allowed to delay the approval pro cess,

cost ing $100,000. The well should have been licensed in 10 days for <$1,000. 

4.  Com pli ance with aborig i nal con sul ta tion require ments is get ting very com plex and very 

costly. Alberta does not have any real pol icy on this and does not seem intent on fix ing

the prob lem. This is just going to get worse. 

5.  “Farmer comes first” pol i cies that delay pro jects and drive up costs.

6.  Land use frame work and the Lower Athabasca Regional Plan.

Alaska Off shore

      After 5 years, the Envi ron men tal Pro tec tion Agency was unable to issue usable air per -

mits for explo ra tion drill ing. Con sid er able funds invested and 5 years of failed efforts

to obtain per mis sion to drill 2-4 explo ra tion wells.

Argen tina

      Union rela tions

Aus tra lia in gen eral

      Shift ing of goal posts in rela tion to 3D seis mic almost caused delays and cost over runs.

Brazil

1.   Local envi ron men tal agency and fed eral group became embroiled in a dis pute over

which had the author ity to give per mit for test ing and pro duc tion of our well. It took

over 8 months to resolve. 

2.   Nat u ral gas prices in pro duc tion shar ing agree ments.

3.   Time required for gov ern ment to approve sales and farm-outs.

Brit ish Colum bia

      Recent reg u la tory changes are reac tive and not nec es sar ily in the best inter est of proper 

devel op ment or the prov ince.

Cal i for nia

     No action on per mit appli ca tions: “Stalled in Sac ra mento.”
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Can ada in gen eral

1.   Envi ron men tal assess ment and spe cies-at-risk leg is la tion is com pletely bro ken in terms 

of oil and gas devel op ment activ ity and is lead ing to sig nif i cant cost bur dens to indus -

try and approval timelines that often stretch into 2 or more years, or approv als with so

many con di tions that there is no real approval.

2.   Dupli ca tion of reg u la tory bur den and the costs of com pli ance are strain ing our admin -

is tra tive capac i ties.

3.   Time spent seek ing per mits for drill ing in the Beau fort Sea—with no suc cess.

China

      Selec tion of wrong mate ri als led to explo sion in Sichuan which killed work ers.

Col o rado

1.   Oil and gas reg u la tory over lap and agency juris dic tional bat tles are cre at ing delays

beyond their value to pro tect cit i zens or the envi ron ment. 

2.   Time required to obtain drill ing per mits because of unre al is tic envi ron men tal reg u la -

tions. (A small (150 hp) nat u ral gas engine can take up to a year to obtain air per mits.) 

Ecua dor

      Uni lat eral changes to fis cal terms by gov ern ment as well as harass ment.

Egypt

      Late pay ment of oil rev e nues by Egyp tian Gen eral Petro leum Cor po ra tion.

Ethi o pia

      Vio lence: some sub con trac tors killed.

France

      The bureau cracy!

Gabon

      The ONEP (oil work ers union) insist ing that expa tri ate man ag ers over 60 be fired as

part of the drive to increase the num ber of local work ers.

India

Dis cov er ies made in the well-devel oped bas ins tend ing to be uneco nomic due to the pres -

ent profit shar ing and tax a tion regimes.
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Indo ne sia

1.  The cab o tage changes, which forced local ship ping to be under the Indo ne sian flag,

were a mas sive threat to the indus try. If exclu sions for oil and gas ser vices had not been 

obtained the Indo ne sian explo ra tion mar ket would have been seri ously dam aged.

2.  Cost bur den of Law 22 of 2001 and time required to change it.

3.  Over lap ping juris dic tions.

4.  BPMIgas, the upstream reg u la tor, imple mented an unstated inter nal pol icy to cut oper -

a tor’s oil reserves by 50% or force staged devel op ment to reduce the size and cost of

ini tial devel op ment.  Reg u la tor’s per son nel used every pos si ble tech ni cal argu ment to

dis pute and reduce reserves cer ti fied by inter na tional engi neer ing best prac ti tio ner

firm. It took hav ing a study of the issue under taken by the lead ing tech ni cal uni ver sity

that many of the young bureau crats had attended to dem on strate that they were in

error, have the pol icy revised, and allow devel op ment to pro ceed (after loss of over $10

mil lion in con trac tor’s NPV and $60-70 mil lion in the gov ern ment’s NPV).

5.   Com pletely cor rupt and untrust wor thy legal sys tem cou pled with new reg u la tion

requir ing arbi tra tion. 

6.   Crim i nal sanc tions for expa tri ates for per ceived envi ron men tal vio la tions while reg u la -

tions remain sub ject to wide inter pre ta tion.

Iran

      Nego ti a tion with gov ern ment tak ing some com pa nies a very long time.

Kazakhstan

      Bla tantly extort ing money from inter na tional oil com pa nies which gov ern ment will

use to “pur chase” shares in pro duc tion shar ing agree ments through invented and

trumped up laws and “vio la tions.”

Libya

1.   Arbi trary gov ern ment restric tions on pro duc tion for polit i cal pur poses.

2.   Inter fer ence by gov ern ment in the sale of Verenex.

3.   No sign of the gov ern ment liv ing up to prom ises made in the EPSA 4 bid rounds.

Malay sia

      Local recruit ment man ager accept ing bribes in spite of tech ni cal con sid er ations.

New found land & Lab ra dor

      Time and expense required to obtain drill ing per mits.

Nige ria

      Effects of actions of mil i tant groups on oper a tions.
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North west Ter ri to ries

      Ridic u lously long Mac ken zie Gas Pro ject reg u la tory pro cess.

Papua New Guinea

      Lack of offi cial land owner records.

Que bec

1.   Unre al is tic oppo si tion to shale gas devel op ment. 

2.   Gov ern ment deci sion to post pone shale gas devel op ment based on insuf fi cient infor -

ma tion and over-zeal ous bureau crats.

Sas katch e wan

      Peo ple start ing to demand unrea son able amounts of money for what they see as their

“fair share.” In and out side the Bakken play in south east Sas katch e wan, for exam ple,

min eral rights are very expen sive for small com pa nies to acquire, mak ing explo ra tion

there uneco nomic.

Tuni sia

      Inabil ity to move and oper ate drill ing rig equip ment due to pro spec tive work ers

demand ing jobs.

United King dom

1.   Sud den increase in the petro leum pro duc tion tax.

2.   Local oppo si tion to new onshore devel op ments. 

US Gulf of Mex ico

1.   Brit ish Petro leum Macondo oil spill.

2.   Issues with the Bureau of Ocean Energy Man age ment, Reg u la tion and Envi ron ment

(BOEMRE) regard ing explo ra tion/devel op ment plan and per mit approv als. Rea sons

for BOEMRE’s posi tion not always appar ent.

Ven e zuela

1.   Polit i cized and cor rupt man age ment by gov ern ment offi cials.

2.   A num ber of sab o tage inci dents. 

3.   Decline in joint ven ture pro duc tion where Petroleos de Ven e zuela has assumed oper a -

tional respon si bil ity because of lack of knowl edge.

Yemen (and Libya)

      Hav ing to evac u ate expa tri ate per son nel because of dete ri o rat ing secu rity sit u a tion.
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What pe tro leum ex plor ers and de vel op ers said 
re gard ing al ter na tive fis cal re gime ap proaches

In this year’s sur vey, respon dents were asked to com ment on the pros and cons of the dif fer ent

kinds of fis cal arrange ments that are in place around the globe. It is not clear from the results which

kind of arrange ment is gen er ally pre ferred since com pa nies that have become used to oper at ing

under a par tic u lar form of arrange ment often seem to pre fer the sta tus quo. This is under stand -

able, of course, given that the pres ent arrange ment(s) in the juris dic tion(s) in which they are oper -

at ing is what their invest ment deci sions were and are being based on. Some of the more inter est ing

com ments are provided in this section.

Roy al ties

Many explor ers and pro duc ers appear to pre fer roy alty arrange ments over other types of fis cal

regime because they are straight for ward and sim ple to admin is ter. With the terms set and main -

tained, it is rel a tively straight for ward to esti mate the poten tial return on invest ment.  Com ments

in sup port of the roy alty approach to the tax a tion of petro leum pro duc tion include:

“Gov ern ment does not care how much you spend, nor how you spend it, as their ob -

jec tives are aligned with yours to find and pro duce as much as pos si ble.”

“Win-win for both par ties if oil prices in crease and dis cov er ies get larger.”

“Easy to model with long-term cer tainty. Re serves book ings are clear and can be le ver -

aged against bor row ing lines.”

“Lit tle gov ern ment in volve ment in cap i tal spend ing, less chance of cor rup tion in ma jor 

con tract awards.”

“Much sim pler to deal with, es pe cially for smaller com pa nies with lim ited ac count ing,

le gal re sources.”

“Pay on suc cess, min i mal room for in ter pre ta tion (avoids re-ne go ti a tions and cor rupt

prac tices).”

“Easy to jus tify fur ther in vest ment ac tiv ity. Roy alty is sim ple, not com plex; [cre ates

fewer] dis putes and less risk of com plex changes in fu ture.”

Con ces sion con tracts

Some respon dents indi cated that with con ces sion con tracts they are assured of the con trol that

they require over the assets. From the begin ning there is a clear descrip tion of rights and obli ga -

74 Fra ser In sti tute Global Pe tro leum Sur vey, 2011

www.fraserinstitute.org



tions. There is also exclu siv ity within a geo graph ical area and likely lit tle risk of gov ern ment

inter fer ence.

“This is the type of con tract that has been adopted in Co lom bia and Peru. This model

has al lowed these coun tries to in crease for eign in vest ment in the oil and gas in dus tries,

as well as in crease its hy dro car bons pro duc tion and re serves.”

“Give more lat i tude to the op er a tors.”

“Better risk-shar ing be tween host and com pany.”

“Abil ity to pro duce oil un der known fis cal terms that al low that com pany to re cover its 

in vest ment be fore taxes are in curred.”

Profit shar ing con tracts

Com pa nies that pre fer profit shar ing con tracts (PSCs) appear to do so because they enjoy the secu -

rity that comes from doing busi ness with a gov ern ment entity. The risk is shared and com pa nies

have less rea son to worry about fis cal uncer tainty when part ner ing with a national oil com -

pany—some thing they value in uncer tain times. PSCs are in wide spread use out side of Can ada,

the United States, and Aus tra lia. Rea sons cited for favor ing this approach include:

“Be cause cost re cov ery and pro duc tion are split.”

“Well de fined terms pro vide fis cal sta bil ity.”

“Both in ves tor and as set owner (gov ern ment) share fair risk and take profit from ac tual 

ben e fit in curred.”

“Very sim ple and a min i mum in volve ment in fis cal ad min is tra tion, which is the job of

the na tional oil com pany.”

“Pro vide most pro tec tion against changes to leg is la tion, how ever, main is sue is al ways

terms and ben e fits de rived from the in di vid ual con tract ir re spec tive of type.”

“Re source rent tax a tion is based on prof its with full de duct ibil ity of ex plo ra tion and

de vel op ment costs.”

Above all, what explor ers and pro duc ers value most in what ever agree ment they must oper ate

under is sta bil ity, that is, a high like li hood that the fis cal arrange ment will not be changed with a

gov ern ment change. Spe cif i cally, they want to know that the arrange ment will not be at risk and

become more com pli cated and sub ject to arbi trary inter pre ta tion if a new gov ern ment comes to

power.

“Po lit i cal sta bil ity and le gal sta bil ity is most im por tant. In vest ment is a long-term com -

mit ment and it needs po lit i cal and le gal sta bil ity (ie., fol low the rule of law).”
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“The rule of law ex e cuted in an ac cept able form is par a mount to any busi ness en vi ron -

ment. His tory shows that there are no le gal “sil ver bul lets” (con trac tual terms/sta bil ity

clauses or the like) that can rem edy an ab sence of rule of law.”

Explor ers were crit i cal of some fis cal arrange ments that are par tic u larly unat trac tive for invest -

ment. They were espe cially very crit i cal of Iran’s buy back agree ment approach and Ecua dor’s ser -

vice contracts: 

“Any thing but risky ser vice con tracts and buy backs or fixed fees. The risk/re ward bal -

ance in these con tracts is not good. In vest ment in Iran poses much risk and lit tle

chance of re ward. No com pany has made a re spect able profit in the pe tro leum ex plo ra -

tion and de vel op ment busi ness in Iran since the rev o lu tion.”

“Ser vices con tracts in Iraq and the spe cial tax on oil profit in Ec ua dor are un at trac tive

to many in ter na tional oil com pa nies and fa vor the host gov ern ments.”

“Iran with the buy-back agree ments, and now Ec ua dor with the new ser vices con tracts,

are un at trac tive places to in vest.”

“The least pre ferred re gimes are Iran, be cause of the buy back re quire ment, and Ec ua -

dor be cause of the ser vice con tract ar range ment.”

“Ser vice con tracts with a re mu ner a tion per bar rel are not at trac tive.”
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What pe tro leum ex plor ers and de vel op ers 
are say ing in gen eral

“The rel a tively brief de cline in world oil prices has em bold ened oil pro duc ing ju ris dic -

tions highly de pend ent on the pe tro leum in dus try to in crease their fis cal takes (in clud -

ing in di rect takes such as more ex pen sive en vi ron men tal com pli ance/GHG taxes etc.).

This increases down side risk from (what we soon ex pect to be) rap idly ris ing costs.”

“Ur gent in crease of non-OPEC pro duc tion is needed but in my small sphere of coun -

tries I do not per ceive any ac cel er a tion of de ci sions. On the con trary, it all slows down

un for tu nately.”

“More and more gov ern ments seem to re al ize that they have gone too far in en hanc ing

gov ern ment take as the short-term in crease in rev e nue now is paid for with fewer for -

eign in vest ments and hence lower rev e nues. It seems that we con tinue with the same

cy cle of tight en ing/loos en ing fis cal terms. It is all very ob vi ous but yet they con tinue to

re peat the mis take.”

“The chal lenge in gain ing so cial ac cept abil ity of shale gas ap pears to be world wide; is -

sues in one ju ris dic tion feed is sues in an other, so it be comes a vi cious cir cle.”

“Ad her ence to cor po rate so cial re spon si bil ity and ex trac tive in dus try trans par ency ini -

tia tive agen das is be com ing in creas ingly es sen tial for re source de vel op ment pro ject ap -

prov als be cause of greater de grees of scru tiny by gov ern ments of the host coun tries,

NGOs and so cial or ga ni za tions.”

“Too many coun tries are too slow to re al ize that with pe tro leum harder and harder to

find, and there fore in vest ment more risky, that they need to en cour age in ter est by pro -

vid ing more at trac tive in vest ment con di tions.”

“Any North Amer i can-based in ter na tional E&P com pany should op er ate at the high est

stan dards: 1) ap ply Ca na dian en vi ron men tal reg u la tions and op er at ing pro ce dures or

higher, and 2) in vest in lo cal pop u la tions and pro jects; the rel a tive cost is low and the

re turns are high. Pos i tive re sults occur.”

“The cli mate is very poor given the hos til ity of the Obama Ad min is tra tion to the in dus -

try and the politicization of the EPA.”

“Both the United States and Can ada need to rec og nize the fun da men tal changes to

both nat u ral gas mar kets and oil mar kets. The wid en ing en ergy dif fer en tials pose both

a threat and an op por tu nity for nat u ral gas de vel op ment. Clear pub lic pol icy sup port

for the use of nat u ral gas in power gen er a tion and trans por ta tion would help ex pand

the mar ket for nat u ral gas and re duce oil im ports in the United States while hav ing a

sig nif i cant im pact on re duc ing over all green house gas emis sions in both coun tries.”
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“The en ergy busi ness is the main driver of the econ omy in West ern Can ada. It’s not

just the oil com pa nies do ing work in a par tic u lar ju ris dic tion, but the “spin-offs” that

oc cur through out the whole econ omy that peo ple seem to miss.”

“The main prob lem as I see it is that we have be come way to over-reg u lated in the last

few years, and that de ters ac tiv ity.”

“Ev ery body wants the ben e fits that oil money pro vides: roads, schools, hos pi tals, free

this and free that, but ev ery body hates the oil busi ness. The pub lic at large should be

taught what it would be like to live with out the oil busi ness. Noth ing would move and

thou sands would per ish with out our busi ness flour ish ing.”

“Coun tries with un at trac tive pro duc tion shar ing/ser vice con tract re gimes will only at -

tract ma jor com pa nies and not in de pend ents that are pre pared to ex plore high-risk ar -

eas. Po lit i cal in sta bil ity will make peo ple think twice about in vest ing in Libya and

Ven e zuela, to name two mis cre ants.

“The gov ern men tal en ti ties must be gin to work to gether in stead of against each other

in or der to have the best turn-around time in reg u la tion ob li ga tions. This starts at the

top, ie., the White House. Once the gov ern ment knows what is go ing on, the rest of the 

world can con tinue to do the work that we have spent years train ing to do!”

“While the ‘old guard’ of the up stream in dus try strives for trans par ent, sta ble, and fa -

vor able terms, the ‘new guard’ is dem on strat ing that it is well able to adapt to the chaos 

at the bot tom end of your rank ing. The ‘new guard’ is Chi nese. Have a look at how

much re serves and how many re sources are held in ju ris dic tions in the lower quin tiles

of your rank ing sys tem.”

“Up stream oil com pa nies need to do a better job of ed u cat ing the pub lic re gard ing the

true im pacts of the oil and gas busi ness and not let the de bate be con trolled by en vi ron -

men tal and non-gov ern men tal or ga ni za tions that have their own agen das to pro mote.”

“Not one hu man death can be at trib uted to man-made global warm ing, but hun dreds

and/or per haps thou sands of hu mans die ev ery day due to poverty.”

“I think the over all cli mate is healthy. The sit u a tion in the Mid dle East will re sult in

some small shift of in vest ment to other re gions, but I think this will cor rect [it self] by

the end of the year.”
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Sin gle-factor results

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

each juris dic tion to inves tors. 

The results for each fac tor are illus trated in Fig ures 24 through 40, and the com plete data set is pro -

vided in the tab u lar appen dix. The juris dic tions with a rel a tively low pro por tion of neg a tive scores

appear near the top of the rank ings and are gen er ally regarded as more attrac tive for upstream

petro leum invest ment.  For each fac tor, the fig ures show the per cent ages of each of the three kinds

of neg a tive responses received for each juris dic tion: 1. Mild deter rent to invest ment; 2. Strong

deter rent to invest ment; or 3. Would not pur sue invest ment at all (due to the indi cated fac tor).

The sin gle-fac tor rank ings are self-explan a tory. How ever, a few more inter est ing find ings are

high lighted below.

Fis cal terms

Accord ing to the sur vey respon dents, fis cal terms pose a greater obsta cle to invest ment in Iran,

Ven e zuela, Libya, Bolivia, Rus sia, Ecua dor, Iraq, Alge ria and Ban gla desh, each of which recorded

fifth quintile scores on this ques tion this year. For each of these coun tries except Ban gla desh, as

well as Myanmar and Sudan, a rel a tively large pro por tion of respon dents indi cated that they sim -

ply would not invest on account of this fac tor.

In the United States, fis cal terms pose a greater bar rier to invest ment in the US Off shore—Pacific,

Cal i for nia, and Alaska than in other juris dic tions. In Can ada, fis cal terms appear to be the great est

chal lenge in the North west Ter ri to ries, fol lowed by New found land & Lab ra dor. Alberta improved

to 54th best (of 135) on this fac tor, com pared with 99th place (of 133) in 2010, but yet is still

regarded poorly rel a tive to New Zea land, Aus tra lia, 15 of 23 US juris dic tions, and numer ous Euro -

pean, Latin Amer i can, and African jurisdictions.

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

The four juris dic tions world wide with the worst envi ron men tal reg u la tion scores this year are the

US Off shore—Pacific, US Off shore—Alaska, US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico, and Cal i for nia. The

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico scored much more poorly on this issue this year due to the BP oil

leak disas ter. Envi ron men tal reg u la tory issues are also of great con cern in New Bruns wick, Que -

bec, and Penn syl va nia, where they pose an obsta cle to invest ment in shale gas devel op ment, as well

as in Col o rado, the North west Ter ri to ries, Ecuador, Kazakhstan, and Alaska. 
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Reg u la tory admin is tra tion

The 10 juris dic tions with the most neg a tive rat ings on the inter pre ta tion and admin is tra tion of

reg u la tions this year are Ven e zuela, Bolivia, Kazakhstan, Libya, Nige ria, Iran, Iraq, Ecua dor, Rus -

sia, and the US Off shore—Pacific. Last year, Ven e zuela and Bolivia also had the worst rat ings on

this fac tor, and were joined in that dubi ous group by Rus sia, Iran, Kazakhstan, and Libya.

In Can ada, Que bec received the worst score in this cat e gory, drop ping to the 17th worst juris dic -

tion (of 135) world wide from 55th worst (of 133) last year. Accord ing to the sur vey responses,

admin is tra tive issues sur round ing petro leum reg u la tion are also a major deter rent to invest ment

in Timor Leste, Alge ria, Ukraine, Equa to rial Guinea, Indo ne sia, India, Penn syl va nia, Ban gla desh,

and Mauritania.

Cost of reg u la tory com pli ance 

Twenty-two juris dic tions scored in the unflat ter ing fourth and fifth quin tiles on the cost of reg u la -

tory com pli ance fac tor this year com pared with only 12 in 2010. The worst, with fifth quintile

scores this year, were the US Off shore—Pacific and the North west Ter ri to ries. Repeat fourth and

fifth quintile scor ers include Ven e zuela, Kazakhstan, Rus sia, Bolivia, Cal i for nia, Iran, Iraq, and

Turkmenistan. Uzbekistan and the Dem o cratic Repub lic of Congo (Kinshasa) are also among the

juris dic tions with espe cially poor scores on the cost of reg u la tory compliance this year.

Labor avail abil ity and skills

Only 9 juris dic tions had very poor (ie., fifth quintile) scores on this ques tion this year com pared

with 21 in 2010. The avail abil ity of skilled labor is still regarded as a major obsta cle to invest ment in

Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan, Chad, the Dem o cratic Repub lic of Congo (Kinshasa), Turkmenistan, and 

Green land, all of which also had fifth quintile rat ings in 2010. The three other very poor achiev ers

on this cri te rion this year were Mad a gas car, Guy ana, and Mau ri ta nia. Labor avail abil ity is also of

par tic u lar con cern in 22 other coun tries which received fourth quintile scores.

Qual ity of infra struc ture

Sur vey par tic i pants rated the qual ity of infra struc ture of most con cern this year in Kyrgyzstan,

Uzbekistan, Mad a gas car, Mau ri ta nia, Uganda, and the Dem o cratic Repub lic of the Congo

(Kinshasa), and in Uganda and Kyrgyzstan, the lat ter two of which shared the poor est grade on this 

issue for the sec ond year in a row. That said, access to roads, power avail abil ity, and other infra -

struc ture issues are clearly a major obsta cle in 13 other coun tries with fifth quintile scores and in

Iraq, one of 26 juris dic tions with fourth quintile scores.
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Trade bar ri ers

Inves tors are sig nif i cantly con cerned about trade bar ri ers in Ven e zuela, Bolivia, Iran, Argen tina

(all five prov inces included in the sur vey), Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan, Ecua dor and Algeria.

As fig ure 31 illus trates, 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 juris dic tions, and in New Zealand.

Dis puted land claims 

The land claims issue con tin ues to haunt Can ada’s North west Ter ri to ries, which this year shared

the worst score on this ques tion with Bolivia. Land claim dis putes are a sig nif i cant bar rier to invest -

ment in Iraq and Brit ish Colum bia, both of which also ranked in the fifth quintile on this ques tion,

and in 11 juris dic tions with fourth quintile scores: Ecua dor, Chad, Sudan, Queensland, Nige ria,

Papua New Guinea, Peru, Dem o cratic Repub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa), Cam bo dia, Ven e zuela,

and Argentina—Neuquen.

Legal sys tem 

The sur vey responses revealed that legal sys tem con cerns, includ ing ele ments of cor rup tion, are of

most con cern in Chad, Dem o cratic Repub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa), Uganda, and Ven e zuela,

which shared the worst rat ing over all on this fac tor. The per ceived degree of fair ness and trans par -

ency of the legal pro cess in Iran, Kazakhstan, Syria, Equa to rial Guinea, Angola, Ecua dor, Yemen,

and Alge ria caused con sid er able con cern for inves tors. Each of these juris dic tions scored in the

upper half of the fifth quintile on this ques tion. Bul garia and Ukraine, which both scored in the

fifth quintile on this fac tor in 2010, improved to third and fourth quintile ratings, respectively, this

year.

Legal sys tem issues are of least con cern in Aus tria, New Zea land, Aus tra lia, Ohio, and Ala bama,

fol lowed closely by other juris dic tions with first quintile scores, all of which are in North Amer ica

and Europe except for Bah rain, Timor Gap, and Japan.
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Fig ure 24: Fis cal terms
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Fig ure 25: Tax a tion regime
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Fig ure 26: Envi ron men tal reg u la tions
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Fig ure 27: Uncer tainty con cern ing the admin is tra tion, inter pre ta tion
 and enforce ment of reg u la tions 
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Fig ure 28: Cost of reg u la tory com pli ance
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Fig ure 29: Uncer tainty regard ing pro tected areas
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Fig ure 30: Socio-eco nomic agree ments
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Fig ure 31: Trade bar ri ers
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Fig ure 32: Labor reg u la tions and employ ment agree ments
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Fig ure 33: Qual ity of infra struc ture
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* JPDA = Joint Petroleum Development Area; PSC = profit sharing contracts;  CC =  concession contracts



Fig ure 34: Geo log i cal data base
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Fig ure 35: Labor avail abil ity
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* JPDA = Joint Petroleum Development Area; PSC = profit sharing contracts;  CC =  concession contracts



Fig ure 36: Dis puted land claims
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* JPDA = Joint Petroleum Development Area; PSC = profit sharing contracts;  CC =  concession contracts



Fig ure 37: Polit i cal sta bil ity
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Fig ure 38: Secu rity
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Fig ure 39: Reg u la tory dupli ca tion
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Fig ure 40: Legal sys tem pro cesses
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Tab u lar material: Sur vey data appendix

The fol low ing pages give the scores for each of the 17 fac tors and the best prac tices ques tion in all

135 juris dic tions that were ranked in this year's sur vey.



100 Fra ser In sti tute Global Pe tro leum Sur vey, 2011

www.fraserinstitute.org

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 29% 47% 21% 3% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 32% 48% 16% 3% 0%

Man i toba 52% 35% 13% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 19% 48% 26% 7% 0%

New Bruns wick 71% 29% 0% 0% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 11% 50% 22% 17% 0%

Nova Sco tia 20% 60% 15% 5% 0%

On tario 9% 91% 0% 0% 0%

Que bec 25% 44% 13% 19% 0%

Sas katch e wan 54% 40% 6% 0% 0%

USA
Al a bama 47% 33% 20% 0% 0%

Alaska 16% 35% 29% 16% 3%

Ar kan sas 44% 48% 4% 4% 0%

Cal i for nia 10% 28% 48% 15% 0%

Col o rado 22% 46% 27% 5% 0%

Il li nois 30% 50% 20% 0% 0%

Kan sas 48% 33% 19% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 49% 37% 12% 2% 0%

Mich i gan 44% 44% 11% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 56% 38% 6% 0% 0%

Montana 26% 55% 19% 0% 0%

New Mex ico 25% 44% 28% 3% 0%

North Da kota 54% 43% 0% 3% 0%

Ohio 30% 60% 10% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 48% 46% 6% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 26% 43% 26% 4% 0%

Texas 63% 31% 6% 0% 0%

Utah 53% 27% 20% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 9% 82% 9% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 39% 39% 18% 3% 0%

US Off shore—Pa cific 27% 9% 36% 27% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 36% 34% 23% 7% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 29% 41% 29% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 1: Fis cal terms

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Oceania
New South Wales 43% 38% 19% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 59% 34% 3% 3% 0%

Queensland 55% 38% 8% 0% 0%

South Aus tra lia 55% 39% 6% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 42% 47% 11% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 47% 47% 6% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 57% 37% 6% 0% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 48% 39% 10% 3% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA)* 32% 44% 21% 3% 0%

Brunei 16% 42% 28% 9% 5%

In do ne sia 12% 26% 38% 21% 3%

Ma lay sia 22% 25% 34% 18% 1%

New Zea land 67% 21% 5% 7% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 32% 42% 14% 10% 2%

Phil ip pines 29% 38% 29% 4% 0%

Timor Leste 19% 33% 19% 22% 7%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 45% 27% 18% 9% 0%

Aus tria 36% 45% 9% 9% 0%

Bul garia 38% 54% 8% 0% 0%

Den mark 32% 53% 16% 0% 0%

Faroe Is lands 29% 50% 21% 0% 0%

France 28% 50% 18% 5% 0%

Ger many 28% 55% 10% 7% 0%

Green land 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Hun gary 29% 65% 6% 0% 0%

It aly 27% 43% 17% 13% 0%

Neth er lands 43% 43% 8% 5% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 44% 47% 9% 0% 0%

Nor way 50% 20% 25% 5% 0%

Nor way—North Sea 40% 37% 18% 5% 0%

Po land 43% 39% 14% 4% 0%

Ro ma nia 42% 46% 13% 0% 0%

Rus sia 2% 15% 31% 40% 12%

Tur key 38% 33% 21% 8% 0%

Ukraine 9% 22% 39% 26% 4%

United King dom 32% 39% 17% 11% 2%

United King dom—North Sea 32% 44% 17% 7% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 1: Fis cal terms (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Asia
Azerbaijan 19% 28% 47% 6% 0%

Ban gla desh 13% 10% 65% 13% 0%

Cam bo dia 21% 21% 39% 18% 0%

China 13% 28% 45% 13% 0%

In dia 20% 35% 35% 8% 2%

Ja pan 17% 39% 33% 11% 0%

Kazakhstan 7% 17% 45% 24% 7%

Kyrgyzstan 50% 20% 20% 10% 0%

Myanmar 4% 30% 26% 26% 15%

Pa ki stan 9% 33% 45% 12% 0%

Thai land 33% 37% 28% 0% 2%

Turkmenistan 11% 33% 37% 15% 4%

Uzbekistan 24% 18% 47% 6% 6%

Viet nam 20% 47% 24% 9% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 2% 20% 42% 18% 18%

An gola 14% 35% 32% 16% 3%

Cam er oon 38% 38% 24% 0% 0%

Chad 27% 36% 27% 9% 0%

Côte d’Ivoire 20% 40% 40% 0% 0%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 23% 8% 38% 23% 8%

Egypt 14% 49% 29% 8% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 20% 32% 36% 12% 0%

Ga bon 30% 35% 35% 0% 0%

Ghana 30% 44% 26% 0% 0%

Libya 2% 6% 30% 36% 26%

Mad a gas car 18% 45% 36% 0% 0%

Mau ri ta nia 17% 39% 33% 11% 0%

Mo rocco 39% 28% 28% 6% 0%

Mo zam bique 53% 33% 13% 0% 0%

Namibia 43% 43% 14% 0% 0%

Ni ge ria 13% 22% 38% 22% 4%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 15% 35% 40% 10% 0%

South Af rica 20% 56% 20% 0% 4%

Su dan 20% 20% 40% 0% 20%

Tan za nia 20% 50% 30% 0% 0%

Tu ni sia 32% 48% 18% 2% 0%

Uganda 20% 30% 30% 20% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 1: Fis cal terms (continued)



Fra ser In sti tute Global Pe tro leum Sur vey, 2011 103
www.fraserinstitute.org

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Mid dle East
Bah rain 38% 25% 13% 25% 0%

Iran 0% 3% 31% 25% 41%

Iraq 10% 10% 50% 15% 15%

Is rael 18% 29% 41% 12% 0%

Ku wait 12% 24% 32% 24% 8%

Oman 22% 36% 33% 4% 4%

Qa tar 17% 34% 38% 7% 3%

Syria 0% 45% 38% 10% 7%

United Arab Emirates 24% 34% 32% 11% 0%

Ye men 6% 38% 38% 18% 0%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 22% 35% 22% 17% 4%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 11% 46% 29% 14% 0%

Ar gen tina—Neuquen 16% 34% 31% 16% 3%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 18% 29% 35% 18% 0%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 5% 42% 32% 16% 5%

Bolivia 0% 17% 25% 38% 21%

Brazil—On shore CC* 32% 38% 26% 3% 0%

Brazil—Off shore CC* 32% 32% 24% 11% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSC* 23% 23% 37% 17% 0%

Chile 56% 39% 6% 0% 0%

Co lom bia 54% 34% 10% 2% 0%

Ec ua dor 10% 10% 29% 32% 19%

Guy ana 60% 10% 20% 0% 10%

Peru 44% 40% 12% 2% 2%

Su ri name 33% 25% 42% 0% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 18% 52% 21% 9% 0%

Uru guay 25% 58% 8% 8% 0%

Ven e zuela 2% 5% 17% 41% 34%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSC = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 1: Fis cal terms (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 28% 50% 21% 1% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 16% 52% 28% 4% 0%

Man i toba 31% 38% 31% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 12% 64% 16% 8% 0%

New Bruns wick 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 19% 44% 31% 6% 0%

Nova Sco tia 18% 59% 24% 0% 0%

On tario 18% 55% 27% 0% 0%

Que bec 21% 21% 50% 7% 0%

Sas katch e wan 26% 59% 14% 1% 0%

USA
Al a bama 20% 60% 13% 7% 0%

Alaska 13% 45% 16% 23% 3%

Ar kan sas 13% 71% 8% 8% 0%

Cal i for nia 3% 45% 26% 26% 0%

Col o rado 8% 68% 19% 5% 0%

Il li nois 25% 38% 13% 25% 0%

Kan sas 24% 59% 12% 6% 0%

Lou i si ana 22% 51% 24% 3% 0%

Mich i gan 25% 50% 13% 13% 0%

Mis sis sippi 40% 53% 0% 7% 0%

Montana 17% 62% 17% 3% 0%

New Mex ico 17% 55% 24% 3% 0%

North Da kota 37% 47% 13% 3% 0%

Ohio 43% 14% 29% 14% 0%

Oklahoma 33% 52% 11% 4% 0%

Penn syl va nia 16% 53% 16% 16% 0%

Texas 39% 47% 12% 2% 0%

Utah 23% 62% 8% 8% 0%

West Vir ginia 0% 78% 11% 11% 0%

Wy o ming 20% 60% 10% 10% 0%

US Off shore—Pa cific 9% 36% 18% 18% 18%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 26% 52% 21% 2% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 18% 53% 24% 6% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 2: Tax a tion re gime

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Oceania
New South Wales 22% 50% 22% 6% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 36% 50% 11% 4% 0%

Queensland 24% 59% 15% 3% 0%

South Aus tra lia 20% 63% 13% 3% 0%

Tas ma nia 24% 59% 12% 6% 0%

Vic to ria 17% 63% 17% 3% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 22% 53% 22% 3% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 20% 54% 17% 9% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA)* 20% 57% 20% 3% 0%

Brunei 8% 45% 37% 8% 3%

In do ne sia 1% 35% 40% 19% 5%

Ma lay sia 13% 43% 33% 10% 2%

New Zea land 32% 56% 10% 2% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 18% 56% 16% 7% 4%

Phil ip pines 15% 51% 26% 6% 2%

Timor Leste 12% 36% 36% 12% 4%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 22% 44% 22% 11% 0%

Aus tria 22% 44% 11% 22% 0%

Bul garia 40% 50% 0% 10% 0%

Den mark 29% 47% 12% 6% 6%

Faroe Is lands 36% 50% 0% 7% 7%

France 19% 56% 19% 6% 0%

Ger many 21% 48% 21% 10% 0%

Green land 43% 43% 14% 0% 0%

Hun gary 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

It aly 20% 43% 30% 7% 0%

Neth er lands 35% 41% 15% 9% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 32% 49% 17% 2% 0%

Nor way 18% 32% 39% 11% 0%

Nor way—North Sea 21% 39% 32% 7% 0%

Po land 25% 64% 7% 4% 0%

Ro ma nia 35% 43% 17% 4% 0%

Rus sia 2% 18% 27% 41% 11%

Tur key 8% 46% 38% 8% 0%

Ukraine 5% 37% 16% 32% 11%

United King dom 13% 43% 29% 8% 8%

United King dom—North Sea 13% 46% 29% 9% 3%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 2: Tax a tion re gime (continued)
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Asia
Azerbaijan 20% 33% 30% 17% 0%

Ban gla desh 14% 39% 39% 7% 0%

Cam bo dia 10% 42% 29% 19% 0%

China 8% 52% 22% 18% 0%

In dia 2% 39% 39% 18% 2%

Ja pan 13% 63% 13% 13% 0%

Kazakhstan 8% 13% 38% 29% 12%

Kyrgyzstan 36% 9% 36% 18% 0%

Myanmar 0% 36% 36% 8% 20%

Pa ki stan 7% 43% 37% 13% 0%

Thai land 23% 48% 23% 4% 2%

Turkmenistan 12% 32% 28% 24% 4%

Uzbekistan 21% 14% 50% 14% 0%

Viet nam 11% 51% 30% 9% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 5% 23% 46% 18% 8%

An gola 11% 26% 51% 9% 3%

Cam er oon 24% 35% 29% 12% 0%

Chad 33% 22% 33% 11% 0%

Côte d’Ivoire 11% 50% 33% 6% 0%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 17% 33% 42% 0% 8%

Egypt 8% 45% 43% 4% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 10% 40% 45% 5% 0%

Ga bon 12% 40% 44% 4% 0%

Ghana 23% 42% 35% 0% 0%

Libya 2% 19% 36% 31% 12%

Mad a gas car 0% 70% 20% 10% 0%

Mau ri ta nia 6% 38% 50% 6% 0%

Mo rocco 14% 57% 29% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 25% 25% 50% 0% 0%

Namibia 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Ni ge ria 5% 30% 38% 28% 0%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 11% 26% 58% 5% 0%

South Af rica 0% 59% 36% 5% 0%

Su dan 8% 17% 58% 0% 17%

Tan za nia 17% 44% 39% 0% 0%

Tu ni sia 16% 64% 16% 2% 2%

Uganda 20% 20% 50% 10% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 2: Tax a tion re gime (continued)
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Mid dle East
Bah rain 55% 18% 27% 0% 0%

Iran 3% 10% 35% 29% 23%

Iraq 10% 38% 33% 19% 0%

Is rael 8% 25% 58% 8% 0%

Ku wait 22% 39% 39% 0% 0%

Oman 17% 52% 29% 2% 0%

Qa tar 26% 52% 19% 4% 0%

Syria 0% 35% 58% 4% 4%

United Arab Emirates 36% 47% 17% 0% 0%

Ye men 4% 35% 46% 8% 8%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 9% 50% 41% 0% 0%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 4% 48% 39% 9% 0%

Ar gen tina—Neuquen 3% 34% 55% 7% 0%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 0% 47% 53% 0% 0%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 0% 53% 47% 0% 0%

Bolivia 0% 25% 30% 30% 15%

Brazil—On shore CC* 21% 44% 29% 6% 0%

Brazil—Off shore CC* 15% 45% 30% 9% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSC* 14% 39% 36% 11% 0%

Chile 56% 38% 6% 0% 0%

Co lom bia 30% 54% 17% 0% 0%

Ec ua dor 3% 17% 37% 30% 13%

Guy ana 40% 50% 10% 0% 0%

Peru 39% 39% 20% 2% 0%

Su ri name 20% 50% 20% 10% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 19% 50% 28% 3% 0%

Uru guay 20% 60% 10% 0% 10%

Ven e zuela 0% 11% 18% 45% 27%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSC = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 2: Tax a tion re gime (continued)
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Can ada
Al berta 12% 37% 37% 13% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 4% 42% 36% 18% 0%

Man i toba 21% 59% 14% 7% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 8% 72% 8% 12% 0%

New Bruns wick 0% 20% 60% 20% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 0% 29% 35% 35% 0%

Nova Sco tia 11% 56% 17% 17% 0%

On tario 0% 55% 36% 9% 0%

Que bec 8% 15% 31% 23% 23%

Sas katch e wan 26% 48% 23% 4% 0%

USA
Al a bama 0% 73% 27% 0% 0%

Alaska 0% 35% 35% 30% 0%

Ar kan sas 5% 75% 15% 5% 0%

Cal i for nia 3% 10% 23% 52% 13%

Col o rado 0% 27% 45% 27% 0%

Il li nois 0% 86% 14% 0% 0%

Kan sas 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 12% 55% 33% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 0% 43% 57% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 15% 85% 0% 0% 0%

Montana 8% 54% 35% 4% 0%

New Mex ico 0% 46% 33% 17% 4%

North Da kota 21% 64% 14% 0% 0%

Ohio 17% 83% 0% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 26% 59% 13% 3% 0%

Penn syl va nia 0% 36% 57% 7% 0%

Texas 35% 51% 13% 1% 0%

Utah 11% 56% 33% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 0% 71% 29% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 12% 50% 31% 8% 0%

US Off shore—Pa cific 0% 0% 25% 38% 38%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 4% 14% 45% 35% 2%

US Off shore—Alaska 0% 10% 0% 70% 20%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 3: En vi ron men tal reg u la tions

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion
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Oceania
New South Wales 7% 47% 47% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 9% 70% 17% 4% 0%

Queensland 6% 45% 42% 6% 0%

South Aus tra lia 17% 50% 33% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 7% 64% 21% 7% 0%

Vic to ria 8% 62% 23% 8% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 12% 47% 37% 4% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 10% 43% 33% 14% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA)* 8% 60% 28% 4% 0%

Brunei 9% 64% 24% 3% 0%

In do ne sia 9% 51% 30% 8% 3%

Ma lay sia 9% 68% 20% 4% 0%

New Zea land 14% 40% 37% 9% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 8% 66% 26% 0% 0%

Phil ip pines 0% 67% 18% 11% 4%

Timor Leste 0% 70% 15% 15% 0%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 20% 50% 10% 20% 0%

Aus tria 29% 29% 29% 14% 0%

Bul garia 20% 40% 30% 10% 0%

Den mark 8% 67% 25% 0% 0%

Faroe Is lands 25% 63% 13% 0% 0%

France 18% 25% 36% 18% 4%

Ger many 16% 32% 32% 20% 0%

Green land 14% 43% 43% 0% 0%

Hun gary 0% 77% 23% 0% 0%

It aly 15% 33% 26% 26% 0%

Neth er lands 19% 41% 30% 11% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 15% 61% 18% 6% 0%

Nor way 18% 42% 30% 9% 0%

Nor way—North Sea 13% 47% 33% 7% 0%

Po land 14% 55% 23% 9% 0%

Ro ma nia 14% 38% 38% 10% 0%

Rus sia 5% 38% 26% 26% 5%

Tur key 17% 67% 11% 6% 0%

Ukraine 0% 40% 20% 40% 0%

United King dom 14% 41% 39% 5% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 8% 54% 32% 6% 0%

Ques tion 3: En vi ron men tal reg u la tions (continued)

con tin ued ...
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Asia
Azerbaijan 8% 56% 24% 12% 0%

Ban gla desh 0% 52% 35% 13% 0%

Cam bo dia 4% 68% 16% 12% 0%

China 20% 51% 20% 9% 0%

In dia 2% 43% 43% 11% 0%

Ja pan 18% 41% 35% 6% 0%

Kazakhstan 4% 28% 43% 15% 9%

Kyrgyzstan 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

Myanmar 10% 70% 15% 5% 0%

Pa ki stan 7% 63% 20% 10% 0%

Thai land 15% 64% 15% 4% 2%

Turkmenistan 12% 36% 44% 8% 0%

Uzbekistan 20% 20% 50% 10% 0%

Viet nam 9% 64% 18% 9% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 3% 70% 15% 6% 6%

An gola 3% 71% 16% 10% 0%

Cam er oon 6% 59% 29% 6% 0%

Chad 0% 43% 57% 0% 0%

Côte d’Ivoire 0% 85% 15% 0% 0%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 0% 78% 11% 0% 11%

Egypt 7% 73% 18% 2% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 11% 50% 22% 17% 0%

Ga bon 5% 68% 9% 18% 0%

Ghana 14% 64% 18% 5% 0%

Libya 5% 65% 14% 14% 3%

Mad a gas car 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Mau ri ta nia 14% 64% 21% 0% 0%

Mo rocco 9% 82% 9% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 0% 83% 17% 0% 0%

Namibia 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Ni ge ria 6% 56% 22% 17% 0%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 0% 71% 14% 14% 0%

South Af rica 6% 61% 28% 6% 0%

Su dan 11% 67% 11% 0% 11%

Tan za nia 15% 62% 23% 0% 0%

Tu ni sia 8% 68% 24% 0% 0%

Uganda 13% 38% 50% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 3: En vi ron men tal reg u la tions (continued)
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Mid dle East
Bah rain 18% 64% 18% 0% 0%

Iran 4% 54% 35% 0% 8%

Iraq 7% 61% 27% 2% 2%

Is rael 11% 67% 22% 0% 0%

Ku wait 13% 63% 19% 0% 6%

Oman 8% 72% 17% 3% 0%

Qa tar 26% 70% 4% 0% 0%

Syria 11% 68% 11% 11% 0%

United Arab Emirates 19% 63% 19% 0% 0%

Ye men 0% 71% 25% 4% 0%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 15% 75% 5% 5% 0%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 10% 65% 15% 10% 0%

Ar gen tina—Neuquen 8% 58% 31% 4% 0%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 7% 64% 21% 7% 0%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 6% 71% 18% 6% 0%

Bolivia 6% 53% 12% 24% 6%

Brazil—On shore CC* 15% 52% 30% 4% 0%

Brazil—Off shore CC* 11% 50% 32% 7% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSC* 9% 65% 17% 9% 0%

Chile 15% 62% 23% 0% 0%

Co lom bia 14% 65% 18% 0% 2%

Ec ua dor 4% 27% 35% 27% 8%

Guy ana 14% 43% 43% 0% 0%

Peru 13% 45% 30% 8% 5%

Su ri name 0% 67% 22% 11% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 8% 64% 28% 0% 0%

Uru guay 25% 50% 13% 0% 13%

Ven e zuela 11% 43% 11% 21% 15%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts; PSC
= profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 3: En vi ron men tal reg u la tions (continued)
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Can ada
Al berta 15% 41% 31% 13% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 8% 53% 27% 12% 0%

Man i toba 28% 62% 7% 3% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 16% 60% 16% 8% 0%

New Bruns wick 0% 50% 33% 17% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 11% 33% 17% 39% 0%

Nova Sco tia 22% 50% 17% 11% 0%

On tario 9% 73% 9% 9% 0%

Que bec 7% 21% 21% 36% 14%

Sas katch e wan 26% 60% 12% 2% 0%

USA
Al a bama 9% 64% 27% 0% 0%

Alaska 0% 46% 38% 13% 4%

Ar kan sas 5% 80% 10% 5% 0%

Cal i for nia 10% 23% 39% 26% 3%

Col o rado 9% 44% 32% 15% 0%

Il li nois 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Kan sas 25% 56% 19% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 30% 55% 15% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 14% 43% 43% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 38% 62% 0% 0% 0%

Montana 8% 65% 23% 4% 0%

New Mex ico 13% 54% 25% 8% 0%

North Da kota 23% 67% 10% 0% 0%

Ohio 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 34% 59% 7% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 0% 29% 43% 29% 0%

Texas 39% 52% 8% 1% 0%

Utah 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 13% 75% 13% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 15% 62% 19% 4% 0%

US Off shore—Pa cific 11% 11% 22% 33% 22%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 15% 24% 33% 26% 2%

US Off shore—Alaska 18% 18% 27% 36% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 4: Ad min is tra tion or en force ment of reg u la tions

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion
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Oceania
New South Wales 44% 50% 6% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 42% 50% 8% 0% 0%

Queensland 43% 43% 10% 3% 0%

South Aus tra lia 44% 52% 4% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 43% 43% 14% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 44% 48% 7% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 40% 50% 10% 0% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 33% 55% 9% 3% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA)* 17% 58% 17% 8% 0%

Brunei 18% 55% 21% 6% 0%

In do ne sia 3% 25% 43% 25% 4%

Ma lay sia 12% 45% 34% 7% 2%

New Zea land 39% 56% 3% 3% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 3% 49% 36% 10% 3%

Phil ip pines 7% 49% 33% 11% 0%

Timor Leste 0% 23% 45% 27% 5%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 10% 30% 30% 30% 0%

Aus tria 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Bul garia 10% 20% 30% 40% 0%

Den mark 38% 46% 15% 0% 0%

Faroe Is lands 38% 50% 13% 0% 0%

France 27% 57% 10% 7% 0%

Ger many 36% 52% 12% 0% 0%

Green land 0% 71% 29% 0% 0%

Hun gary 7% 71% 21% 0% 0%

It aly 14% 52% 10% 24% 0%

Neth er lands 46% 35% 19% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 31% 59% 9% 0% 0%

Nor way 37% 50% 10% 3% 0%

Nor way—North Sea 37% 58% 5% 0% 0%

Po land 17% 57% 26% 0% 0%

Ro ma nia 10% 29% 38% 24% 0%

Rus sia 2% 20% 22% 44% 12%

Tur key 15% 50% 20% 15% 0%

Ukraine 6% 19% 19% 44% 13%

United King dom 28% 44% 19% 9% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 22% 57% 15% 5% 1%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 4: Ad min is tra tion or en force ment of reg u la tions (continued)
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Asia
Azerbaijan 12% 23% 42% 23% 0%

Ban gla desh 0% 29% 43% 29% 0%

Cam bo dia 0% 30% 52% 15% 4%

China 7% 28% 42% 23% 0%

In dia 2% 26% 40% 29% 2%

Ja pan 35% 53% 12% 0% 0%

Kazakhstan 9% 7% 33% 36% 16%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 40% 40% 20% 0%

Myanmar 0% 38% 38% 19% 5%

Pa ki stan 0% 31% 50% 16% 3%

Thai land 19% 45% 32% 4% 0%

Turkmenistan 4% 25% 29% 29% 13%

Uzbekistan 0% 30% 40% 30% 0%

Viet nam 11% 39% 30% 20% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 3% 21% 53% 18% 6%

An gola 3% 43% 33% 20% 0%

Cam er oon 7% 53% 33% 7% 0%

Chad 0% 43% 43% 14% 0%

Côte d’Ivoire 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 0% 44% 33% 0% 22%

Egypt 5% 47% 42% 7% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 0% 25% 38% 31% 6%

Ga bon 0% 78% 13% 9% 0%

Ghana 13% 57% 30% 0% 0%

Libya 5% 11% 37% 37% 11%

Mad a gas car 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Mau ri ta nia 7% 21% 43% 29% 0%

Mo rocco 8% 75% 8% 8% 0%

Mo zam bique 0% 73% 27% 0% 0%

Namibia 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Ni ge ria 3% 14% 56% 22% 6%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 0% 50% 29% 21% 0%

South Af rica 0% 58% 32% 11% 0%

Su dan 0% 60% 30% 10% 0%

Tan za nia 7% 50% 43% 0% 0%

Tu ni sia 14% 61% 19% 6% 0%

Uganda 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 4: Ad min is tra tion or en force ment of reg u la tions (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Mid dle East
Bah rain 45% 45% 9% 0% 0%

Iran 0% 19% 33% 30% 19%

Iraq 0% 21% 48% 21% 10%

Is rael 11% 44% 22% 22% 0%

Ku wait 18% 59% 18% 6% 0%

Oman 13% 64% 21% 3% 0%

Qa tar 26% 57% 13% 4% 0%

Syria 0% 48% 33% 14% 5%

United Arab Emirates 13% 66% 22% 0% 0%

Ye men 0% 38% 38% 19% 4%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 11% 32% 37% 21% 0%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 9% 23% 50% 14% 5%

Ar gen tina—Neuquen 7% 32% 43% 14% 4%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 13% 27% 40% 20% 0%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 13% 25% 38% 13% 13%

Bolivia 0% 12% 35% 29% 24%

Brazil—On shore CC* 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Brazil—Off shore CC* 21% 54% 21% 4% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSC* 8% 63% 25% 4% 0%

Chile 42% 58% 0% 0% 0%

Co lom bia 22% 63% 12% 2% 0%

Ec ua dor 0% 21% 29% 39% 11%

Guy ana 25% 38% 25% 0% 13%

Peru 22% 51% 22% 5% 0%

Su ri name 0% 70% 30% 0% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 13% 67% 21% 0% 0%

Uru guay 44% 56% 0% 0% 0%

Ven e zuela 0% 6% 12% 44% 38%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSC = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 4: Ad min is tra tion or en force ment of reg u la tions (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 12% 36% 36% 16% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 7% 39% 38% 16% 0%

Man i toba 24% 52% 21% 3% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 4% 52% 30% 9% 4%

New Bruns wick 0% 57% 43% 0% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 0% 12% 65% 24% 0%

Nova Sco tia 6% 59% 24% 6% 6%

On tario 18% 55% 27% 0% 0%

Que bec 7% 36% 36% 14% 7%

Sas katch e wan 21% 54% 23% 2% 0%

USA
Al a bama 0% 67% 33% 0% 0%

Alaska 0% 46% 17% 29% 8%

Ar kan sas 5% 74% 16% 5% 0%

Cal i for nia 4% 23% 23% 38% 12%

Col o rado 0% 47% 38% 16% 0%

Il li nois 0% 57% 43% 0% 0%

Kan sas 7% 71% 21% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 17% 62% 21% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 0% 33% 67% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Montana 8% 58% 25% 8% 0%

New Mex ico 0% 57% 35% 9% 0%

North Da kota 17% 66% 17% 0% 0%

Ohio 17% 83% 0% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 19% 65% 16% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 0% 46% 31% 23% 0%

Texas 26% 56% 16% 1% 0%

Utah 22% 67% 11% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 0% 86% 14% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 4% 58% 29% 8% 0%

US Off shore—Pa cific 0% 11% 22% 44% 22%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 10% 29% 40% 19% 2%

US Off shore—Alaska 0% 27% 18% 36% 18%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 5: Cost of reg u la tory com pli ance

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Oceania
New South Wales 13% 33% 47% 7% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 19% 48% 33% 0% 0%

Queensland 18% 46% 29% 7% 0%

South Aus tra lia 29% 42% 29% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 14% 50% 36% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 16% 48% 32% 4% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 17% 54% 24% 4% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 18% 51% 27% 4% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA)* 14% 52% 29% 5% 0%

Brunei 17% 45% 31% 7% 0%

In do ne sia 2% 53% 28% 14% 2%

Ma lay sia 13% 57% 17% 13% 0%

New Zea land 21% 47% 29% 3% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 3% 63% 26% 9% 0%

Phil ip pines 5% 53% 35% 8% 0%

Timor Leste 0% 47% 37% 11% 5%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 29% 71% 0% 0% 0%

Aus tria 17% 67% 0% 17% 0%

Bul garia 14% 71% 0% 14% 0%

Den mark 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Faroe Is lands 38% 38% 25% 0% 0%

France 16% 60% 12% 12% 0%

Ger many 17% 46% 29% 8% 0%

Green land 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Hun gary 23% 54% 15% 8% 0%

It aly 0% 39% 26% 35% 0%

Neth er lands 23% 41% 27% 9% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 18% 57% 21% 4% 0%

Nor way 15% 46% 23% 15% 0%

Nor way—North Sea 14% 55% 24% 7% 0%

Po land 10% 62% 14% 14% 0%

Ro ma nia 18% 47% 29% 6% 0%

Rus sia 3% 22% 44% 31% 0%

Tur key 19% 44% 25% 13% 0%

Ukraine 0% 33% 33% 33% 0%

United King dom 21% 50% 25% 4% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 11% 57% 28% 4% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 5: Cost of reg u la tory com pli ance (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Asia
Azerbaijan 8% 25% 54% 13% 0%

Ban gla desh 5% 40% 50% 5% 0%

Cam bo dia 4% 52% 36% 8% 0%

China 13% 50% 29% 8% 0%

In dia 3% 41% 28% 28% 0%

Ja pan 18% 35% 35% 12% 0%

Kazakhstan 3% 20% 45% 25% 8%

Kyrgyzstan 17% 33% 17% 33% 0%

Myanmar 0% 55% 40% 5% 0%

Pa ki stan 4% 52% 32% 8% 4%

Thai land 14% 58% 26% 2% 0%

Turkmenistan 5% 32% 32% 23% 9%

Uzbekistan 0% 22% 56% 22% 0%

Viet nam 12% 57% 24% 7% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 3% 31% 52% 10% 3%

An gola 4% 48% 44% 4% 0%

Cam er oon 0% 62% 23% 15% 0%

Chad 0% 33% 67% 0% 0%

Côte d’Ivoire 0% 69% 31% 0% 0%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 0% 25% 63% 0% 13%

Egypt 3% 62% 32% 3% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 0% 42% 42% 17% 0%

Ga bon 6% 67% 17% 11% 0%

Ghana 6% 67% 22% 6% 0%

Libya 3% 48% 23% 16% 10%

Mad a gas car 13% 75% 13% 0% 0%

Mau ri ta nia 7% 50% 36% 7% 0%

Mo rocco 18% 73% 9% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 0% 80% 20% 0% 0%

Namibia 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Ni ge ria 6% 27% 55% 9% 3%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 0% 55% 45% 0% 0%

South Af rica 0% 60% 33% 7% 0%

Su dan 0% 63% 38% 0% 0%

Tan za nia 7% 50% 43% 0% 0%

Tu ni sia 9% 66% 22% 3% 0%

Uganda 0% 63% 38% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 5: Cost of reg u la tory com pli ance (continued)
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Mid dle East
Bah rain 25% 63% 13% 0% 0%

Iran 0% 36% 32% 24% 8%

Iraq 0% 37% 49% 11% 3%

Is rael 13% 50% 25% 13% 0%

Ku wait 7% 50% 43% 0% 0%

Oman 15% 70% 12% 3% 0%

Qa tar 19% 62% 14% 5% 0%

Syria 0% 61% 22% 6% 11%

United Arab Emirates 17% 66% 17% 0% 0%

Ye men 0% 55% 41% 5% 0%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 6% 63% 31% 0% 0%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 6% 59% 35% 0% 0%

Ar gen tina—Neuquen 4% 52% 43% 0% 0%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 8% 54% 38% 0% 0%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 7% 50% 36% 7% 0%

Bolivia 0% 25% 31% 38% 6%

Brazil—On shore CC* 8% 52% 36% 4% 0%

Brazil—Off shore CC* 4% 46% 46% 4% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSC* 0% 64% 36% 0% 0%

Chile 42% 50% 8% 0% 0%

Co lom bia 17% 64% 19% 0% 0%

Ec ua dor 0% 38% 29% 25% 8%

Guy ana 57% 14% 29% 0% 0%

Peru 11% 54% 27% 8% 0%

Su ri name 0% 71% 29% 0% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 8% 75% 17% 0% 0%

Uru guay 38% 38% 25% 0% 0%

Ven e zuela 0% 21% 33% 23% 23%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSC = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 5: Cost of reg u la tory com pli ance (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 10% 34% 42% 14% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 6% 31% 48% 15% 0%

Man i toba 19% 74% 7% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 14% 52% 29% 5% 0%

New Bruns wick 17% 33% 50% 0% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 0% 20% 40% 33% 7%

Nova Sco tia 14% 50% 29% 7% 0%

On tario 10% 70% 10% 10% 0%

Que bec 8% 31% 38% 23% 0%

Sas katch e wan 18% 58% 23% 0% 0%

USA
Al a bama 0% 83% 8% 8% 0%

Alaska 0% 24% 36% 36% 4%

Ar kan sas 10% 75% 10% 5% 0%

Cal i for nia 4% 21% 25% 39% 11%

Col o rado 3% 28% 47% 16% 6%

Il li nois 0% 86% 14% 0% 0%

Kan sas 14% 79% 0% 0% 7%

Lou i si ana 16% 59% 25% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 17% 75% 8% 0% 0%

Montana 4% 50% 33% 13% 0%

New Mex ico 4% 58% 21% 13% 4%

North Da kota 17% 59% 17% 3% 3%

Ohio 14% 71% 14% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 30% 57% 8% 3% 3%

Penn syl va nia 0% 54% 46% 0% 0%

Texas 22% 66% 9% 1% 1%

Utah 0% 33% 33% 22% 11%

West Vir ginia 14% 71% 14% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 8% 40% 36% 12% 4%

US Off shore—Pa cific 0% 11% 11% 56% 22%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 3% 43% 40% 15% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 0% 25% 33% 33% 8%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 6: Un cer tainty con cern ing pro tected ar eas

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

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



Fra ser In sti tute Global Pe tro leum Sur vey, 2011 121
www.fraserinstitute.org
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Oceania
New South Wales 0% 40% 60% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 9% 36% 45% 9% 0%

Queensland 14% 36% 43% 7% 0%

South Aus tra lia 13% 46% 38% 4% 0%

Tas ma nia 0% 31% 62% 8% 0%

Vic to ria 4% 48% 40% 8% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 4% 44% 40% 13% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 7% 44% 35% 13% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA)* 5% 71% 14% 10% 0%

Brunei 14% 61% 21% 4% 0%

In do ne sia 4% 65% 18% 12% 1%

Ma lay sia 11% 64% 20% 5% 0%

New Zea land 15% 35% 44% 6% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 9% 69% 23% 0% 0%

Phil ip pines 10% 56% 33% 0% 0%

Timor Leste 6% 61% 33% 0% 0%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 29% 71% 0% 0% 0%

Aus tria 29% 29% 14% 29% 0%

Bul garia 14% 43% 43% 0% 0%

Den mark 0% 64% 36% 0% 0%

Faroe Is lands 14% 43% 43% 0% 0%

France 7% 41% 37% 11% 4%

Ger many 13% 48% 22% 17% 0%

Green land 0% 80% 20% 0% 0%

Hun gary 8% 67% 25% 0% 0%

It aly 4% 30% 43% 17% 4%

Neth er lands 5% 38% 43% 14% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 7% 59% 31% 3% 0%

Nor way 11% 22% 59% 4% 4%

Nor way—North Sea 8% 56% 31% 5% 0%

Po land 10% 57% 29% 5% 0%

Ro ma nia 18% 59% 24% 0% 0%

Rus sia 3% 43% 35% 19% 0%

Tur key 6% 75% 13% 6% 0%

Ukraine 21% 29% 36% 14% 0%

United King dom 14% 54% 26% 4% 2%

United King dom—North Sea 9% 71% 16% 4% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 6: Un cer tainty con cern ing pro tected ar eas (continued)
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Asia
Azerbaijan 4% 63% 25% 8% 0%

Ban gla desh 5% 60% 25% 5% 5%

Cam bo dia 17% 42% 33% 8% 0%

China 11% 58% 29% 3% 0%

In dia 5% 53% 32% 11% 0%

Ja pan 6% 35% 47% 12% 0%

Kazakhstan 5% 29% 51% 15% 0%

Kyrgyzstan 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Myanmar 20% 50% 25% 5% 0%

Pa ki stan 4% 72% 24% 0% 0%

Thai land 7% 70% 16% 7% 0%

Turkmenistan 5% 45% 27% 23% 0%

Uzbekistan 11% 22% 33% 33% 0%

Viet nam 20% 66% 15% 0% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 3% 77% 16% 3% 0%

An gola 7% 70% 11% 11% 0%

Cam er oon 7% 64% 29% 0% 0%

Chad 17% 33% 50% 0% 0%

Côte d’Ivoire 0% 83% 17% 0% 0%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 0% 29% 43% 29% 0%

Egypt 5% 64% 28% 3% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 7% 64% 14% 14% 0%

Ga bon 10% 57% 24% 10% 0%

Ghana 11% 68% 11% 11% 0%

Libya 13% 53% 28% 3% 3%

Mad a gas car 25% 38% 38% 0% 0%

Mau ri ta nia 7% 87% 0% 7% 0%

Mo rocco 8% 75% 17% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 10% 70% 20% 0% 0%

Namibia 20% 40% 40% 0% 0%

Ni ge ria 12% 67% 12% 9% 0%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 0% 73% 27% 0% 0%

South Af rica 0% 56% 38% 6% 0%

Su dan 13% 63% 13% 13% 0%

Tan za nia 13% 50% 38% 0% 0%

Tu ni sia 6% 82% 12% 0% 0%

Uganda 0% 63% 25% 13% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 6: Un cer tainty con cern ing pro tected ar eas (continued)
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Mid dle East
Bah rain 29% 57% 14% 0% 0%

Iran 4% 60% 24% 12% 0%

Iraq 11% 51% 29% 6% 3%

Is rael 0% 63% 38% 0% 0%

Ku wait 15% 69% 8% 8% 0%

Oman 12% 74% 15% 0% 0%

Qa tar 14% 81% 5% 0% 0%

Syria 16% 63% 16% 5% 0%

United Arab Emirates 23% 60% 17% 0% 0%

Ye men 4% 74% 17% 0% 4%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 0% 76% 24% 0% 0%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 0% 76% 24% 0% 0%

Ar gen tina—Neuquen 0% 70% 22% 9% 0%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 0% 85% 15% 0% 0%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 0% 86% 14% 0% 0%

Bolivia 6% 25% 63% 6% 0%

Brazil—On shore CC* 8% 56% 28% 8% 0%

Brazil—Off shore CC* 8% 60% 24% 8% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSC* 5% 75% 15% 5% 0%

Chile 23% 54% 15% 8% 0%

Co lom bia 10% 50% 38% 3% 0%

Ec ua dor 0% 40% 12% 44% 4%

Guy ana 13% 63% 25% 0% 0%

Peru 5% 39% 34% 21% 0%

Su ri name 0% 38% 50% 13% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 4% 71% 25% 0% 0%

Uru guay 22% 56% 22% 0% 0%

Ven e zuela 0% 50% 33% 7% 10%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSC = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 6: Un cer tainty con cern ing pro tected ar eas (continued)
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Can ada
Al berta 17% 62% 18% 3% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 12% 55% 29% 5% 0%

Man i toba 23% 73% 4% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 10% 40% 40% 10% 0%

New Bruns wick 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 0% 33% 20% 47% 0%

Nova Sco tia 21% 43% 29% 7% 0%

On tario 22% 78% 0% 0% 0%

Que bec 0% 42% 8% 33% 17%

Sas katch e wan 22% 65% 13% 0% 0%

USA
Al a bama 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

Alaska 14% 59% 14% 9% 5%

Ar kan sas 24% 65% 6% 6% 0%

Cal i for nia 19% 41% 26% 11% 4%

Col o rado 21% 57% 21% 0% 0%

Il li nois 43% 57% 0% 0% 0%

Kan sas 36% 55% 9% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 28% 64% 4% 4% 0%

Mich i gan 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 17% 83% 0% 0% 0%

Montana 11% 68% 16% 5% 0%

New Mex ico 23% 64% 14% 0% 0%

North Da kota 29% 63% 4% 4% 0%

Ohio 29% 71% 0% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 38% 53% 9% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 8% 42% 33% 17% 0%

Texas 36% 58% 5% 1% 0%

Utah 33% 56% 11% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 40% 55% 5% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Pa cific 17% 50% 17% 17% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 26% 62% 9% 3% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 36% 45% 9% 9% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion  7: So cio eco nomic agree ments

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion
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Oceania
New South Wales 38% 56% 6% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 38% 38% 19% 5% 0%

Queensland 25% 54% 21% 0% 0%

South Aus tra lia 32% 55% 14% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 38% 46% 15% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 28% 64% 8% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 17% 73% 10% 0% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 31% 63% 6% 0% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA)* 18% 64% 14% 5% 0%

Brunei 10% 63% 27% 0% 0%

In do ne sia 1% 42% 42% 15% 0%

Ma lay sia 7% 56% 30% 7% 0%

New Zea land 21% 71% 9% 0% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 5% 32% 57% 5% 0%

Phil ip pines 0% 67% 21% 13% 0%

Timor Leste 0% 44% 33% 22% 0%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 22% 56% 22% 0% 0%

Aus tria 80% 0% 0% 20% 0%

Bul garia 0% 56% 11% 22% 11%

Den mark 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

Faroe Is lands 17% 83% 0% 0% 0%

France 18% 57% 14% 4% 7%

Ger many 30% 52% 9% 9% 0%

Green land 0% 83% 17% 0% 0%

Hun gary 14% 79% 7% 0% 0%

It aly 10% 67% 24% 0% 0%

Neth er lands 22% 70% 9% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 17% 72% 10% 0% 0%

Nor way 21% 50% 25% 4% 0%

Nor way—North Sea 18% 69% 13% 0% 0%

Po land 18% 64% 18% 0% 0%

Ro ma nia 6% 56% 28% 6% 6%

Rus sia 8% 39% 36% 17% 0%

Tur key 5% 63% 21% 11% 0%

Ukraine 0% 31% 38% 25% 6%

United King dom 28% 62% 10% 0% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 21% 75% 4% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion  7: So cio eco nomic agree ments (continued)
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Asia
Azerbaijan 9% 48% 30% 13% 0%

Ban gla desh 5% 35% 40% 20% 0%

Cam bo dia 4% 29% 46% 21% 0%

China 3% 54% 24% 19% 0%

In dia 5% 37% 39% 18% 0%

Ja pan 14% 79% 7% 0% 0%

Kazakhstan 0% 23% 44% 23% 9%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Myanmar 0% 53% 32% 11% 5%

Pa ki stan 0% 46% 38% 15% 0%

Thai land 9% 60% 23% 7% 0%

Turkmenistan 0% 28% 44% 28% 0%

Uzbekistan 11% 22% 44% 22% 0%

Viet nam 5% 50% 30% 15% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 0% 45% 42% 12% 0%

An gola 0% 41% 44% 15% 0%

Cam er oon 0% 47% 47% 7% 0%

Chad 0% 71% 29% 0% 0%

Côte d’Ivoire 0% 54% 38% 8% 0%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 0% 38% 38% 13% 13%

Egypt 2% 59% 39% 0% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 0% 20% 53% 20% 7%

Ga bon 5% 41% 45% 9% 0%

Ghana 5% 57% 33% 5% 0%

Libya 3% 27% 45% 18% 6%

Mad a gas car 0% 56% 44% 0% 0%

Mau ri ta nia 0% 31% 46% 15% 8%

Mo rocco 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 0% 64% 36% 0% 0%

Namibia 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Ni ge ria 0% 31% 29% 34% 6%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 0% 27% 55% 18% 0%

South Af rica 6% 56% 33% 6% 0%

Su dan 0% 44% 33% 11% 11%

Tan za nia 7% 43% 36% 14% 0%

Tu ni sia 8% 67% 22% 3% 0%

Uganda 0% 13% 88% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion  7: So cio eco nomic agree ments (continued)
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Mid dle East
Bah rain 10% 70% 20% 0% 0%

Iran 0% 26% 43% 26% 4%

Iraq 0% 41% 41% 16% 3%

Is rael 14% 57% 29% 0% 0%

Ku wait 7% 53% 33% 7% 0%

Oman 8% 69% 22% 0% 0%

Qa tar 14% 81% 5% 0% 0%

Syria 0% 60% 25% 15% 0%

United Arab Emirates 17% 62% 21% 0% 0%

Ye men 0% 36% 44% 12% 8%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 6% 44% 50% 0% 0%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 0% 53% 47% 0% 0%

Ar gen tina—Neuquen 0% 46% 46% 8% 0%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 7% 21% 71% 0% 0%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 6% 29% 41% 18% 6%

Bolivia 0% 29% 41% 29% 0%

Brazil—On shore CC* 8% 52% 36% 4% 0%

Brazil—Off shore CC* 8% 63% 25% 4% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSC* 13% 65% 17% 4% 0%

Chile 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Co lom bia 15% 60% 25% 0% 0%

Ec ua dor 0% 16% 36% 40% 8%

Guy ana 14% 29% 14% 29% 14%

Peru 5% 41% 41% 13% 0%

Su ri name 0% 63% 25% 13% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 4% 54% 38% 4% 0%

Uru guay 33% 44% 22% 0% 0%

Ven e zuela 0% 20% 29% 29% 22%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSC = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion  7: So cio eco nomic agree ments (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 30% 64% 6% 0% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 22% 68% 10% 0% 0%

Man i toba 29% 71% 0% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 28% 61% 6% 0% 6%

New Bruns wick 0% 86% 14% 0% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 21% 57% 14% 7% 0%

Nova Sco tia 42% 50% 0% 8% 0%

On tario 22% 67% 0% 11% 0%

Que bec 9% 73% 9% 9% 0%

Sas katch e wan 22% 74% 4% 0% 0%

USA
Al a bama 33% 56% 11% 0% 0%

Alaska 27% 45% 23% 0% 5%

Ar kan sas 31% 56% 6% 6% 0%

Cal i for nia 35% 48% 13% 4% 0%

Col o rado 37% 56% 7% 0% 0%

Il li nois 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Kan sas 36% 64% 0% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 33% 58% 8% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 17% 83% 0% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Montana 13% 69% 19% 0% 0%

New Mex ico 55% 45% 0% 0% 0%

North Da kota 35% 50% 15% 0% 0%

Ohio 29% 71% 0% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 43% 53% 3% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 23% 69% 0% 8% 0%

Texas 44% 47% 8% 2% 0%

Utah 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 38% 63% 0% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 35% 60% 5% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Pa cific 40% 40% 0% 20% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 26% 63% 6% 6% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 27% 55% 18% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 8: Trade bar ri ers

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Oceania
New South Wales 31% 63% 6% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 36% 64% 0% 0% 0%

Queensland 41% 55% 3% 0% 0%

South Aus tra lia 42% 58% 0% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 36% 64% 0% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 31% 65% 4% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 31% 63% 6% 0% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 35% 52% 9% 4% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA)* 23% 55% 14% 9% 0%

Brunei 19% 44% 30% 7% 0%

In do ne sia 1% 36% 51% 10% 2%

Ma lay sia 9% 42% 36% 11% 2%

New Zea land 38% 56% 6% 0% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 8% 58% 25% 6% 3%

Phil ip pines 10% 55% 26% 10% 0%

Timor Leste 0% 40% 40% 15% 5%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 10% 70% 20% 0% 0%

Aus tria 83% 0% 17% 0% 0%

Bul garia 33% 44% 11% 11% 0%

Den mark 25% 67% 8% 0% 0%

Faroe Is lands 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

France 33% 59% 4% 4% 0%

Ger many 35% 48% 17% 0% 0%

Green land 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Hun gary 29% 64% 0% 7% 0%

It aly 9% 68% 18% 5% 0%

Neth er lands 35% 52% 13% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 30% 63% 7% 0% 0%

Nor way 34% 52% 14% 0% 0%

Nor way—North Sea 29% 62% 10% 0% 0%

Po land 19% 57% 19% 5% 0%

Ro ma nia 20% 55% 20% 5% 0%

Rus sia 3% 29% 37% 26% 6%

Tur key 22% 50% 17% 11% 0%

Ukraine 0% 41% 29% 18% 12%

United King dom 38% 51% 11% 0% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 27% 69% 4% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 8: Trade bar ri ers (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Asia
Azerbaijan 0% 48% 38% 14% 0%

Ban gla desh 5% 37% 47% 11% 0%

Cam bo dia 13% 38% 42% 8% 0%

China 5% 33% 38% 21% 3%

In dia 5% 32% 46% 16% 0%

Ja pan 31% 38% 25% 6% 0%

Kazakhstan 5% 21% 44% 23% 7%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 80% 20% 0% 0%

Myanmar 5% 45% 30% 15% 5%

Pa ki stan 4% 37% 48% 11% 0%

Thai land 16% 49% 31% 4% 0%

Turkmenistan 5% 40% 35% 20% 0%

Uzbekistan 0% 25% 38% 38% 0%

Viet nam 12% 40% 42% 7% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 3% 25% 59% 13% 0%

An gola 4% 42% 46% 4% 4%

Cam er oon 0% 62% 38% 0% 0%

Chad 0% 71% 29% 0% 0%

Côte d’Ivoire 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 0% 38% 50% 13% 0%

Egypt 5% 48% 43% 5% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 7% 27% 40% 27% 0%

Ga bon 10% 43% 48% 0% 0%

Ghana 10% 75% 15% 0% 0%

Libya 3% 37% 23% 31% 6%

Mad a gas car 11% 67% 22% 0% 0%

Mau ri ta nia 8% 46% 31% 15% 0%

Mo rocco 15% 77% 8% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 0% 91% 9% 0% 0%

Namibia 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Ni ge ria 3% 42% 30% 24% 0%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

South Af rica 0% 56% 33% 11% 0%

Su dan 0% 56% 33% 0% 11%

Tan za nia 7% 60% 27% 7% 0%

Tu ni sia 14% 65% 22% 0% 0%

Uganda 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 8: Trade bar ri ers (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Mid dle East
Bah rain 38% 50% 0% 13% 0%

Iran 0% 18% 32% 32% 18%

Iraq 0% 51% 32% 14% 3%

Is rael 29% 43% 29% 0% 0%

Ku wait 31% 31% 31% 8% 0%

Oman 17% 57% 23% 3% 0%

Qa tar 33% 43% 19% 5% 0%

Syria 0% 30% 45% 25% 0%

United Arab Emirates 28% 52% 14% 7% 0%

Ye men 8% 50% 29% 13% 0%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 0% 28% 39% 33% 0%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 0% 21% 47% 32% 0%

Ar gen tina—Neuquen 0% 21% 46% 33% 0%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 0% 29% 29% 43% 0%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 0% 24% 35% 41% 0%

Bolivia 6% 12% 41% 35% 6%

Brazil—On shore CC* 9% 57% 26% 9% 0%

Brazil—Off shore CC* 8% 60% 28% 4% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSC* 5% 68% 18% 9% 0%

Chile 33% 58% 8% 0% 0%

Co lom bia 36% 53% 9% 2% 0%

Ec ua dor 0% 27% 38% 23% 12%

Guy ana 11% 44% 44% 0% 0%

Peru 38% 48% 15% 0% 0%

Su ri name 0% 60% 30% 10% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 12% 80% 8% 0% 0%

Uru guay 33% 56% 0% 11% 0%

Ven e zuela 0% 11% 23% 40% 26%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSC = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 8: Trade bar ri ers (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 20% 69% 10% 1% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 7% 57% 34% 3% 0%

Man i toba 28% 72% 0% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 5% 48% 33% 10% 5%

New Bruns wick 0% 40% 60% 0% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 7% 36% 36% 14% 7%

Nova Sco tia 23% 38% 23% 8% 8%

On tario 13% 50% 25% 0% 13%

Que bec 9% 18% 45% 18% 9%

Sas katch e wan 23% 67% 10% 0% 0%

USA
Al a bama 10% 80% 10% 0% 0%

Alaska 13% 57% 17% 9% 4%

Ar kan sas 14% 79% 0% 7% 0%

Cal i for nia 4% 58% 33% 4% 0%

Col o rado 12% 80% 8% 0% 0%

Il li nois 0% 83% 17% 0% 0%

Kan sas 18% 82% 0% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 16% 80% 4% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 0% 80% 20% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

Montana 0% 94% 6% 0% 0%

New Mex ico 11% 79% 11% 0% 0%

North Da kota 17% 79% 0% 4% 0%

Ohio 17% 83% 0% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 29% 64% 7% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 0% 91% 9% 0% 0%

Texas 29% 60% 10% 0% 0%

Utah 13% 75% 13% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 17% 83% 0% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 25% 60% 15% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Pa cific 17% 50% 17% 17% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 14% 72% 14% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 18% 64% 9% 9% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 9: La bour reg u la tions and em ploy ment agree ments

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Oceania
New South Wales 8% 42% 42% 8% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 5% 50% 40% 5% 0%

Queensland 4% 38% 50% 8% 0%

South Aus tra lia 5% 52% 33% 10% 0%

Tas ma nia 0% 58% 33% 8% 0%

Vic to ria 5% 55% 30% 10% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 2% 50% 26% 21% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 9% 36% 38% 17% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA)* 6% 56% 39% 0% 0%

Brunei 17% 54% 25% 4% 0%

In do ne sia 6% 52% 26% 16% 0%

Ma lay sia 6% 40% 40% 14% 0%

New Zea land 3% 77% 13% 6% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 0% 70% 20% 10% 0%

Phil ip pines 3% 66% 26% 6% 0%

Timor Leste 0% 59% 35% 6% 0%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 13% 75% 13% 0% 0%

Aus tria 14% 86% 0% 0% 0%

Bul garia 14% 57% 14% 14% 0%

Den mark 20% 20% 50% 10% 0%

Faroe Is lands 0% 50% 33% 17% 0%

France 4% 38% 46% 13% 0%

Ger many 10% 65% 25% 0% 0%

Green land 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Hun gary 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

It aly 5% 45% 40% 10% 0%

Neth er lands 10% 71% 14% 5% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 15% 63% 19% 4% 0%

Nor way 8% 40% 40% 12% 0%

Nor way—North Sea 11% 42% 42% 5% 0%

Po land 10% 70% 10% 10% 0%

Ro ma nia 12% 53% 29% 6% 0%

Rus sia 3% 38% 41% 15% 3%

Tur key 6% 59% 29% 6% 0%

Ukraine 8% 54% 38% 0% 0%

United King dom 16% 59% 20% 4% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 12% 70% 12% 6% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 9: La bour reg u la tions and em ploy ment agree ments (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Asia
Azerbaijan 4% 35% 48% 13% 0%

Ban gla desh 0% 63% 26% 11% 0%

Cam bo dia 4% 57% 26% 13% 0%

China 8% 44% 31% 17% 0%

In dia 6% 34% 40% 20% 0%

Ja pan 20% 60% 13% 7% 0%

Kazakhstan 3% 18% 45% 28% 8%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 60% 20% 20% 0%

Myanmar 0% 56% 33% 11% 0%

Pa ki stan 8% 63% 17% 13% 0%

Thai land 18% 70% 13% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 0% 25% 35% 40% 0%

Uzbekistan 0% 33% 33% 33% 0%

Viet nam 3% 66% 26% 5% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 0% 28% 66% 7% 0%

An gola 4% 35% 54% 8% 0%

Cam er oon 0% 54% 38% 8% 0%

Chad 0% 60% 40% 0% 0%

Côte d’Ivoire 0% 91% 9% 0% 0%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Egypt 5% 51% 33% 10% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 0% 38% 31% 31% 0%

Ga bon 0% 53% 32% 11% 5%

Ghana 0% 68% 32% 0% 0%

Libya 3% 16% 47% 28% 6%

Mad a gas car 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Mau ri ta nia 8% 46% 31% 15% 0%

Mo rocco 0% 82% 18% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 0% 64% 36% 0% 0%

Namibia 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Ni ge ria 6% 35% 32% 16% 10%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 0% 64% 36% 0% 0%

South Af rica 0% 40% 53% 0% 7%

Su dan 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Tan za nia 7% 50% 36% 7% 0%

Tu ni sia 3% 74% 17% 6% 0%

Uganda 0% 29% 71% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 9: La bour reg u la tions and em ploy ment agree ments (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Mid dle East
Bah rain 11% 78% 0% 11% 0%

Iran 0% 14% 52% 29% 5%

Iraq 0% 37% 34% 23% 6%

Is rael 0% 71% 29% 0% 0%

Ku wait 15% 46% 23% 15% 0%

Oman 6% 69% 20% 6% 0%

Qa tar 18% 65% 6% 12% 0%

Syria 0% 53% 24% 18% 6%

United Arab Emirates 22% 56% 15% 7% 0%

Ye men 8% 46% 25% 17% 4%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 0% 29% 59% 12% 0%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 6% 28% 56% 11% 0%

Ar gen tina—Neuquen 5% 18% 50% 27% 0%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 0% 14% 43% 43% 0%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 0% 25% 31% 31% 13%

Bolivia 0% 14% 50% 36% 0%

Brazil—On shore CC* 0% 63% 29% 8% 0%

Brazil—Off shore CC* 0% 64% 32% 4% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSC* 0% 64% 32% 5% 0%

Chile 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

Co lom bia 16% 72% 9% 2% 0%

Ec ua dor 0% 27% 35% 35% 4%

Guy ana 0% 63% 25% 13% 0%

Peru 16% 66% 16% 3% 0%

Su ri name 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 9% 73% 14% 5% 0%

Uru guay 22% 67% 11% 0% 0%

Ven e zuela 0% 16% 22% 44% 18%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSC = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 9: La bour reg u la tions and em ploy ment agree ments (continued)



136 Fra ser In sti tute Global Pe tro leum Sur vey, 2011

www.fraserinstitute.org

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 47% 42% 9% 1% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 32% 43% 22% 4% 0%

Man i toba 37% 44% 19% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 10% 62% 24% 5% 0%

New Bruns wick 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 7% 33% 7% 53% 0%

Nova Sco tia 43% 43% 14% 0% 0%

On tario 38% 63% 0% 0% 0%

Que bec 27% 64% 0% 9% 0%

Sas katch e wan 40% 49% 11% 0% 0%

USA
Al a bama 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Alaska 8% 33% 38% 17% 4%

Ar kan sas 25% 63% 6% 6% 0%

Cal i for nia 50% 38% 8% 4% 0%

Col o rado 26% 59% 15% 0% 0%

Il li nois 57% 29% 14% 0% 0%

Kan sas 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 50% 39% 11% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 45% 55% 0% 0% 0%

Montana 15% 60% 25% 0% 0%

New Mex ico 45% 50% 0% 5% 0%

North Da kota 24% 52% 20% 4% 0%

Ohio 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 56% 44% 0% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 25% 50% 17% 8% 0%

Texas 57% 42% 1% 0% 0%

Utah 38% 50% 0% 13% 0%

West Vir ginia 67% 17% 17% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 45% 50% 5% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Pa cific 29% 29% 29% 0% 14%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 37% 49% 14% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 17% 25% 8% 50% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 10: Qual ity of in fra struc ture

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Oceania
New South Wales 42% 50% 8% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 25% 55% 20% 0% 0%

Queensland 30% 52% 17% 0% 0%

South Aus tra lia 39% 52% 4% 4% 0%

Tas ma nia 15% 77% 8% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 43% 57% 0% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 44% 40% 9% 7% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 40% 47% 6% 6% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA)* 5% 68% 26% 0% 0%

Brunei 24% 56% 20% 0% 0%

In do ne sia 1% 29% 53% 17% 0%

Ma lay sia 21% 54% 23% 2% 0%

New Zea land 34% 50% 16% 0% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 0% 23% 43% 30% 3%

Phil ip pines 0% 36% 53% 11% 0%

Timor Leste 0% 17% 44% 33% 6%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 0% 33% 56% 11% 0%

Aus tria 57% 29% 14% 0% 0%

Bul garia 14% 57% 14% 0% 14%

Den mark 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Faroe Is lands 29% 43% 29% 0% 0%

France 48% 44% 4% 4% 0%

Ger many 70% 30% 0% 0% 0%

Green land 0% 17% 50% 33% 0%

Hun gary 25% 67% 8% 0% 0%

It aly 20% 60% 15% 5% 0%

Neth er lands 62% 33% 5% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 56% 37% 7% 0% 0%

Nor way 40% 52% 8% 0% 0%

Nor way—North Sea 39% 58% 3% 0% 0%

Po land 5% 50% 35% 10% 0%

Ro ma nia 5% 68% 16% 5% 5%

Rus sia 3% 31% 40% 26% 0%

Tur key 16% 47% 37% 0% 0%

Ukraine 0% 43% 43% 7% 7%

United King dom 40% 50% 10% 0% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 42% 51% 8% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 10: Qual ity of in fra struc ture (continued)
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Asia
Azerbaijan 4% 39% 48% 9% 0%

Ban gla desh 0% 15% 45% 40% 0%

Cam bo dia 4% 12% 40% 40% 4%

China 3% 41% 41% 16% 0%

In dia 0% 26% 49% 26% 0%

Ja pan 27% 67% 7% 0% 0%

Kazakhstan 2% 22% 49% 22% 5%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 0% 80% 20% 0%

Myanmar 0% 17% 61% 17% 6%

Pa ki stan 0% 24% 52% 24% 0%

Thai land 15% 46% 37% 2% 0%

Turkmenistan 5% 5% 38% 52% 0%

Uzbekistan 0% 0% 56% 44% 0%

Viet nam 0% 41% 54% 5% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 0% 24% 69% 7% 0%

An gola 0% 32% 40% 28% 0%

Cam er oon 0% 33% 67% 0% 0%

Chad 0% 60% 20% 20% 0%

Côte d’Ivoire 0% 55% 36% 9% 0%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 0% 0% 17% 67% 17%

Egypt 0% 67% 31% 3% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 0% 23% 38% 38% 0%

Ga bon 0% 32% 47% 21% 0%

Ghana 0% 50% 40% 10% 0%

Libya 6% 24% 48% 18% 3%

Mad a gas car 0% 0% 67% 33% 0%

Mau ri ta nia 0% 0% 53% 40% 7%

Mo rocco 0% 36% 64% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 0% 18% 64% 18% 0%

Namibia 0% 25% 25% 50% 0%

Ni ge ria 0% 16% 47% 34% 3%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 0% 36% 45% 18% 0%

South Af rica 13% 47% 33% 7% 0%

Su dan 0% 33% 33% 33% 0%

Tan za nia 7% 14% 71% 7% 0%

Tu ni sia 6% 58% 28% 8% 0%

Uganda 0% 0% 71% 29% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 10: Qual ity of in fra struc ture (continued)
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Mid dle East
Bah rain 56% 22% 11% 11% 0%

Iran 0% 29% 43% 24% 5%

Iraq 0% 12% 39% 48% 0%

Is rael 43% 29% 14% 14% 0%

Ku wait 50% 42% 0% 8% 0%

Oman 17% 54% 23% 6% 0%

Qa tar 41% 41% 12% 6% 0%

Syria 0% 25% 69% 6% 0%

United Arab Emirates 36% 52% 12% 0% 0%

Ye men 0% 13% 52% 35% 0%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 18% 71% 12% 0% 0%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 16% 58% 21% 5% 0%

Ar gen tina—Neuquen 9% 59% 27% 5% 0%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 14% 64% 21% 0% 0%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 13% 60% 27% 0% 0%

Bolivia 0% 14% 71% 14% 0%

Brazil—On shore CC* 8% 44% 40% 8% 0%

Brazil—Off shore CC* 13% 54% 29% 4% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSC* 5% 67% 29% 0% 0%

Chile 33% 33% 25% 8% 0%

Co lom bia 11% 30% 52% 5% 2%

Ec ua dor 0% 15% 42% 42% 0%

Guy ana 0% 13% 50% 25% 13%

Peru 5% 29% 42% 24% 0%

Su ri name 0% 38% 25% 38% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 5% 59% 27% 9% 0%

Uru guay 11% 22% 67% 0% 0%

Ven e zuela 2% 18% 42% 24% 13%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSC = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 10: Qual ity of in fra struc ture (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 74% 24% 3% 0% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 62% 36% 1% 0% 0%

Man i toba 39% 50% 11% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 41% 50% 5% 5% 0%

New Bruns wick 0% 50% 25% 25% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 12% 59% 24% 6% 0%

Nova Sco tia 33% 47% 13% 7% 0%

On tario 38% 38% 25% 0% 0%

Que bec 18% 45% 27% 9% 0%

Sas katch e wan 57% 38% 5% 0% 0%

USA
Al a bama 55% 36% 9% 0% 0%

Alaska 33% 54% 8% 0% 4%

Ar kan sas 38% 44% 13% 0% 6%

Cal i for nia 41% 44% 11% 4% 0%

Col o rado 46% 43% 11% 0% 0%

Il li nois 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Kan sas 71% 29% 0% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 44% 48% 7% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 50% 33% 17% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

Montana 24% 48% 24% 5% 0%

New Mex ico 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

North Da kota 46% 39% 14% 0% 0%

Ohio 50% 33% 0% 17% 0%

Oklahoma 58% 36% 6% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 36% 36% 7% 14% 7%

Texas 54% 35% 8% 3% 0%

Utah 56% 33% 0% 11% 0%

West Vir ginia 43% 43% 0% 14% 0%

Wy o ming 45% 45% 9% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Pa cific 86% 14% 0% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 55% 33% 10% 3% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 11: Qual ity of the geo log i cal da ta base

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Oceania
New South Wales 64% 27% 9% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 62% 29% 10% 0% 0%

Queensland 63% 29% 8% 0% 0%

South Aus tra lia 83% 13% 4% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 46% 46% 8% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 71% 24% 5% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 73% 27% 0% 0% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 70% 24% 4% 2% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA)* 24% 62% 14% 0% 0%

Brunei 8% 36% 44% 12% 0%

In do ne sia 7% 35% 43% 13% 3%

Ma lay sia 14% 37% 33% 14% 2%

New Zea land 47% 47% 6% 0% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 6% 29% 48% 16% 0%

Phil ip pines 18% 35% 41% 6% 0%

Timor Leste 7% 40% 47% 0% 7%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 11% 33% 56% 0% 0%

Aus tria 44% 44% 0% 11% 0%

Bul garia 17% 33% 50% 0% 0%

Den mark 50% 33% 17% 0% 0%

Faroe Is lands 22% 44% 33% 0% 0%

France 50% 35% 4% 12% 0%

Ger many 38% 29% 5% 19% 10%

Green land 14% 43% 43% 0% 0%

Hun gary 9% 73% 9% 0% 9%

It aly 4% 52% 26% 17% 0%

Neth er lands 46% 42% 8% 4% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 57% 36% 7% 0% 0%

Nor way 61% 36% 4% 0% 0%

Nor way—North Sea 72% 26% 3% 0% 0%

Po land 5% 43% 43% 5% 5%

Ro ma nia 17% 22% 50% 11% 0%

Rus sia 9% 29% 43% 20% 0%

Tur key 6% 33% 56% 6% 0%

Ukraine 0% 25% 50% 13% 13%

United King dom 56% 37% 8% 0% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 60% 37% 1% 1% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 11: Qual ity of the geo log i cal da ta base (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Asia
Azerbaijan 14% 43% 24% 19% 0%

Ban gla desh 0% 15% 55% 25% 5%

Cam bo dia 5% 14% 45% 27% 9%

China 3% 32% 32% 30% 3%

In dia 0% 32% 43% 24% 0%

Ja pan 23% 46% 23% 8% 0%

Kazakhstan 11% 29% 37% 24% 0%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 20% 40% 20% 20%

Myanmar 0% 33% 44% 11% 11%

Pa ki stan 9% 26% 48% 17% 0%

Thai land 11% 47% 39% 3% 0%

Turkmenistan 10% 10% 38% 33% 10%

Uzbekistan 9% 0% 55% 27% 9%

Viet nam 5% 23% 59% 13% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 0% 38% 50% 13% 0%

An gola 4% 36% 52% 8% 0%

Cam er oon 0% 27% 67% 7% 0%

Chad 0% 17% 67% 17% 0%

Côte d’Ivoire 0% 36% 64% 0% 0%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 0% 17% 33% 33% 17%

Egypt 5% 47% 49% 0% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 0% 31% 54% 15% 0%

Ga bon 6% 19% 69% 6% 0%

Ghana 5% 58% 37% 0% 0%

Libya 0% 30% 39% 30% 0%

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

Mau ri ta nia 8% 15% 38% 38% 0%

Mo rocco 21% 29% 50% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 8% 42% 50% 0% 0%

Namibia 14% 57% 29% 0% 0%

Ni ge ria 10% 52% 32% 3% 3%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 0% 42% 33% 25% 0%

South Af rica 7% 36% 43% 7% 7%

Su dan 13% 25% 63% 0% 0%

Tan za nia 8% 31% 54% 8% 0%

Tu ni sia 9% 49% 37% 6% 0%

Uganda 0% 14% 71% 14% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 11: Qual ity of the geo log i cal da ta base (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Mid dle East
Bah rain 0% 64% 27% 9% 0%

Iran 0% 43% 24% 24% 10%

Iraq 6% 32% 38% 21% 3%

Is rael 14% 43% 29% 0% 14%

Ku wait 13% 47% 33% 7% 0%

Oman 6% 50% 41% 3% 0%

Qa tar 6% 75% 13% 6% 0%

Syria 0% 25% 44% 31% 0%

United Arab Emirates 3% 62% 24% 10% 0%

Ye men 4% 35% 30% 22% 9%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 6% 50% 39% 6% 0%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 5% 55% 30% 10% 0%

Ar gen tina—Neuquen 4% 58% 33% 4% 0%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 7% 50% 36% 7% 0%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 6% 56% 31% 6% 0%

Bolivia 0% 27% 53% 20% 0%

Brazil—On shore CC* 29% 33% 38% 0% 0%

Brazil—Off shore CC* 30% 37% 33% 0% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSC* 30% 35% 30% 5% 0%

Chile 7% 43% 43% 7% 0%

Co lom bia 24% 53% 20% 2% 0%

Ec ua dor 0% 15% 58% 23% 4%

Guy ana 0% 13% 50% 25% 13%

Peru 24% 38% 35% 3% 0%

Su ri name 0% 38% 38% 25% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 12% 50% 27% 12% 0%

Uru guay 11% 11% 44% 11% 22%

Ven e zuela 5% 26% 38% 21% 10%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSC = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 11: Qual ity of the geo log i cal da ta base (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 28% 44% 23% 5% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 24% 45% 24% 8% 0%

Man i toba 32% 57% 11% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 26% 43% 26% 4% 0%

New Bruns wick 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 12% 29% 24% 35% 0%

Nova Sco tia 27% 60% 7% 7% 0%

On tario 33% 44% 22% 0% 0%

Que bec 25% 25% 25% 25% 0%

Sas katch e wan 32% 51% 13% 4% 0%

USA
Al a bama 31% 54% 15% 0% 0%

Alaska 30% 26% 26% 13% 4%

Ar kan sas 33% 44% 17% 6% 0%

Cal i for nia 25% 39% 29% 4% 4%

Col o rado 24% 62% 7% 7% 0%

Il li nois 57% 43% 0% 0% 0%

Kan sas 57% 29% 14% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 40% 47% 10% 3% 0%

Mich i gan 29% 29% 29% 14% 0%

Mis sis sippi 42% 42% 17% 0% 0%

Montana 10% 62% 19% 10% 0%

New Mex ico 36% 45% 9% 9% 0%

North Da kota 26% 48% 15% 11% 0%

Ohio 17% 83% 0% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 44% 47% 9% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 23% 46% 23% 8% 0%

Texas 47% 43% 10% 0% 0%

Utah 38% 50% 13% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 57% 43% 0% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 29% 50% 21% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Pa cific 13% 50% 13% 13% 13%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 33% 52% 14% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 36% 27% 9% 27% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 12: La bour avail abil ity and skills

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Oceania
New South Wales 42% 58% 0% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 29% 48% 24% 0% 0%

Queensland 40% 36% 20% 4% 0%

South Aus tra lia 30% 57% 13% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 33% 58% 8% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 29% 62% 10% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 19% 44% 28% 9% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 23% 44% 23% 10% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA)* 25% 55% 15% 5% 0%

Brunei 4% 46% 35% 15% 0%

In do ne sia 5% 45% 35% 14% 0%

Ma lay sia 12% 53% 27% 8% 0%

New Zea land 13% 65% 19% 3% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 0% 23% 53% 23% 0%

Phil ip pines 3% 51% 35% 11% 0%

Timor Leste 0% 22% 50% 22% 6%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 11% 22% 67% 0% 0%

Aus tria 29% 57% 0% 14% 0%

Bul garia 13% 38% 25% 13% 13%

Den mark 9% 82% 0% 0% 9%

Faroe Is lands 0% 57% 29% 0% 14%

France 24% 52% 20% 0% 4%

Ger many 29% 57% 10% 0% 5%

Green land 0% 20% 40% 20% 20%

Hun gary 27% 73% 0% 0% 0%

It aly 24% 48% 19% 10% 0%

Neth er lands 18% 64% 14% 5% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 19% 70% 7% 4% 0%

Nor way 22% 59% 15% 0% 4%

Nor way—North Sea 33% 51% 13% 0% 3%

Po land 14% 67% 19% 0% 0%

Ro ma nia 25% 35% 35% 5% 0%

Rus sia 14% 56% 28% 3% 0%

Tur key 11% 63% 26% 0% 0%

Ukraine 7% 50% 21% 14% 7%

United King dom 33% 63% 2% 0% 2%

United King dom—North Sea 33% 61% 4% 1% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 12: La bour avail abil ity and skills (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Asia
Azerbaijan 9% 27% 55% 9% 0%

Ban gla desh 0% 40% 35% 25% 0%

Cam bo dia 5% 32% 50% 14% 0%

China 23% 56% 15% 5% 0%

In dia 29% 47% 21% 3% 0%

Ja pan 13% 63% 13% 13% 0%

Kazakhstan 5% 36% 52% 7% 0%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 0% 40% 60% 0%

Myanmar 6% 44% 33% 17% 0%

Pa ki stan 17% 54% 29% 0% 0%

Thai land 19% 62% 17% 2% 0%

Turkmenistan 0% 14% 48% 33% 5%

Uzbekistan 0% 0% 70% 30% 0%

Viet nam 13% 43% 45% 0% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 6% 33% 52% 9% 0%

An gola 4% 25% 50% 21% 0%

Cam er oon 0% 29% 71% 0% 0%

Chad 0% 0% 80% 20% 0%

Côte d’Ivoire 0% 60% 30% 10% 0%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 0% 0% 50% 50% 0%

Egypt 7% 57% 36% 0% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 0% 21% 50% 29% 0%

Ga bon 0% 37% 42% 21% 0%

Ghana 0% 50% 45% 5% 0%

Libya 6% 18% 44% 29% 3%

Mad a gas car 0% 11% 67% 22% 0%

Mau ri ta nia 0% 15% 46% 38% 0%

Mo rocco 8% 54% 38% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 0% 33% 67% 0% 0%

Namibia 0% 33% 67% 0% 0%

Ni ge ria 9% 36% 42% 9% 3%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 0% 42% 50% 0% 8%

South Af rica 7% 50% 21% 21% 0%

Su dan 0% 38% 50% 13% 0%

Tan za nia 8% 23% 69% 0% 0%

Tu ni sia 6% 69% 19% 6% 0%

Uganda 0% 29% 57% 14% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 12: La bour avail abil ity and skills (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Mid dle East
Bah rain 10% 60% 20% 10% 0%

Iran 0% 36% 32% 18% 14%

Iraq 0% 33% 50% 8% 8%

Is rael 50% 38% 0% 0% 13%

Ku wait 14% 57% 21% 7% 0%

Oman 8% 53% 36% 3% 0%

Qa tar 6% 56% 33% 6% 0%

Syria 13% 31% 38% 19% 0%

United Arab Emirates 7% 50% 37% 7% 0%

Ye men 0% 38% 54% 4% 4%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 6% 72% 22% 0% 0%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 5% 65% 30% 0% 0%

Ar gen tina—Neuquen 23% 59% 18% 0% 0%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 21% 57% 21% 0% 0%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 6% 56% 31% 6% 0%

Bolivia 0% 29% 50% 21% 0%

Brazil—On shore CC* 0% 71% 25% 4% 0%

Brazil—Off shore CC* 8% 54% 35% 4% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSC* 5% 57% 38% 0% 0%

Chile 15% 69% 15% 0% 0%

Co lom bia 28% 63% 9% 0% 0%

Ec ua dor 0% 44% 44% 12% 0%

Guy ana 0% 14% 43% 29% 14%

Peru 5% 51% 38% 5% 0%

Su ri name 0% 50% 38% 13% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 8% 60% 28% 4% 0%

Uru guay 11% 44% 33% 11% 0%

Ven e zuela 7% 25% 34% 25% 9%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSC = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 12: La bour avail abil ity and skills (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 5% 38% 43% 13% 1%

Brit ish Co lum bia 3% 17% 44% 34% 3%

Man i toba 20% 48% 28% 4% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 17% 56% 17% 11% 0%

New Bruns wick 0% 80% 20% 0% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 0% 0% 50% 36% 14%

Nova Sco tia 25% 50% 17% 8% 0%

On tario 11% 78% 11% 0% 0%

Que bec 10% 60% 30% 0% 0%

Sas katch e wan 10% 60% 22% 8% 0%

USA
Al a bama 20% 70% 10% 0% 0%

Alaska 14% 32% 45% 0% 9%

Ar kan sas 20% 60% 13% 7% 0%

Cal i for nia 14% 62% 19% 5% 0%

Col o rado 14% 73% 14% 0% 0%

Il li nois 17% 83% 0% 0% 0%

Kan sas 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 29% 67% 5% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

Montana 13% 63% 25% 0% 0%

New Mex ico 12% 59% 29% 0% 0%

North Da kota 22% 65% 13% 0% 0%

Ohio 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 21% 68% 11% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 9% 64% 27% 0% 0%

Texas 25% 70% 5% 0% 0%

Utah 17% 50% 33% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 11% 78% 11% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Pa cific 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 23% 71% 6% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 27% 45% 18% 9% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 13: Dis puted land claims

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

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



Fra ser In sti tute Global Pe tro leum Sur vey, 2011 149
www.fraserinstitute.org

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Oceania
New South Wales 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 0% 45% 30% 25% 0%

Queensland 0% 32% 50% 18% 0%

South Aus tra lia 14% 43% 33% 10% 0%

Tas ma nia 10% 50% 40% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 11% 58% 21% 11% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 5% 41% 37% 17% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 10% 63% 22% 5% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA)* 6% 67% 22% 6% 0%

Brunei 30% 39% 26% 4% 0%

In do ne sia 1% 51% 35% 11% 1%

Ma lay sia 11% 60% 26% 4% 0%

New Zea land 4% 69% 23% 4% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 3% 29% 45% 19% 3%

Phil ip pines 6% 55% 36% 3% 0%

Timor Leste 0% 50% 33% 17% 0%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 14% 71% 14% 0% 0%

Aus tria 57% 29% 0% 14% 0%

Bul garia 25% 38% 38% 0% 0%

Den mark 29% 57% 14% 0% 0%

Faroe Is lands 29% 43% 29% 0% 0%

France 21% 58% 16% 5% 0%

Ger many 24% 65% 6% 6% 0%

Green land 0% 75% 0% 25% 0%

Hun gary 20% 70% 10% 0% 0%

It aly 12% 82% 6% 0% 0%

Neth er lands 33% 61% 0% 6% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 24% 76% 0% 0% 0%

Nor way 27% 59% 14% 0% 0%

Nor way—North Sea 35% 61% 3% 0% 0%

Po land 12% 71% 18% 0% 0%

Ro ma nia 13% 60% 20% 7% 0%

Rus sia 9% 59% 13% 16% 3%

Tur key 13% 63% 25% 0% 0%

Ukraine 0% 46% 23% 15% 15%

United King dom 33% 60% 5% 2% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 27% 69% 4% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 13: Dis puted land claims (continued)
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Asia
Azerbaijan 11% 47% 42% 0% 0%

Ban gla desh 0% 59% 29% 12% 0%

Cam bo dia 5% 32% 45% 18% 0%

China 9% 65% 18% 9% 0%

In dia 0% 49% 46% 6% 0%

Ja pan 21% 50% 29% 0% 0%

Kazakhstan 8% 49% 22% 19% 3%

Kyrgyzstan 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Myanmar 0% 56% 39% 6% 0%

Pa ki stan 4% 57% 35% 4% 0%

Thai land 8% 59% 28% 5% 0%

Turkmenistan 17% 50% 22% 11% 0%

Uzbekistan 25% 50% 13% 13% 0%

Viet nam 6% 49% 43% 3% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 4% 71% 25% 0% 0%

An gola 9% 39% 48% 4% 0%

Cam er oon 18% 55% 27% 0% 0%

Chad 0% 25% 75% 0% 0%

Côte d’Ivoire 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 0% 33% 50% 17% 0%

Egypt 8% 64% 22% 6% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 0% 50% 40% 10% 0%

Ga bon 15% 46% 38% 0% 0%

Ghana 7% 60% 27% 7% 0%

Libya 13% 43% 33% 3% 7%

Mad a gas car 0% 57% 43% 0% 0%

Mau ri ta nia 8% 58% 33% 0% 0%

Mo rocco 10% 50% 40% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 0% 89% 11% 0% 0%

Namibia 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Ni ge ria 7% 25% 29% 25% 14%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

South Af rica 0% 54% 38% 0% 8%

Su dan 0% 25% 63% 13% 0%

Tan za nia 8% 62% 31% 0% 0%

Tu ni sia 7% 77% 17% 0% 0%

Uganda 0% 43% 57% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 13: Dis puted land claims (continued)
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Mid dle East
Bah rain 43% 43% 0% 14% 0%

Iran 6% 56% 22% 11% 6%

Iraq 0% 18% 48% 33% 0%

Is rael 29% 43% 29% 0% 0%

Ku wait 30% 40% 20% 10% 0%

Oman 13% 74% 10% 3% 0%

Qa tar 29% 64% 0% 7% 0%

Syria 11% 67% 17% 6% 0%

United Arab Emirates 20% 68% 8% 4% 0%

Ye men 0% 45% 30% 20% 5%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 11% 56% 22% 11% 0%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 17% 50% 28% 6% 0%

Ar gen tina—Neuquen 10% 29% 48% 14% 0%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 14% 50% 29% 7% 0%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 13% 63% 19% 6% 0%

Bolivia 0% 0% 77% 23% 0%

Brazil—On shore CC* 21% 46% 29% 4% 0%

Brazil—Off shore CC* 23% 64% 14% 0% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSC* 26% 58% 16% 0% 0%

Chile 8% 50% 42% 0% 0%

Co lom bia 12% 56% 26% 7% 0%

Ec ua dor 0% 21% 29% 50% 0%

Guy ana 0% 43% 29% 29% 0%

Peru 3% 31% 39% 28% 0%

Su ri name 0% 57% 29% 14% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 5% 73% 23% 0% 0%

Uru guay 11% 67% 11% 11% 0%

Ven e zuela 5% 32% 29% 27% 7%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSC = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 13: Dis puted land claims (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 38% 31% 28% 3% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 30% 41% 26% 2% 0%

Man i toba 55% 34% 10% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 48% 39% 9% 4% 0%

New Bruns wick 43% 43% 14% 0% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 13% 53% 27% 7% 0%

Nova Sco tia 53% 41% 6% 0% 0%

On tario 36% 55% 9% 0% 0%

Que bec 9% 55% 36% 0% 0%

Sas katch e wan 52% 42% 5% 1% 0%

USA
Al a bama 42% 50% 8% 0% 0%

Alaska 31% 38% 19% 8% 4%

Ar kan sas 28% 56% 11% 6% 0%

Cal i for nia 27% 27% 37% 10% 0%

Col o rado 45% 32% 19% 3% 0%

Il li nois 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Kan sas 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 52% 42% 6% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 43% 57% 0% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Montana 27% 55% 14% 5% 0%

New Mex ico 45% 36% 14% 5% 0%

North Da kota 55% 38% 7% 0% 0%

Ohio 43% 57% 0% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 63% 34% 3% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 21% 50% 14% 14% 0%

Texas 63% 31% 6% 0% 0%

Utah 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 57% 43% 0% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 48% 52% 0% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Pa cific 43% 14% 14% 14% 14%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 36% 33% 21% 10% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 25% 42% 8% 25% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 14: Po lit i cal stability

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Oceania
New South Wales 50% 33% 17% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 43% 52% 5% 0% 0%

Queensland 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

South Aus tra lia 54% 46% 0% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 54% 46% 0% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 48% 43% 10% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 50% 43% 7% 0% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 58% 34% 8% 0% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA)* 19% 62% 19% 0% 0%

Brunei 48% 44% 7% 0% 0%

In do ne sia 5% 38% 54% 4% 0%

Ma lay sia 24% 53% 24% 0% 0%

New Zea land 61% 39% 0% 0% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 3% 37% 50% 10% 0%

Phil ip pines 5% 39% 50% 5% 0%

Timor Leste 0% 22% 56% 22% 0%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 0% 44% 56% 0% 0%

Aus tria 75% 13% 13% 0% 0%

Bul garia 38% 50% 0% 13% 0%

Den mark 82% 18% 0% 0% 0%

Faroe Is lands 43% 57% 0% 0% 0%

France 72% 24% 0% 4% 0%

Ger many 80% 20% 0% 0% 0%

Green land 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Hun gary 46% 46% 8% 0% 0%

It aly 19% 43% 29% 10% 0%

Neth er lands 77% 23% 0% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 70% 30% 0% 0% 0%

Nor way 80% 20% 0% 0% 0%

Nor way—North Sea 68% 32% 0% 0% 0%

Po land 45% 55% 0% 0% 0%

Ro ma nia 28% 50% 22% 0% 0%

Rus sia 8% 34% 37% 18% 3%

Tur key 28% 56% 17% 0% 0%

Ukraine 0% 38% 31% 25% 6%

United King dom 57% 36% 6% 0% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 52% 36% 12% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 14: Po lit i cal stability (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Asia
Azerbaijan 8% 33% 33% 25% 0%

Ban gla desh 5% 37% 47% 11% 0%

Cam bo dia 8% 42% 33% 17% 0%

China 24% 42% 26% 8% 0%

In dia 21% 42% 34% 3% 0%

Ja pan 40% 40% 13% 7% 0%

Kazakhstan 2% 33% 40% 24% 0%

Kyrgyzstan 20% 0% 0% 80% 0%

Myanmar 6% 39% 22% 22% 11%

Pa ki stan 0% 8% 60% 28% 4%

Thai land 7% 44% 39% 10% 0%

Turkmenistan 5% 24% 24% 43% 5%

Uzbekistan 10% 20% 30% 30% 10%

Viet nam 20% 54% 27% 0% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 0% 12% 47% 38% 3%

An gola 7% 33% 44% 15% 0%

Cam er oon 6% 38% 56% 0% 0%

Chad 0% 17% 33% 50% 0%

Côte d’Ivoire 9% 9% 36% 36% 9%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 0% 0% 33% 33% 33%

Egypt 0% 19% 60% 21% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 0% 27% 33% 33% 7%

Ga bon 0% 58% 21% 16% 5%

Ghana 5% 55% 35% 5% 0%

Libya 6% 9% 26% 35% 24%

Mad a gas car 11% 0% 56% 33% 0%

Mau ri ta nia 7% 20% 33% 33% 7%

Mo rocco 17% 50% 33% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Namibia 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

Ni ge ria 0% 19% 31% 42% 8%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 0% 25% 67% 8% 0%

South Af rica 18% 47% 29% 6% 0%

Su dan 0% 22% 33% 44% 0%

Tan za nia 7% 43% 50% 0% 0%

Tu ni sia 6% 19% 53% 19% 3%

Uganda 0% 29% 71% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 14: Po lit i cal stability (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Mid dle East
Bah rain 60% 10% 20% 10% 0%

Iran 0% 9% 23% 50% 18%

Iraq 0% 8% 39% 47% 6%

Is rael 38% 13% 50% 0% 0%

Ku wait 31% 46% 15% 8% 0%

Oman 16% 57% 22% 5% 0%

Qa tar 42% 26% 21% 11% 0%

Syria 0% 26% 37% 26% 11%

United Arab Emirates 36% 43% 18% 4% 0%

Ye men 0% 8% 28% 56% 8%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina-Salta 0% 47% 41% 12% 0%

Ar gen tina-Mendoza 0% 43% 43% 14% 0%

Ar gen tina-Neuquen 0% 33% 46% 21% 0%

Ar gen tina-Chubut 0% 43% 43% 14% 0%

Ar gen tina-Santa Cruz 6% 31% 38% 25% 0%

Bolivia 0% 13% 27% 53% 7%

Brazil—On shore CC* 40% 56% 4% 0% 0%

Brazil—Off shore CC* 38% 54% 8% 0% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSC* 41% 55% 0% 5% 0%

Chile 58% 33% 8% 0% 0%

Co lom bia 39% 43% 13% 2% 2%

Ec ua dor 0% 12% 38% 35% 15%

Guy ana 13% 25% 50% 13% 0%

Peru 20% 48% 30% 3% 0%

Su ri name 11% 33% 44% 11% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 29% 42% 29% 0% 0%

Uru guay 56% 33% 11% 0% 0%

Ven e zuela 0% 2% 15% 45% 38%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSC = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 14: Po lit i cal stability (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 65% 33% 1% 0% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 62% 34% 4% 0% 0%

Man i toba 74% 26% 0% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 86% 14% 0% 0% 0%

New Bruns wick 83% 17% 0% 0% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Nova Sco tia 79% 21% 0% 0% 0%

On tario 44% 56% 0% 0% 0%

Que bec 45% 45% 9% 0% 0%

Sas katch e wan 64% 36% 0% 0% 0%

USA
Al a bama 50% 40% 10% 0% 0%

Alaska 50% 38% 8% 0% 4%

Ar kan sas 47% 41% 6% 6% 0%

Cal i for nia 56% 36% 8% 0% 0%

Col o rado 62% 34% 3% 0% 0%

Il li nois 83% 17% 0% 0% 0%

Kan sas 64% 36% 0% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 62% 38% 0% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 58% 42% 0% 0% 0%

Montana 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

New Mex ico 57% 33% 10% 0% 0%

North Da kota 63% 37% 0% 0% 0%

Ohio 57% 43% 0% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 67% 30% 3% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 57% 36% 7% 0% 0%

Texas 60% 33% 5% 1% 0%

Utah 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 71% 29% 0% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 65% 30% 4% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Pa cific 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 58% 39% 3% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 15: Se cu rity

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Oceania
New South Wales 75% 25% 0% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 68% 32% 0% 0% 0%

Queensland 76% 24% 0% 0% 0%

South Aus tra lia 74% 26% 0% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 69% 31% 0% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 73% 27% 0% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 76% 24% 0% 0% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 75% 21% 4% 0% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA)* 16% 74% 11% 0% 0%

Brunei 58% 25% 17% 0% 0%

In do ne sia 4% 28% 49% 18% 1%

Ma lay sia 20% 56% 14% 10% 0%

New Zea land 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 0% 16% 52% 26% 6%

Phil ip pines 3% 27% 46% 24% 0%

Timor Leste 0% 18% 47% 29% 6%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 11% 44% 33% 11% 0%

Aus tria 86% 14% 0% 0% 0%

Bul garia 33% 44% 11% 11% 0%

Den mark 91% 9% 0% 0% 0%

Faroe Is lands 75% 25% 0% 0% 0%

France 83% 17% 0% 0% 0%

Ger many 65% 35% 0% 0% 0%

Green land 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Hun gary 55% 27% 18% 0% 0%

It aly 47% 47% 5% 0% 0%

Neth er lands 75% 25% 0% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 75% 25% 0% 0% 0%

Nor way 88% 13% 0% 0% 0%

Nor way—North Sea 78% 22% 0% 0% 0%

Po land 60% 35% 5% 0% 0%

Ro ma nia 42% 32% 26% 0% 0%

Rus sia 9% 24% 44% 24% 0%

Tur key 13% 56% 31% 0% 0%

Ukraine 7% 40% 33% 13% 7%

United King dom 64% 34% 0% 2% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 65% 34% 2% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 15: Se cu rity (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Asia
Azerbaijan 9% 45% 41% 5% 0%

Ban gla desh 0% 48% 38% 10% 5%

Cam bo dia 9% 30% 52% 9% 0%

China 25% 44% 31% 0% 0%

In dia 6% 44% 42% 8% 0%

Ja pan 57% 29% 14% 0% 0%

Kazakhstan 5% 38% 35% 18% 5%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 20% 60% 20% 0%

Myanmar 5% 42% 37% 11% 5%

Pa ki stan 0% 9% 35% 52% 4%

Thai land 15% 44% 32% 10% 0%

Turkmenistan 11% 32% 32% 16% 11%

Uzbekistan 0% 22% 44% 33% 0%

Viet nam 13% 53% 30% 5% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 0% 6% 58% 33% 3%

An gola 0% 8% 73% 19% 0%

Cam er oon 0% 29% 57% 14% 0%

Chad 0% 17% 33% 50% 0%

Côte d’Ivoire 0% 27% 27% 36% 9%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 0% 0% 17% 50% 33%

Egypt 0% 21% 54% 23% 3%

Equa to rial Guinea 0% 7% 71% 21% 0%

Ga bon 0% 44% 44% 6% 6%

Ghana 10% 50% 35% 5% 0%

Libya 9% 23% 23% 26% 20%

Mad a gas car 0% 11% 78% 11% 0%

Mau ri ta nia 0% 13% 47% 40% 0%

Mo rocco 8% 58% 25% 0% 8%

Mo zam bique 0% 58% 42% 0% 0%

Namibia 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

Ni ge ria 0% 8% 18% 58% 16%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 0% 8% 50% 33% 8%

South Af rica 13% 38% 44% 6% 0%

Su dan 0% 22% 44% 33% 0%

Tan za nia 8% 54% 38% 0% 0%

Tu ni sia 9% 38% 29% 21% 3%

Uganda 0% 33% 67% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 15: Se cu rity (continued)
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Mid dle East
Bah rain 56% 22% 22% 0% 0%

Iran 0% 19% 62% 5% 14%

Iraq 0% 3% 16% 56% 25%

Is rael 29% 43% 14% 14% 0%

Ku wait 38% 38% 23% 0% 0%

Oman 18% 59% 18% 6% 0%

Qa tar 47% 35% 12% 6% 0%

Syria 6% 38% 19% 31% 6%

United Arab Emirates 34% 55% 10% 0% 0%

Ye men 0% 12% 8% 60% 20%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 18% 65% 12% 6% 0%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 21% 58% 21% 0% 0%

Ar gen tina—Neuquen 14% 64% 23% 0% 0%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 23% 69% 8% 0% 0%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 20% 67% 13% 0% 0%

Bolivia 7% 7% 71% 14% 0%

Brazil—On shore CC* 25% 63% 13% 0% 0%

Brazil—Off shore CC* 27% 62% 12% 0% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSC* 15% 70% 10% 5% 0%

Chile 58% 33% 8% 0% 0%

Co lom bia 7% 20% 53% 18% 2%

Ec ua dor 4% 21% 58% 17% 0%

Guy ana 14% 29% 43% 14% 0%

Peru 13% 44% 38% 5% 0%

Su ri name 22% 33% 44% 0% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 17% 58% 25% 0% 0%

Uru guay 50% 38% 13% 0% 0%

Ven e zuela 2% 11% 36% 38% 13%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSC = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 15: Se cu rity (continued)
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Can ada
Al berta 16% 49% 29% 7% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 16% 47% 23% 14% 0%

Man i toba 26% 63% 11% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 16% 47% 37% 0% 0%

New Bruns wick 20% 40% 40% 0% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 8% 23% 38% 23% 8%

Nova Sco tia 25% 58% 17% 0% 0%

On tario 0% 86% 14% 0% 0%

Que bec 10% 20% 50% 20% 0%

Sas katch e wan 19% 60% 17% 4% 0%

USA
Al a bama 9% 82% 9% 0% 0%

Alaska 4% 50% 25% 17% 4%

Ar kan sas 13% 69% 13% 6% 0%

Cal i for nia 14% 27% 27% 18% 14%

Col o rado 7% 59% 11% 22% 0%

Il li nois 14% 71% 14% 0% 0%

Kan sas 30% 70% 0% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 20% 68% 12% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 30% 60% 10% 0% 0%

Montana 14% 62% 14% 10% 0%

New Mex ico 6% 56% 33% 6% 0%

North Da kota 23% 54% 23% 0% 0%

Ohio 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 23% 63% 13% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 0% 36% 45% 18% 0%

Texas 24% 66% 10% 0% 0%

Utah 14% 57% 29% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 0% 67% 24% 10% 0%

US Off shore—Pa cific 0% 0% 25% 50% 25%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 0% 41% 47% 12% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 0% 38% 25% 38% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 16: Reg u la tory du pli ca tion and in con sis ten cies

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

5: Would not in vest due to this cri te rion
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Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Oceania
New South Wales 18% 64% 18% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Queensland 22% 48% 30% 0% 0%

South Aus tra lia 17% 50% 33% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 15% 54% 31% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 16% 63% 21% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 23% 46% 31% 0% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 25% 50% 23% 2% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA)* 6% 47% 41% 6% 0%

Brunei 23% 59% 18% 0% 0%

In do ne sia 0% 27% 41% 29% 3%

Ma lay sia 7% 59% 26% 9% 0%

New Zea land 25% 71% 4% 0% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 0% 67% 30% 0% 4%

Phil ip pines 3% 67% 24% 6% 0%

Timor Leste 0% 59% 24% 12% 6%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 14% 71% 14% 0% 0%

Aus tria 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Bul garia 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Den mark 44% 56% 0% 0% 0%

Faroe Is lands 29% 71% 0% 0% 0%

France 38% 38% 19% 5% 0%

Ger many 19% 69% 6% 6% 0%

Green land 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Hun gary 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

It aly 35% 12% 29% 24% 0%

Neth er lands 39% 56% 6% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 36% 60% 4% 0% 0%

Nor way 45% 50% 5% 0% 0%

Nor way—North Sea 47% 50% 3% 0% 0%

Po land 17% 72% 6% 6% 0%

Ro ma nia 6% 76% 18% 0% 0%

Rus sia 3% 22% 53% 16% 6%

Tur key 6% 63% 31% 0% 0%

Ukraine 8% 38% 31% 23% 0%

United King dom 40% 53% 7% 0% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 28% 65% 7% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 16: Reg u la tory du pli ca tion and in con sis ten cies (continued)
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Asia
Azerbaijan 11% 26% 47% 16% 0%

Ban gla desh 5% 32% 58% 5% 0%

Cam bo dia 5% 48% 33% 10% 5%

China 6% 39% 48% 6% 0%

In dia 0% 25% 56% 16% 3%

Ja pan 23% 69% 8% 0% 0%

Kazakhstan 3% 26% 51% 14% 6%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 20% 80% 0% 0%

Myanmar 6% 44% 31% 13% 6%

Pa ki stan 0% 50% 45% 5% 0%

Thai land 5% 62% 32% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 12% 29% 35% 6% 18%

Uzbekistan 0% 38% 50% 0% 13%

Viet nam 6% 51% 43% 0% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 4% 43% 43% 11% 0%

An gola 13% 42% 42% 4% 0%

Cam er oon 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Chad 0% 25% 75% 0% 0%

Côte d’Ivoire 0% 88% 13% 0% 0%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 0% 50% 17% 33% 0%

Egypt 3% 48% 45% 3% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 9% 45% 27% 18% 0%

Ga bon 6% 56% 38% 0% 0%

Ghana 7% 67% 13% 13% 0%

Libya 7% 41% 31% 17% 3%

Mad a gas car 14% 43% 43% 0% 0%

Mau ri ta nia 9% 64% 9% 18% 0%

Mo rocco 11% 78% 11% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 0% 80% 20% 0% 0%

Namibia 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

Ni ge ria 6% 26% 29% 29% 10%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 0% 55% 36% 9% 0%

South Af rica 0% 70% 30% 0% 0%

Su dan 0% 83% 17% 0% 0%

Tan za nia 0% 70% 30% 0% 0%

Tu ni sia 10% 65% 26% 0% 0%

Uganda 0% 60% 20% 20% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 16: Reg u la tory du pli ca tion and in con sis ten cies (continued)
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Mid dle East
Bah rain 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

Iran 5% 5% 47% 32% 11%

Iraq 0% 3% 37% 57% 3%

Is rael 33% 50% 0% 0% 17%

Ku wait 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

Oman 18% 68% 14% 0% 0%

Qa tar 42% 58% 0% 0% 0%

Syria 7% 50% 29% 14% 0%

United Arab Emirates 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Ye men 0% 44% 39% 17% 0%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 6% 56% 31% 6% 0%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 6% 47% 41% 6% 0%

Ar gen tina—Neuquen 0% 50% 40% 10% 0%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 0% 54% 31% 15% 0%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 0% 53% 27% 20% 0%

Bolivia 0% 33% 42% 25% 0%

Brazil—On shore CC* 18% 59% 18% 5% 0%

Brazil—Off shore CC* 18% 50% 27% 5% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSC* 15% 45% 35% 5% 0%

Chile 27% 55% 18% 0% 0%

Co lom bia 11% 63% 26% 0% 0%

Ec ua dor 0% 18% 59% 23% 0%

Guy ana 14% 43% 29% 14% 0%

Peru 15% 47% 32% 6% 0%

Su ri name 13% 38% 50% 0% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 10% 76% 10% 5% 0%

Uru guay 25% 63% 13% 0% 0%

Ven e zuela 5% 20% 25% 38% 13%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSC = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 16: Reg u la tory du pli ca tion and in con sis ten cies (continued)
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Can ada
Al berta 49% 44% 7% 0% 0%

Brit ish Co lum bia 47% 40% 13% 0% 0%

Man i toba 56% 36% 8% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 60% 35% 5% 0% 0%

New Bruns wick 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 17% 58% 25% 0% 0%

Nova Sco tia 54% 38% 8% 0% 0%

On tario 11% 67% 22% 0% 0%

Que bec 18% 64% 18% 0% 0%

Sas katch e wan 47% 47% 6% 0% 0%

USA
Al a bama 36% 64% 0% 0% 0%

Alaska 39% 43% 4% 9% 4%

Ar kan sas 18% 71% 6% 6% 0%

Cal i for nia 24% 48% 12% 16% 0%

Col o rado 36% 57% 7% 0% 0%

Il li nois 14% 71% 14% 0% 0%

Kan sas 46% 46% 8% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 22% 63% 15% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 45% 45% 9% 0% 0%

Montana 32% 47% 21% 0% 0%

New Mex ico 29% 62% 10% 0% 0%

North Da kota 38% 50% 12% 0% 0%

Ohio 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 48% 42% 9% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 31% 54% 15% 0% 0%

Texas 49% 43% 7% 1% 0%

Utah 38% 50% 13% 0% 0%

West Vir ginia 50% 33% 17% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 29% 67% 5% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Pa cific 0% 80% 20% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 24% 50% 21% 5% 0%

US Off shore—Alaska 38% 25% 25% 13% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 17: Le gal sys tem

1: En cour ages in vest ment 2: Not a de ter rent to in vest ment
3: Mild de ter rent to in vest ment 4: Strong de ter rent to in vest ment

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



Fra ser In sti tute Global Pe tro leum Sur vey, 2011 165
www.fraserinstitute.org

Re sponse 1 2 3 4 5

Oceania
New South Wales 55% 45% 0% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 71% 29% 0% 0% 0%

Queensland 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

South Aus tra lia 59% 41% 0% 0% 0%

Tas ma nia 62% 38% 0% 0% 0%

Vic to ria 62% 38% 0% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 60% 38% 2% 0% 0%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 56% 40% 4% 0% 0%

Timor Gap (JPDA)* 38% 43% 19% 0% 0%

Brunei 17% 58% 25% 0% 0%

In do ne sia 0% 19% 48% 25% 8%

Ma lay sia 8% 39% 43% 6% 4%

New Zea land 57% 43% 0% 0% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 0% 30% 53% 10% 7%

Phil ip pines 0% 28% 58% 11% 3%

Timor Leste 0% 22% 56% 17% 6%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 0% 44% 44% 11% 0%

Aus tria 86% 14% 0% 0% 0%

Bul garia 0% 44% 44% 0% 11%

Den mark 73% 18% 9% 0% 0%

Faroe Is lands 50% 38% 13% 0% 0%

France 48% 35% 17% 0% 0%

Ger many 70% 25% 5% 0% 0%

Green land 29% 43% 29% 0% 0%

Hun gary 18% 64% 18% 0% 0%

It aly 11% 33% 44% 11% 0%

Neth er lands 71% 24% 5% 0% 0%

Neth er lands—North Sea 59% 37% 4% 0% 0%

Nor way 80% 16% 4% 0% 0%

Nor way—North Sea 58% 39% 3% 0% 0%

Po land 5% 65% 25% 0% 5%

Ro ma nia 5% 47% 37% 5% 5%

Rus sia 3% 9% 23% 51% 14%

Tur key 6% 56% 38% 0% 0%

Ukraine 0% 33% 20% 33% 13%

United King dom 60% 34% 6% 0% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 57% 40% 3% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 17: Le gal sys tem (continued)
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Asia
Azerbaijan 5% 14% 36% 45% 0%

Ban gla desh 0% 20% 65% 10% 5%

Cam bo dia 0% 13% 48% 35% 4%

China 3% 19% 47% 28% 3%

In dia 3% 20% 60% 14% 3%

Ja pan 56% 31% 13% 0% 0%

Kazakhstan 0% 5% 48% 38% 10%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 20% 40% 40% 0%

Myanmar 0% 11% 61% 22% 6%

Pa ki stan 0% 14% 55% 32% 0%

Thai land 10% 38% 43% 10% 0%

Turkmenistan 5% 15% 45% 25% 10%

Uzbekistan 0% 22% 44% 22% 11%

Viet nam 3% 28% 58% 13% 0%

Af rica
Al ge ria 0% 9% 59% 25% 6%

An gola 4% 4% 59% 26% 7%

Cam er oon 0% 23% 69% 8% 0%

Chad 0% 0% 20% 60% 20%

Côte d’Ivoire 10% 50% 20% 20% 0%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 0% 0% 17% 50% 33%

Egypt 0% 35% 65% 0% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 0% 7% 36% 50% 7%

Ga bon 0% 26% 53% 21% 0%

Ghana 0% 60% 30% 10% 0%

Libya 0% 21% 26% 29% 24%

Mad a gas car 0% 22% 44% 22% 11%

Mau ri ta nia 0% 17% 42% 33% 8%

Mo rocco 17% 42% 42% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 0% 42% 50% 8% 0%

Namibia 0% 67% 33% 0% 0%

Ni ge ria 3% 15% 32% 41% 9%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 0% 25% 42% 25% 8%

South Af rica 0% 57% 43% 0% 0%

Su dan 0% 38% 50% 13% 0%

Tan za nia 0% 42% 50% 8% 0%

Tu ni sia 6% 50% 41% 3% 0%

Uganda 0% 0% 100% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 17: Le gal sys tem (continued)
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Mid dle East
Bah rain 43% 43% 14% 0% 0%

Iran 0% 5% 38% 33% 24%

Iraq 3% 9% 44% 34% 9%

Is rael 43% 29% 29% 0% 0%

Ku wait 36% 36% 27% 0% 0%

Oman 19% 44% 31% 6% 0%

Qa tar 19% 50% 25% 6% 0%

Syria 0% 7% 60% 27% 7%

United Arab Emirates 15% 48% 33% 4% 0%

Ye men 0% 9% 59% 23% 9%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 12% 18% 59% 12% 0%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 5% 26% 53% 16% 0%

Ar gen tina—Neuquen 4% 17% 61% 17% 0%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 8% 23% 54% 15% 0%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 7% 20% 53% 13% 7%

Bolivia 0% 15% 38% 38% 8%

Brazil—On shore CC* 13% 43% 39% 4% 0%

Brazil—Off shore CC* 13% 38% 46% 4% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSC* 15% 40% 35% 10% 0%

Chile 33% 42% 25% 0% 0%

Co lom bia 16% 53% 27% 4% 0%

Ec ua dor 0% 8% 33% 42% 17%

Guy ana 14% 29% 43% 14% 0%

Peru 11% 53% 29% 8% 0%

Su ri name 0% 56% 33% 11% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 17% 54% 25% 4% 0%

Uru guay 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Ven e zuela 0% 0% 21% 43% 36%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSC = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 17: Le gal sys tem (continued)
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Can ada
Al berta 18% 51% 25% 5% 1%

Brit ish Co lum bia 12% 49% 33% 3% 3%

Man i toba 36% 59% 5% 0% 0%

New found land & Lab ra dor 5% 58% 32% 5% 0%

New Bruns wick 20% 40% 40% 0% 0%

North west Ter ri to ries 0% 38% 46% 15% 0%

Nova Sco tia 15% 46% 38% 0% 0%

On tario 50% 38% 13% 0% 0%

Que bec 27% 9% 18% 18% 27%

Sas katch e wan 22% 63% 10% 3% 1%

USA
Al a bama 13% 75% 13% 0% 0%

Alaska 9% 36% 41% 9% 5%

Ar kan sas 13% 60% 7% 20% 0%

Cal i for nia 5% 55% 25% 10% 5%

Col o rado 25% 50% 8% 4% 13%

Il li nois 0% 83% 17% 0% 0%

Kan sas 50% 30% 20% 0% 0%

Lou i si ana 17% 57% 26% 0% 0%

Mich i gan 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Mis sis sippi 20% 70% 10% 0% 0%

Montana 6% 41% 47% 6% 0%

New Mex ico 17% 56% 17% 6% 6%

North Da kota 13% 54% 25% 8% 0%

Ohio 33% 50% 0% 17% 0%

Oklahoma 34% 52% 14% 0% 0%

Penn syl va nia 17% 17% 42% 25% 0%

Texas 25% 62% 12% 2% 0%

Utah 0% 57% 43% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 18: Best prac tices

How much do you think oil and gas ex plo ra tion and de vel op ment in each ju ris dic tion
with which you are fa mil iar might IN CREASE if a full and com plete tran si tion to “Best
Prac tices” in re la tion to the main driv ers of in vest ment de ci sions, such as roy al ties,
en vi ron men tal reg u la tions, cost of reg u la tory com pli ance, profit re pa tri a tion, a fair and
trans par ent le gal sys tem, and se cu rity of personnel and assets, were to oc cur?

1: Not at all        2: Only slightly        3: 20 to 50 per cent
4: 50 to 100 per cent   5: More than 100 per cent
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West Vir ginia 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

Wy o ming 26% 47% 26% 0% 0%

US Off shore—Gulf of Mex ico 6% 50% 26% 15% 3%

US Off shore—Alaska 14% 29% 29% 14% 14%

Oceania
New South Wales 27% 64% 9% 0% 0%

North ern Ter ri tory 5% 60% 25% 10% 0%

Queensland 21% 46% 21% 13% 0%

South Aus tra lia 20% 50% 20% 10% 0%

Tas ma nia 15% 69% 8% 8% 0%

Vic to ria 15% 70% 15% 0% 0%

West ern Aus tra lia 20% 60% 8% 10% 3%

Aus tra lia—Off shore 16% 58% 18% 7% 2%

Timor Gap (JPDA)* 21% 37% 37% 5% 0%

Brunei 4% 39% 35% 17% 4%

In do ne sia 0% 19% 41% 32% 8%

Ma lay sia 0% 32% 47% 21% 0%

New Zea land 21% 72% 7% 0% 0%

Pa pua New Guinea 0% 16% 61% 16% 6%

Phil ip pines 3% 34% 40% 17% 6%

Timor Leste 6% 17% 44% 17% 17%

Eu rope
Al ba nia 0% 71% 0% 29% 0%

Aus tria 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

Bul garia 0% 56% 44% 0% 0%

Den mark 25% 63% 13% 0% 0%

Faroe Is lands 29% 57% 14% 0% 0%

France 33% 48% 14% 5% 0%

Ger many 24% 47% 18% 12% 0%

Green land 57% 29% 14% 0% 0%

Hun gary 30% 60% 10% 0% 0%

It aly 13% 56% 19% 13% 0%

Neth er lands 22% 44% 17% 11% 6%

Neth er lands—North Sea 38% 46% 13% 0% 4%

Nor way 30% 43% 17% 9% 0%

Nor way—North Sea 36% 39% 15% 9% 0%

Po land 6% 50% 33% 11% 0%

Ro ma nia 0% 47% 42% 11% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 18: Best prac tices (continued)
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Rus sia 3% 13% 47% 31% 6%

Tur key 15% 23% 31% 31% 0%

Ukraine 0% 31% 31% 38% 0%

United King dom 27% 55% 11% 7% 0%

United King dom—North Sea 30% 51% 15% 5% 0%

Asia
Azerbaijan 0% 20% 70% 10% 0%

Ban gla desh 0% 18% 41% 29% 12%

Cam bo dia 0% 9% 45% 32% 14%

China 6% 18% 41% 29% 6%

In dia 0% 12% 48% 33% 6%

Ja pan 33% 40% 13% 13% 0%

Kazakhstan 3% 5% 47% 34% 11%

Kyrgyzstan 0% 50% 0% 50% 0%

Myanmar 0% 17% 39% 33% 11%

Pa ki stan 14% 33% 24% 29% 0%

Thai land 3% 38% 38% 23% 0%

Turkmenistan 6% 12% 24% 47% 12%

Uzbekistan 0% 25% 38% 13% 25%

Viet nam 0% 21% 56% 18% 5%

Af rica
Al ge ria 0% 6% 48% 39% 6%

An gola 4% 19% 50% 19% 8%

Cam er oon 0% 27% 55% 18% 0%

Côte d’Ivoire 0% 20% 70% 10% 0%

Dem o cratic Re pub lic of the Congo (Kinshasa) 0% 17% 17% 17% 50%

Egypt 5% 34% 53% 8% 0%

Equa to rial Guinea 0% 23% 54% 23% 0%

Ga bon 6% 22% 61% 11% 0%

Ghana 0% 17% 50% 33% 0%

Libya 3% 9% 28% 34% 25%

Mad a gas car 0% 22% 44% 22% 11%

Mau ri ta nia 7% 29% 36% 21% 7%

Mo rocco 18% 18% 64% 0% 0%

Mo zam bique 9% 9% 55% 9% 18%

Namibia 20% 20% 40% 20% 0%

Ni ge ria 0% 15% 21% 42% 21%

Re pub lic of the Congo (Brazzaville) 17% 0% 67% 8% 8%

South Af rica 7% 43% 50% 0% 0%

con tin ued ...

Ques tion 18: Best prac tices (continued)
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Su dan 0% 13% 50% 38% 0%

Tan za nia 0% 25% 50% 17% 8%

Tu ni sia 6% 44% 38% 9% 3%

Uganda 0% 33% 17% 33% 17%

Mid dle East
Bah rain 57% 14% 14% 14% 0%

Iran 5% 0% 5% 42% 47%

Iraq 3% 10% 29% 29% 29%

Is rael 29% 43% 14% 14% 0%

Ku wait 17% 17% 33% 33% 0%

Oman 16% 35% 45% 3% 0%

Qa tar 27% 40% 27% 7% 0%

Syria 7% 33% 27% 13% 20%

United Arab Emirates 20% 28% 44% 8% 0%

Ye men 10% 24% 43% 14% 10%

Latin Amer ica and the Ca rib bean Ba sin
Ar gen tina—Salta 0% 19% 44% 31% 6%

Ar gen tina—Mendoza 0% 12% 53% 24% 12%

Ar gen tina—Neuquen 0% 15% 40% 30% 15%

Ar gen tina—Chubut 0% 8% 33% 33% 25%

Ar gen tina—Santa Cruz 0% 14% 29% 36% 21%

Bolivia 18% 9% 27% 36% 9%

Brazil—On shore CC* 0% 33% 52% 14% 0%

Brazil—Off shore CC* 0% 45% 36% 18% 0%

Brazil—Off shore presalt area PSC* 0% 42% 26% 21% 11%

Chile 0% 40% 40% 20% 0%

Co lom bia 8% 33% 43% 15% 3%

Ec ua dor 0% 32% 27% 32% 9%

Guy ana 0% 80% 20% 0% 0%

Peru 0% 22% 50% 25% 3%

Su ri name 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Trin i dad and To bago 0% 55% 30% 10% 5%

Uru guay 17% 33% 33% 17% 0%

Ven e zuela 12% 5% 14% 35% 35%

*JPDA = Joint Pe tro leum De vel op ment Area shared by Aus tra lia and Timor-Leste; CC = con ces sion con tracts;
PSC = profit shar ing con tracts.

Ques tion 18: Best prac tices (continued)



Com pli ments re ceived

“Thanks for let ting me par tic i pate.”

“This was a sim ple and easy-to-fol low sur vey. Well done. The cur rent in vest ment en vi -

ron ment is very ro bust and there are a sig nif i cant num ber of LNG pro jects achiev ing

FID par tic u larly in the Aus tral Asia re gion.”

“Sur vey ques tions are thought ful and to the point.” 

“Good sur vey. Ex pand the range of agree ments.”

“Please con tinue with this sur vey next year. Con grat u la tions.”

“I found the 2010 sur vey very in ter est ing and use ful and am pleased to see that you are

con tin u ing the sur vey this year.”

“This sur vey is valu able and use ful es pe cially for ad vo cacy work with pol icy mak ers.”

“The sur vey can bring good and in ter est ing in for ma tion to all the in dus try play ers.”

“The cur rent cli mate for up stream pe tro leum in dus try in vest ment is very pos i tive and

my com pany is aware and alert for all the op por tu ni ties which are now avail able, es pe -

cially in our coun try.”

“A well de signed and com pre hen sive sur vey.”

“Good sur vey for in ter na tional in ves tors.”

“Use ful to read last year’s ver sion.”

“En joyed read ing last year’s sur vey, very use ful, and there fore glad to par tic i pate.”

“Thanks, good luck with your sur vey.”
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About the Fra ser In sti tute

Our vision is a free and pros per ous world where indi vid u als ben e fit from greater choice, com pet i -

tive mar kets, and per sonal respon si bil ity. Our mis sion is to mea sure, study, and com mu ni cate the

impact of com pet i tive mar kets and gov ern ment inter ven tions on the wel fare of indi vid u als.

Founded in 1974, we are an inde pend ent research and edu ca tional orga ni za tion with loca tions

through out North Amer ica and inter na tional part ners in over 80 coun tries. Our work is financed
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Nous envisageons un monde libre et prospère, où chaque personne bénéficie d’un plus grand choix, de
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bien-être des individus.
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As a healthy part of pub lic dis cus sion among fel low cit i zens who desire to improve the lives of
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Fra ser In sti tute Global Pe tro leum Sur vey, 2011 175
www.fraserinstitute.org



Ed i to rial Ad vi sory Board

              * Deceased

              † Nobel Lau re ate

Sup port ing the Fra ser Insti tute

For infor ma tion about how to sup port the Fra ser Insti tute, please con tact 

· De vel op ment De part ment, 

Fra ser In sti tute,

Fourth Floor, 1770 Burrard Street

Van cou ver, Brit ish Co lum bia

Can ada  V6J 3G7

· tele phone, toll-free: 1.800.665.3558 ext. 586 

· e-mail: de vel op ment@fraserinstitute.org.

176 Fra ser In sti tute Global Pe tro leum Sur vey, 2011

www.fraserinstitute.org

Pro fes sor Armen Alchian

Pro fes sor Terry L. Ander son

Pro fes sor Rob ert Barro

Pro fes sor Michael Bliss

Pro fes sor James M. Buchanan+

Pro fes sor Jean-Pierre Centi

Pro fes sor John Chant

Pro fes sor Bev Dahlby

Pro fes sor Erwin Diewert

Pro fes sor Ste phen Easton

Pro fes sor J.C. Her bert Emery

Pro fes sor Jack L. Granatstein

Pro fes sor Her bert G. Grubel

Pro fes sor James Gwartney

Pro fes sor Ron ald W. Jones

Dr. Jerry Jor dan

Pro fes sor Ross McKitrick

Pro fes sor Michael Parkin

Pro fes sor Friedrich Schnei der

Pro fes sor Lawrence B. Smith

Mr. Vito Tanzi

Past mem bers

Pro fes sor Friedrich A. Hayek*+

Pro fes sor H. G. John son*

Pro fes sor F. G. Pennance*

Pro fes sor George Stigler*+

Pro fes sor Edwin G. West*

Sir Alan Walters



The Fra ser Insti tute,

Fourth Floor, 1770 Burrard Street

Van cou ver, Brit ish Colum bia

Can ada  

V6J 3G7


	Fraser Institute Global Petroleum Survey 2011
	Acknowledgements
	Table of contents
	Survey information
	Executive summary
	Survey methodology
	Global results
	Results by continental region
	“Horror stories”
	What petroleum explorers and developers said regarding alternative fiscal regime approaches
	What petroleum explorers and developers are saying in general
	Single-factor results
	Tabular material: Survey data appendix
	Compliments received
	References
	About the authors
	About this publication
	About the Fraser Institute
	Statement of purpose, funding, and independence
	Editorial Advisory Board
	Supporting the Fraser Institute



