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Survey Information

The 2008 Fraser Institute Global Petroleum Survey questionnaire was widely distributed to managers

and executives of petroleum exploration and production companies around the world and firms that

provide support to such companies.

The analysis contained in this report is based on information obtained from 396 respondents with

over 250 companies. The 2007 petroleum exploration and development budgets of the upstream

companies that participated this year totaled approximately $160 billion. According to a recent

World Oil report, this represents more than one-third of estimated global upstream expenditures last

year (Kieburtz et al., 2008).
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Executive Summary

This report presents the results of the Fraser Institute’s second annual survey on barriers to investment in the

exploration and production of oil and gas. The rankings are based on the grading of jurisdictions by managers

and executives in the petroleum industry.

A total of 396 respondents participated in this year’s survey, generating enough data to rank 81 jurisdictions.

This is a substantial increase from the 2007 survey, in which 54 jurisdictions were ranked.

In rating the jurisdictions, scores were assigned to each of 16 factors that affect investment decisions. The rank-

ings were calculated based on the proportion of negative scores garnered by the jurisdictions for a specific factor.

Thus, the greater the proportion of negative responses a jurisdiction drew, the worse its rating.
1

Six composite indices were developed to organize the results along common themes. An All-Inclusive Compos-

ite Index incorporates the rankings of all 16 factors and provides an overall assessment of each jurisdiction.

Based on this index, Bolivia ranked as the jurisdiction with the worst barriers to investment. Ecuador ranked

second worst, followed by Venezuela. All three countries also ranked as the three worst in 2007. Among the

other jurisdictions judged to have the worst investment barriers were Chad, Iraq, Nigeria, Argentina, Sudan,

and Russia.

The Lowest Barriers Composite Index ranks jurisdictions on the degree to which they encourage investment.

Nine of the top 10 jurisdictions ranked as most favorable to investment were in the United States: Arizona,

Arkansas, Oklahoma, Alabama, Ohio, Texas, US Offshore, Kansas, and New York. The lone Canadian jurisdic-

tion in the top 10 was Saskatchewan, which ranked 6
th
.

The most dramatic shift in the rankings between this year and last was the decline of Colorado which, in 2007,

ranked as the most favorable jurisdiction for investment overall but fell to 29
th

worst among 81 this year.

Respondents cited more onerous regulations and permit requirements for the state’s lesser showing.

California also fared poorly, ranking as the 11
th

worst jurisdiction of 81 this year compared to its 31
st

place rank-

ing out of 54 in 2007. Likewise, Alberta lost ground, ranking as the 32
nd

worst out of 81 this year compared to 33
rd

out of 54 in 2007. Outside of North America, Nigeria, Peru, Kuwait, and the United Kingdom also were rated

less favorably this year than last.

In most cases, jurisdictions that have imposed heavier tax and regulatory burdens during the past year received

more negative scores than they did in 2007. The fact that unnecessary and ill-conceived policies can undermine

investment is buttressed by respondents’ written comments, some of which are included in this report. Policy

makers would do well to recognize these consequences and weigh the costs of big government in terms of fore-

gone investment, lost jobs, and corporate flight. More prudent policies will be rewarded with the economic

growth that accompanies investments in petroleum exploration and development.

1 The Lowest Barriers Composite Index ranks jurisdictions based on the proportion of positive scores, indicating

an attractive environment for investment.



Survey Methodology

Sample design

This survey was conducted to identify the Canadian provinces, US states, and countries outside of North

America with the worst barriers to investment in oil and gas exploration and production. We single out the

worst jurisdictions as opposed to the best in order to identify areas in which government policies can be adjusted

to improve the overall investment attractiveness of a given jurisdiction. The survey questionnaire was distrib-

uted to managers and executives in the “upstream” petroleum industry
2

and those who provide professional

services to that industry.

Many of the respondents were identified from lists compiled by trade groups and industry associations. Names

retrieved from public lists or lists purchased by the Institute were contacted by telephone, e-mail, or fax between

March 2008 and May 2008. If contact information was unavailable, arrangements were made with a third party

to forward a letter from the Institute that solicited participation in the survey and provided instructions for use

of an online questionnaire. In addition, the publishers of various trade journals assisted with email “blasts” to

subscribers.

A total of 396 responses from more than 250 different companies were received. More than two-thirds of the

respondents identified themselves as either a “manager” or holding a higher position, indicating that the survey

results represent the opinions of those at a high level of corporate decision-making. The companies represented

in the survey account for more than one-third of the industry’s spending on petroleum exploration and produc-

tion in 2007.
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Figure 1: The Position Survey Respondents Hold in Their Company

2 “Upstream” refers to exploration for oil and gas reserves, and the production of crude oil, bitumen, and both

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

crude oil and raw natural gas and the transportation and marketing of petroleum products.



The survey questionnaire

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

investment barriers in jurisdictions familiar to them. Respondents were asked to indicate for a given jurisdiction

how each of the 16 factors below influences company decisions to invest in petroleum exploration and produc-

tion there.

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

licensing fees.

2. Taxation Regime—the tax burden (other than for oil production), including personal, corporate, pay-

roll, and capital taxes.

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

tion and production costs.

4. Regulatory Compliance—the costs of filing permit applications, participating in hearings, etc.

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

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

6. Environmental Regulations—the costs of fulfilling regulatory requirements on exploration and pro-

duction processes and facilities.

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

locally also to be processed locally.

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

gas, and refined petroleum products.

9. Labor Regulations and Employment Agreements—the degree of flexibility exercised by employers to

determine hiring and firing practices, compensation, and work rules.

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

ation facilities.

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

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

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

cate to the region.

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

with land access and transportation rights-of-way.

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

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

Fraser Institute Global Petroleum Survey, 2008 edition 7
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The survey questionnaire included a list of 156 jurisdictions that respondents could evaluate, including

most Canadian provinces and US states, and countries with current or potential petroleum production

capacity. Mexico and other countries where private petroleum exploration and development is prohibited were

excluded.

Respondents were asked to select one of the five responses below that best described each factor in a given

jurisdiction.

1. Encourages investment

2. Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would not invest due to this criterion

Scoring the survey responses

For each jurisdiction, we calculated the percentage of negative scores for each of the 16 factors.
3

We then devel-

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

score of 100, and all other jurisdictions in descending order based on their relative scores. Thus, the highest score

represents the worst ranking, i.e., the jurisdiction considered to be the least attractive for investment. Only juris-

dictions evaluated by an average of five respondents across all 16 factors were included in the rankings.
4

We have

ranked jurisdictions on each of the 16 factors as well as by six composite indices. The indices follow.

Commercial Environment Index

The Commercial Environment Index ranks jurisdictions on five factors affecting after-tax cash flow and the

costs of conducting business:

� fiscal terms

� taxation regime

� local price of natural gas

� local business infrastructure

� labor availability

8 Fraser Institute Global Petroleum Survey, 2008 edition
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3 The negative scores were determined by the number of times respondents graded a factor as either “a strong

deterrent to investment” or “would not invest.”

4 This resulted in our ranking 81 jurisdictions with a median of 10 responses each. This compares with 54

jurisdictions with a median of 8 responses each in the 2007 survey. Five of the jurisdictions that were ranked in

2007 did not garner a sufficient number of scores to qualify for inclusion in this year’s rankings. Thus, the net

gain in jurisdictions ranked this year over last was 27.



The index ranking was calculated by averaging the negative scores from each of the five listed factors. The rank-

ing reveals the extent to which industry managers and executives consider commercial aspects of various juris-

dictions to be barriers to investment.

Regulatory Climate Index

The Regulatory Climate Index represents the scores earned by jurisdictions on the following six factors:

� the cost of regulatory compliance

� regulatory uncertainty

� environmental regulations

� local processing requirements

� trade regulations

� labor regulations and employment agreements

A high ranking on the Regulatory Climate Index indicates that regulations in that jurisdiction constitute greater

barriers to investment than elsewhere.

Business Environment Index

The Business Environment Index combines the scores that comprise both the Commercial Environment Index

and the Regulatory Climate Index.
5

A high ranking indicates that a jurisdiction is not considered to be condu-

cive to investment because of taxes, regulations, and factors affecting the return on investment.

Geopolitical Risk Index

The Geopolitical Risk Index represents the scores earned by jurisdictions on their Political Stability and Secu-

rity. These risk factors are more difficult to overcome than either regulatory or commercial barriers.

All-Inclusive Composite Index

The All-Inclusive Composite Index represents the scores earned by jurisdictions on all 16 factors. Because it

accounts for the broadest spectrum of factors, this index is the most comprehensive measure of investment bar-

riers overall within each jurisdiction.

Fraser Institute Global Petroleum Survey, 2008 edition 9
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5 The Business Environment Index is based on the scoring of factors 1 through 13, with the exception of factor 10

(Local Public Infrastructure) and factor 12 (Geological Database).



Lowest Barriers Composite Index

The Lowest Barriers Composite Index ranks jurisdictions on the degree to which they encourage investment.

This index was calculated by averaging the positive scores assigned to all 16 factors. A high ranking indicates that

respondents consider the jurisdiction to have an attractive investment climate.

10 Fraser Institute Global Petroleum Survey, 2008 edition
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Survey Results

All-Inclusive Composite Index

Table 1 compares the 2008 and 2007 rankings of jurisdictions. The 2008 ranking includes 81 jurisdictions. Those

with the worst scores, i.e., at the top of the list, are graded as having the highest level of investment barriers. The

second column indicates how jurisdictions were ranked in 2007, when a total of 54 jurisdictions were graded.

The third and fourth columns present the absolute scores of each jurisdiction in 2008 and 2007, based on the

percentage of negative grades for each of the 16 factors in the survey.

This year’s results are similar to the 2007 rankings, in which Bolivia, Venezuela, and Ecuador ranked as the three

worst jurisdictions for investment, followed by Iran, Argentina, Cuba, Montana, and Angola.
6

Among the most significant changes in the rankings was Alberta’s decline. This year, the province ranked as the

32
nd

worst jurisdiction out of a total of 81. Last year, it ranked 33
rd

out of 54.

Based on written comments from respondents, this significant change in ranking is attributed to the prospect of

a more costly royalty regime in the province. A new payment schedule is slated to take effect on January 1, 2009.

According to provincial officials, the changes will increase petroleum royalties collected by the government by

$1.4 billion annually (Alberta, 2007).
7

The Northwest Territories also ranked poorly this year: 13
th

worst out of 81 jurisdictions. (The Northwest Terri-

tories ranked 21
st

out of 54 in 2007.) Respondents cited regulatory costs and aboriginal land claims as barriers to

investment.

In the United States, Alaska, Colorado and California fared worse in the rankings this year because of changes in

their tax rates and regulations, according to respondents. For example, Alaska substantially toughened its petro-

leum production tax. Under the new regime, tax payments are expected to be “significantly higher” than under

the prior law (Alaska, 2007).

Colorado ranked as the 29
th

worst out of 81 this year, a significant decline from its ranking as the jurisdiction

with the least significant investment barriers in 2007. Of concern to respondents are changes to permit require-

ments and more stringent environmental and wildlife standards. In the future, oil and gas operations in the state

must be planned and managed “in a manner that balances development with wildlife conservation.” The state

Oil and Gas Conservation Commission, which regulates the industry, is now required “to establish standards

for minimizing impacts to wildlife resources affected by oil and gas operations.” This change is expected to result

Fraser Institute Global Petroleum Survey, 2008 edition 11
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6 Chad and Iraq were ranked for the first time this year; they did not receive the requisite responses in 2007.

Meanwhile, Iran and Cuba were not ranked this year because of an insufficient number of responses.

7 The new royalties will be calculated on a sliding scale, pegged to commodity prices and well productivity. A

price-sensitive sliding scale also will be implemented for oil sands royalties, ranging from 1 percent to 9 percent

of gross project revenue until cumulative revenue equals or exceeds cumulative costs and “payout” has been

reached.  After payout, the royalty is based on net revenue, and ranges from 25 percent to 40 percent.
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Table 1: Jurisdictional Rankings According to Extent of Investment Barriers
(Based on All-Inclusive Composite Index Values)

2008 2007 2008 2007

Position in

Group of 81

Position in

Group of 54

Score Score

Bolivia 1 1 100.00 100.00

Ecuador 2 3 83.42 86.00

Venezuela 3 2 81.27 94.45

Chad 4 N/A 45.87 N/A

Iraq 5 N/A 41.84 N/A

Nigeria 6 11 38.84 45.39

Argentina 7 6 33.94 53.34

Sudan 8 N/A 33.08 N/A

Russia 9 5 32.71 58.87

Florida 10 N/A 28.62 N/A

California 11 31 26.66 15.75

Kazakhstan 12 15 25.52 33.35

Northwest Territories 13 21 24.36 21.39

Kuwait 14 44 21.99 9.30

Afghanistan 15 N/A 21.94 N/A

Yemen 16 22 21.81 21.25

Peru 17 30 20.65 15.86

Uzbekistan 18 N/A 18.94 N/A

West Virginia 19 N/A 18.63 N/A

Newfoundland & Labrador 20 10 18.38 46.94

Pennsylvania 21 N/A 18.38 N/A

Alaska 22 41 18.17 11.42

France 23 19 17.21 27.60

Montana 24 8 16.45 50.75

China 25 16 16.35 31.70

Pakistan 26 13 15.73 39.12

Italy 27 N/A 15.17 N/A

Indonesia 28 12 15.00 44.62

Colorado 29 54 14.90 0.00
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Table 1: Jurisdictional Rankings According to Extent of Investment Barriers
(Based on All-Inclusive Composite Index Values)

2008 2007 2008 2007

Position in

Group of 81

Position in

Group of 54

Score Score

Ukraine 30 N/A 14.70 N/A

Germany 31 N/A 13.90 N/A

Alberta 32 33 13.48 14.07

New Mexico 33 24 13.32 19.67

Bangladesh 34 14 13.31 34.89

Utah 35 N/A 13.06 N/A

Algeria 36 35 12.58 12.81

Michigan 37 N/A 12.58 N/A

United Kingdom 38 50 12.30 4.62

Turkmenistan 39 N/A 12.05 N/A

Nova Scotia 40 20 11.88 24.07

Malaysia 41 49 11.80 4.65

Netherlands 42 40 11.46 11.42

Ontario 43 N/A 11.19 N/A

Colombia 44 27 10.81 18.21

Mississippi 45 N/A 10.77 N/A

Norway 46 39 10.67 11.93

Cote d’Ivoire 47 N/A 10.33 N/A

Brazil 48 25 10.12 18.87

Louisiana 49 28 10.06 17.71

Norwegian North Sea 50 47 9.14 7.22

Tunisia 51 N/A 9.09 N/A

Angola 52 9 8.79 49.16

British Columbia 53 29 7.91 16.57

US Offshore 54 N/A 7.82 N/A

Trinidad and Tobago 55 48 7.73 5.88

Kansas 56 N/A 7.59 N/A

Chile 57 N/A 7.11 N/A

New Zealand 58 N/A 7.11 N/A
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Table 1: Jurisdictional Rankings According to Extent of Investment Barriers
(Based on All-Inclusive Composite Index Values)

2008 2007 2008 2007

Position in

Group of 81

Position in

Group of 54

Score Score

North Dakota 59 N/A 6.86 N/A

Wyoming 60 45 6.69 8.29

United Arab Emirates 61 N/A 6.58 N/A

Alabama 62 N/A 6.46 N/A

Arkansas 63 N/A 6.29 N/A

Yukon 64 N/A 5.91 N/A

UK North Sea 65 43 5.28 9.54

Texas 66 34 5.22 13.00

Manitoba 67 N/A 4.86 N/A

Spain 68 N/A 4.72 N/A

Egypt 69 37 4.50 12.53

Romania 70 51 4.09 4.35

Oklahoma 71 32 3.93 14.80

Qatar 72 52 3.83 1.81

Arizona 73 N/A 3.80 N/A

Libya 74 18 3.15 27.97

Australia 75 46 2.98 7.69

Azerbaijan 76 23 2.95 19.89

Saskatchewan 77 42 2.37 10.23

Ohio 78 N/A 2.27 N/A

Denmark 79 36 1.43 12.69

New York 80 N/A 1.26 N/A

Thailand 81 53 0.00 1.81

Iran N/A 4 N/A 61.43

Cuba N/A 7 N/A 52.34

Turkey N/A 17 N/A 28.76

India N/A 26 N/A 18.66

Gabon N/A 38 N/A 12.13



in moratoria on drilling in some areas. Moreover, the Commission also must consult on drilling permits with

the Department of Public Health and Environment. The new rules could increase drilling costs by $60,000 to

$600,000 per well, according to the Colorado Oil and Gas Association, an industry trade group (COGA, 2008).

The Colorado Legislature last year also changed the composition of the Oil and Gas Conservation Commission.

The number of industry representatives will be reduced from five to three (of a total of nine commissioners),

and the Commission must include the executive director of the state Department of Public Health and Environ-

ment and the executive director of the state Department of Natural Resources. The Commission must also

include one member with formal training or substantial experience in environmental or wildlife protection, and

another in soil conservation or reclamation.

Among other notable shifts in the rankings, California placed 11
th

worst of 81 for barriers to investment com-

pared to 31
st

of 54 in 2007. Among the regulatory changes cited by respondents was the expansion of the offshore

area in which drilling is prohibited.

Florida also received negative scores on a range of factors, including environmental regulations, public and

business infrastructure, and fiscal terms. The state ranked 10
th

worst in barriers to investment this year. It was

not ranked in 2007.

Outside of North America, barriers to investment worsened in the United Kingdom, Nigeria, Peru, and Kuwait,

according to survey respondents. Regarding the United Kingdom, investors apparently are concerned about the

implications of more stringent environmental policies as reflected by the greater percentages of negative

responses to factors such as the cost of regulatory compliance, regulatory uncertainty, and environmental

regulations.

Meanwhile, there is increased concern with Nigeria’s fiscal regime and tax policies, and with taxation and regu-

lation in Peru. Likewise, Kuwait scored worse this year compared to 2007 on fiscal regime, tax factors, and regu-

latory compliance costs.

These changes in rankings illustrate how very conscious investors are about the tax and regulatory environ-

ments around the globe. Consequently, policy makers should consider the relative costs of higher taxes and

stricter regulation if they hope to attract investment, create jobs, and improve the quality of life in their prov-

inces, states and countries.

Lowest Barriers Composite Index

The Lowest Barriers Composite Index reflects the positive scores for each jurisdiction.
8

In this index, jurisdic-

tions with the highest rankings were judged by respondents to be the most attractive to investment.
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www.fraserinstitute.org

8 The positive scores were determined by the number of times respondents graded a factor as either “encourages

investment” or “is not a deterrent to investment.”
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Nine of the top 10 jurisdictions ranked as most favorable to investment were in the United States: Arizona,

Arkansas, Oklahoma, Alabama, Ohio, Texas, US Offshore, and Kansas. The lone Canadian jurisdiction in the

top 10 was Saskatchewan, which ranked 6
th
.

The Lowest Barriers Composite Index corroborates the rankings of the All-Inclusive Composite Index, and

vice versa. For example, eight of the 10 jurisdictions ranked as having the worst barriers to investment (in the

All-Inclusive Composite Index) also ranked as the least favorable to investment in the Lowest Barriers Com-

posite Index.

Commercial Environment Index

Figure 4 shows the ranking of each jurisdiction based on commercial environment factors.

Among Canadian jurisdictions, Alberta garnered a considerably worse rating this year—23
rd

of 81—compared

to 37
th

of 54 in 2007. Respondents expressed dissatisfaction with the province’s new royalty regime.

The position of Newfoundland and Labrador improved this year, moving from 4
th

worst in 2007 to 21
st

worst in

the latest survey. Saskatchewan also was rated as more attractive for investment this year compared to last, in

large part because it was a stable environment for investment relative to the regulatory disruption in Alberta.

Among US states, survey respondents gave California a worse rating this year than last, in large part because of its

fiscal regime and taxation level. Similarly, Alaska’s ranking also worsened because of changes to the state’s fiscal

regime.

The rankings of Denmark, the United Kingdom (North Sea), and Thailand improved this year over 2007.

Regulatory Climate Index

The Regulatory Climate Index (figure 5) ranks the jurisdictions according to their regulatory environment for

investment. California, Ecuador, Bolivia, Venezuela, and Argentina are the five jurisdictions with the most

unfavorable regulatory environments for investment. California shifted from 24
th

of 54 in 2007 to 5
th

out of 81

this year. Colorado’s regulatory climate rating also worsened, moving the state this year to 13
th

of 81 from 49
th

of

54 in 2007. (See the “All Inclusive Index” section for a full discussion of the regulatory changes that occurred in

Colorado in the past year.)

The Canadian jurisdiction that ranked worst in this index was the Northwest Territories, which scored 14
th

out

of 81 mainly due to costs of regulatory compliance, according to respondents.
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Figure 5: Regulatory Climate Index
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Figure 6: Business Environment Index
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Figure 7: Geopolitical Risk Index



Business Environment Index

The Business Environment Index (figure 6) combines the scores of the Commercial Environment Index and the

Regulatory Climate Index. As in 2007, the three jurisdictions that rated the worst in this category were Bolivia,

Venezuela, and Ecuador.

Among the Canadian provinces, Alberta’s ranking worsened, from 38
th

of 54 in 2007 to 31
st

of 81 this year. The

ranking of Newfoundland and Labrador improved, from 6
th

of 54 in 2007 to 15
th

of 81 this year.

Among the US states, the ratings for Alaska, Colorado, and California worsened this year over last, indicating

that respondents believed those states have increased barriers to investment. The changes in the rankings illus-

trate the adverse effects of more onerous fiscal and regulatory regimes.

Geopolitical Risk Index

As noted earlier, the Geopolitical Risk Index (figure 7) is derived from the percentages of negative responses

received in relation to the two survey questions that deal with political stability and security issues. These factors

are very important to investors, but also are more difficult for governments to change quickly than factors such

as taxes and fiscal terms. The four jurisdictions with the worst Geopolitical Index rankings were Bolivia, Vene-

zuela, Ecuador, and Iraq. Alberta, Colorado, and Alaska all rated worse in this category this year compared to

2007.
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Single-Question Results

The scoring of individual factors provides more detailed information about jurisdictions and how each com-

pares with others. As with other indices, the jurisdictions with a greater proportion of negative scores appear at

the top of the rankings.

The single-question ratings are self-explanatory. However, we do highlight below some findings of general

interest.

Fiscal terms

With respect to fiscal terms, survey respondents ranked Venezuela, Bolivia, and Ecuador as having the worst

barriers to investment. Taxes on petroleum production were also considered assignificant investment barriers

in Sudan, Russia, and Argentina.

Not surprisingly, in light of the royalty changes announced last fall, Alberta is now regarded as the Canadian

jurisdiction with the least attractive fiscal regime.

Among US states, Florida, Alaska, and California were most problematic with respect to fiscal terms, according

to survey respondents. Alaska’s poor scores appear to relate to changes in the state’s petroleum production tax.

In Florida and California, policies that provide a state-subsidized competitive advantage to so-called renewable

energy projects are heightening investors’ concerns.

Taxation regime

Venezuela, Bolivia, and Ecuador—all rated as having the worst fiscal terms—also were judged to be worst on tax

factors. Also rated poorly were Iraq, Kazakhstan, and Argentina. Newfoundland and Labrador’s tax regime was

rated the worst among Canadian provinces, and California’s tax regime earned it the worst ranking among US

states.

Cost of regulatory compliance

Bolivia, Venezuela, and Ecuador ranked worst in the category of regulatory compliance cost. Following closely

were Chad, Russia, Canada’s Northwest Territories, and California. The Northwest Territories’ poor ranking

no doubt reflects concerns about the extent of regulatory impediments and costs in relation to the still-pending

application to construct the Mackenzie Gas Pipeline project.

Environmental regulations

California’s environmental regulations were ranked as posing the greatest barriers to investment among the 81

jurisdictions in the survey. Four other US states—Florida, Colorado, New Mexico, and Utah—also ranked

among the 10 worst jurisdictions in this category. Colorado’s poor showing reflects the tightening of environ-

mental standards in that state, and its stricter regulation of drilling.
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Other jurisdictions ranked among the 10 worst for their environmental regulations were Ecuador, Norway, the

Norwegian North Sea, Germany, and Italy.

Public infrastructure

Insufficient infrastructure, including roads, railways, and airport capacity, raises the costs of petroleum explora-

tion and development. This factor was the biggest obstacle to investment in Bolivia, followed by Afghanistan,

Chad, Iraq, Nigeria, Kazakhstan, and Yemen. Respondents also rated Canada’s Northwest Territories as lacking

adequate infrastructure.

Labor availability

The availability of labor was cited as a major investment barrier in Iraq, Bolivia, Venezuela, Yemen, Ecuador,

Nigeria and Chile. Labor availability in Canada was of greatest concern in the Northwest Territories and Alberta.

Aboriginal land claims

Aboriginal land claims were rated as significant barriers to investment in a number of South American and Afri-

can countries, including Bolivia, Ecuador, Peru, Chad, Nigeria, and Sudan. Canada also fared poorly in this cat-

egory, with the Northwest Territories ranking third worst among the 81 jurisdictions. Investors were also

concerned about aboriginal land claims in Yukon, British Columbia, Manitoba, and Alberta.

Political stability

Political stability was of greatest concern in Venezuela, Chad, Sudan, Iraq and Afghanistan. Less obvious is why

Colorado ranked as 22nd worst out of 81 in this category. Some investors may have interpreted dramatic

changes in regulatory policies as increased politicization of the industry.

Security

Investors expressed considerable concern about the security of property and the potential for asset expropria-

tion in Iraq, Afghanistan, Colombia, Nigeria, Sudan, Venezuela, and Chad.
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Figure 8: Fiscal Terms
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Figure 9: Taxation Regime
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Figure 10: Local Natural Gas Price
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Figure 11: Cost of Regulatory Compliance



30 Fraser Institute Global Petroleum Survey, 2008 edition

www.fraserinstitute.org

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Bolivia
Venezuela

Ecuador
Iraq

Argentina
Russia

New Zealand
Sudan
Kuwait
Nigeria

Pennsylvania
Turkmenistan

Ukraine
Uzbekistan

Northwest Territories
California
M ontana

New M exico
Kazakhstan

Colorado
West Virginia

Alabama
Alberta

United Kingdom
Afghanistan

Tunisia
Bangladesh

Chad
China

Nfld & Labrador
Nova Scotia

Alaska
Algeria

Cote d'Ivo ire
M alaysia

Indonesia
Italy

Florida
Trinidad and Tobago

US Offshore
New York
M ichigan

France
Germany

Netherlands
Louisiana

Ontario
UK North Sea

M ississippi
United Arab Emirates

Kansas
Peru

Wyoming
Arkansas

Utah
Texas

North Dakota
Brazil

British Columbia
Colombia
Oklahoma

Saskatchewan
M anitoba
Australia

Egypt
Yukon

Norwegian North Sea
Chile

Norway
Qatar

Azerbaijan
Denmark

Libya
Spain

Yemen
Angola

Pakistan
Arizona

Romania
Thailand

Ohio

Strong deterrent to investment

Would not invest

Figure 12: Regulatory Uncertainty
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Figure 13: Environmental Regulations
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Figure 14: Local Processing Requirements
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Figure 15: Trade Regulations
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Figure 16: Labor Regulations and Employment Agreements



Fraser Institute Global Petroleum Survey, 2008 edition 35
www.fraserinstitute.org

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Bolivia
Afghanistan

Chad
Iraq

Nigeria
Kazakhstan

Yemen
Florida

Northwest Territories
Ecuador
Angola

Romania
Sudan

Pennsylvania
West Virginia

Peru
Libya

Turkmenistan
Uzbekistan

Pakistan
Venezuela

Kuwait
Russia

US Offshore
M ichigan

Nfld & Labrador
Argentina

Alaska
North Dakota

California
M ississippi

China
Kansas

Louisiana
Egypt

Colorado
Arkansas

Trinidad and Tobago
Utah

Brazil
Colombia

New M exico
M ontana
Wyoming

Texas
Oklahoma

British Columbia
Alberta

Saskatchewan
Nova Scotia

UK North Sea
United Kingdom

M anitoba
Australia

Ontario
Indonesia

Chile
Norwegian North Sea
United Arab Emirates

Alabama
France

Germany
Netherlands

Yukon
Norway

Qatar
New York

Azerbaijan
Denmark

Algeria
Cote d'Ivo ire

Spain
Arizona

Bangladesh
Italy

M alaysia
New Zealand

Thailand
Ukraine

Ohio
Tunisia

Strong deterrent to investment

Would not invest

Figure 17: Local Public Infrastructure
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Figure 18: Business Infrastructure
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Figure 19: Geological Database
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Figure 20: Labor Availability
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What Petroleum Explorers and Developers Are Saying

On unattractive jurisdictions for investment

The jurisdictions most frequently rated as the least attractive for investment include Alberta, Colorado, Vene-

zuela, Russia, and Nigeria. The addition of Alberta to this group reflects the prospect of substantial increases in

oil and gas royalty payments to government commencing January 1, 2009. On the poor showing of Colorado,

respondents noted the tougher environmental standards and more costly regulations as new barriers to

investment.

Below are samples of written comments submitted by survey respondents.

Alberta

“Alberta’s Royalty Review process and related communication has severely dented investor

confidence in Alberta’s oil and gas business environment. The poor quality of the review pro-

cess and the government’s handling of the results, coupled with poor timing, have seen a flight

of capital away from Alberta. This led to an abrupt decline in company valuation, including

mine, which far outweighs the changes.”

“An exemplary ‘horror story’ is the recently introduced ‘fair share’ royalty regime in Alberta,

which has effectively made it uneconomic to explore for gas in Alberta. Decisions to implement

this policy were made without industry input, and when industry tried to forewarn of so-called

‘unintended consequences,’ the Stelmach government took an adversarial approach and basi-

cally misinterpreted it as a threat and thumbed its nose at the industry. Alberta is now seeing

the adverse effects of this irresponsible response.”

“The royalties are now too high on high-risk, high-tech, expensive wells.”

“The new royalty framework is going to make many projects undrillable.”

“The Alberta royalty changes are onerous and not well thought out … They have gutted the

small Canadian-owned companies.”

“If the new royalty structure is not changed, exploration companies will move elsewhere.”

“The government does not understand the business.”

“The cost of capital (in Alberta) has become inflationary because of oil sands activity.”

“The Energy Resources Conservation Board has become too bureaucratic (and) uncooperative.”
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Newfoundland and Labrador

“We are bothered by political uncertainty, regulatory uncertainty, and business concerns re-

garding government involvement and royalties.”

“The government needs to make a long-term commitment to create and enforce a stable business

structure.”

Northwest Territories

“Reduce federal authority; increase territorial.”

“Ways need to be found to get a better cost of capital for the entrepreneurial oil and gas compa-

nies to keep working aggressively in this basin.”

Colorado

“Colorado is proposing an extensive, onerous rewrite of Colorado Oil and Gas Conservation

Commission regulations in response to environmental/NIMBY (Not In My Backyard) emo-

tional calls for ‘no development nowhere.’ Little to no factual evidence for the proposed regula-

tions is offered by the Commission.”

“In Colorado, an increasingly hostile political milieu is deterring investment.”

“The new governor is proposing additional regulations and taxes which will be deterrents to

development. To the contrary, less restriction on drilling locations in areas of minimal popula-

tion would be appropriate.”

“New proposed Colorado Oil and Gas Conservation Commission regulations are extremely

onerous to the oil and gas industry and thus will impact investment.”

“More industry knowledge is required on the Board of the Commission.”

California

“Environmental regulations won’t allow offshore drilling.”

“Certain (environmental) taxes need to go.”
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Louisiana

“Tort reform is needed… Legacy environmental legislation by tort lawyers for spurious and un-

documented claims is killing industry and its ability to pay taxes, wages, and royalties.”

“Oyster fishermen need to be regulated; their job should not be to sue oil companies.”

Venezuela

“Political instability.”

“A regime that is hostile to international oil companies.”

“Rules are constantly being changed.”

“Continuous changes to the legal framework.”

“Recent abrogation and infringement on petroleum contracts… Government is taking away as-

sets without proper compensation.”

“Punitive royalties… Exorbitant taxation.”

Russia

“Combination of very high taxation, uncertainties, and lack of leverage over government policies.”

“Political risk and risk of nationalization and corruption.”

“Government policies and regulations are ever-changing, retroactive/confiscatory in their na-

ture, and preclude the ability to make investment decisions that can stand the test of time.”

“Russia is using ‘KGB style’ accusations of fraud… to gain control of oil/gas resources.”

Bolivia

“Unstable government with a plan to socialize the ownership of their oil and gas and not to al-

low foreign investment.”

“Extreme resource nationalism.”
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Iran

“Failure of short-term service contracts (buy-backs) to encourage private-sector investment.

Iran’s oil production has fallen as a result since 1979, and it is still a net gas importer despite

having the world’s second largest natural gas reserves.”

“Iran is still nationalistic towards their natural resources and does not trust direct foreign in-

vestment as promoted by the industrialized nations and the World Bank.”

Yemen

“Political instability.”

“Unstable government and economy with security challenges.”

On attractive jurisdictions for investment

Canada and the United States, in general, and British Columbia, Saskatchewan, and Texas, in particular, were

frequently cited as attractive jurisdictions for upstream investment.
9
Alberta, which stood prominently amongst

this group in 2007, is no longer on the list.

British Columbia

“Political security; incentive programs; royalty stability; and confidentiality provisions.”

“Works with industry to develop policies to encourage activity.”

“Making a conscious effort to understand how industry makes investment decisions and enact-

ing royalty regulations to encourage investment.”
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Saskatchewan

“Province is opening up and improving fiscal/regulatory processes to attract development.”

“Province encourages investment in the oil and gas industry and has not changed royalty structure.”

“Firm (not a moving target like Alberta’s) environmental rules.”

“Regulatory agencies are reasonable to deal with.”

Texas

“Petroleum industry is a driving force in their economy and so politicians are less likely to give

in to liberal or political fads and pass legislation harmful to the state and industry.”

“In general, state agencies encourage oil and gas industries.”

“Minimal environmental hurdles.”

“No hugely adverse legal roadblocks… Availability of services and labor.”

Canada

“Mostly due to a stable government, from the perspective of a relatively small private company,

Canada still provides excellent returns with minimal security risk, good infrastructure, and

strong database from which to work.”

“In general, throughout all of the jurisdictions, they have ensured equal access to lands through

competitive bidding and have a great system for making information public.”

“Strong foundation of property rights, rule of law, political stability, infrastructure, intelligent

population, and security suit business development and growth.”

“Federal government seems to strongly support oil and gas development activities.”

“Although the recent royalty issues have created some fears, and global warming issues are a

constant monkey on everyone’s back, I feel that Canadian oil and gas producers will forge

ahead to find and create new solutions to the above that will create an atmosphere of steady

growth and investment without government backing.”
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United States

“Security, politics, regulations, legal system, and public and private infrastructures are condu-

cive to investment.”

“Reasonable tax and fiscal terms encourage investment. Well-entrenched property rights and

laws.”

“They have policies to stimulate investment and promote growth. Not increase tax/royalty to

increase their take!”

“Political stability. Policies to promote US exploration and development in an effort to decrease

reliability on foreign oil and gas.”

Australia

“Successful and entrepreneurial oil and gas business… Government at both federal and state

levels is actively encouraging investment in the sector via attractive fiscal terms and a stable

business environment.”

“Low royalties, large exploration acreage, acreage under-explored, ready markets, stable regime,

good data.”

“Prolific oil and gas province with a significant yet-to-find potential.”

Brazil

“Good prospects and stable economy.”

“Stable regulatory environment.”

“Incentives for importation of E&P equipment.”

Egypt

“Despite a socialist constitution, Egypt encourages private-sector investment in both explora-

tion and production of oil and gas, both onshore and offshore, through long-term produc-

tion-sharing agreements, in partnership with government.”

“The fiscal regime and contractual terms are very straightforward and easy to understand.”
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Ireland

“Best taxes at lowest political risk.”

“They promote investment and have favorable investment terms.”

Norway

“Pro exploration.”

“Stable fiscal regime; high taxes, but costs are immediately recoverable.”

“Norway encourages investment as it provides a cash refund on exploration expenditures, but

takes higher portion of the upside upon success.”

United Kingdom

“Fallow Block policy allows low entry hurdle.”

“Majors selling down; stable policies; close markets.”

“Has a most comprehensive set of rules and regulations regarding petroleum exploration and

development.”
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Tabular Material: Survey Data Appendix

A summary of the scores for each of the 16 factors is provided below for all 81 jurisdictions that were ranked by

the various indices. The data in tables A1 through A16 are consistent with the percentage of negative or positive

scores for each of the 16 factors rated in this report.
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Question 1: Fiscal Terms

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

CANADA Alberta 26% 21% 36% 17% 1%

British Columbia 51% 39% 8% 1% 1%

Manitoba 35% 48% 17% 0% 0%

Newfoundland & Labrador 24% 31% 34% 10% 0%

Northwest Territories 13% 57% 17% 13% 0%

Nova Scotia 38% 41% 16% 6% 0%

Ontario 23% 64% 9% 5% 0%

Saskatchewan 69% 26% 6% 0% 0%

Yukon 40% 47% 7% 0% 7%

USA Alabama 27% 64% 0% 9% 0%

Alaska 21% 50% 7% 21% 0%

Arizona 29% 57% 14% 0% 0%

Arkansas 53% 47% 0% 0% 0%

California 13% 26% 43% 17% 0%

Colorado 15% 36% 48% 0% 0%

Florida 11% 33% 33% 22% 0%

Kansas 40% 47% 13% 0% 0%

Louisiana 34% 44% 20% 2% 0%

Michigan 27% 45% 27% 0% 0%

Mississippi 18% 64% 18% 0% 0%

Montana 25% 33% 33% 0% 8%

New Mexico 31% 58% 4% 4% 4%

New York 38% 63% 0% 0% 0%

North Dakota 29% 57% 14% 0% 0%

Ohio 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 36% 61% 3% 0% 0%

Pennsylvania 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Texas 50% 42% 6% 2% 0%

Utah 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

West Virginia 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

Wyoming 46% 46% 4% 4% 0%

US Offshore 50% 35% 10% 5% 0%
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Question 1: Fiscal Terms

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

EUROPE Denmark 43% 57% 0% 0% 0%

France 17% 42% 25% 8% 8%

Germany 9% 55% 18% 18% 0%

Italy 13% 63% 13% 13% 0%

Netherlands 40% 40% 0% 20% 0%

Norway 38% 25% 13% 25% 0%

Norwegian North Sea 44% 22% 11% 22% 0%

Romania 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

Spain 13% 63% 13% 13% 0%

UK North Sea 33% 48% 10% 10% 0%

Ukraine 29% 43% 14% 14% 0%

United Kingdom 18% 59% 9% 14% 0%

ASIA Afghanistan 50% 33% 17% 0% 0%

Azerbaijan 29% 57% 14% 0% 0%

Bangladesh 0% 57% 43% 0% 0%

China 27% 36% 27% 9% 0%

Iraq 17% 17% 33% 17% 17%

Kazakhstan 8% 33% 33% 25% 0%

Kuwait 22% 44% 0% 22% 11%

Malaysia 33% 17% 17% 33% 0%

Pakistan 33% 44% 11% 11% 0%

Qatar 63% 0% 38% 0% 0%

Russia 0% 33% 28% 39% 0%

Thailand 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 33% 17% 50% 0% 0%

United Arab Emirates 31% 62% 0% 8% 0%

Uzbekistan 0% 33% 50% 17% 0%

Yemen 11% 56% 33% 0% 0%
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Question 1: Fiscal Terms

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

AFRICA Algeria 0% 13% 75% 13% 0%

Angola 13% 50% 25% 13% 0%

Chad 17% 17% 50% 17% 0%

Cote d’Ivoire 60% 20% 20% 0% 0%

Egypt 19% 56% 25% 0% 0%

Libya 14% 43% 43% 0% 0%

Nigeria 18% 27% 27% 18% 9%

Sudan 33% 0% 17% 33% 17%

Tunisia 17% 33% 33% 17% 0%

LATIN AMERICA Argentina 14% 14% 36% 14% 21%

Bolivia 0% 9% 18% 18% 55%

Brazil 14% 48% 33% 5% 0%

Chile 25% 58% 17% 0% 0%

Colombia 48% 40% 12% 0% 0%

Ecuador 0% 0% 33% 33% 33%

Peru 31% 31% 31% 8% 0%

Trinidad and Tobago 0% 50% 39% 11% 0%

Venezuela 0% 9% 9% 48% 35%

OCEANIA Australia 27% 55% 18% 0% 0%

Indonesia 7% 47% 33% 13% 0%

New Zealand 38% 38% 25% 0% 0%
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Question 2: Taxation Regime

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

CANADA Alberta 28% 42% 21% 9% 0%

British Columbia 27% 50% 19% 4% 0%

Manitoba 14% 57% 24% 5% 0%

Newfoundland & Labrador 12% 46% 23% 19% 0%

Northwest Territories 5% 67% 24% 5% 0%

Nova Scotia 25% 50% 18% 7% 0%

Ontario 10% 55% 20% 15% 0%

Saskatchewan 25% 58% 16% 1% 0%

Yukon 17% 67% 8% 8% 0%

USA Alabama 27% 64% 9% 0% 0%

Alaska 8% 67% 25% 0% 0%

Arizona 33% 50% 0% 17% 0%

Arkansas 31% 69% 0% 0% 0%

California 13% 33% 29% 25% 0%

Colorado 19% 42% 32% 6% 0%

Florida 11% 22% 56% 11% 0%

Kansas 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Louisiana 16% 58% 18% 8% 0%

Michigan 27% 45% 18% 9% 0%

Mississippi 8% 67% 17% 8% 0%

Montana 17% 43% 30% 0% 9%

New Mexico 29% 42% 25% 4% 0%

New York 38% 50% 13% 0% 0%

North Dakota 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Ohio 17% 50% 17% 17% 0%

Oklahoma 21% 70% 6% 3% 0%

Pennsylvania 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

Texas 32% 58% 10% 0% 0%

Utah 18% 59% 24% 0% 0%

West Virginia 33% 17% 50% 0% 0%

Wyoming 36% 60% 4% 0% 0%

US Offshore 39% 50% 11% 0% 0%

continued ...



54 Fraser Institute Global Petroleum Survey, 2008 edition

www.fraserinstitute.org

Question 2: Taxation Regime

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

EUROPE Denmark 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

France 18% 36% 18% 27% 0%

Germany 22% 44% 22% 0% 11%

Italy 0% 71% 14% 14% 0%

Netherlands 33% 44% 0% 11% 11%

Norway 38% 13% 38% 13% 0%

Norwegian North Sea 40% 20% 30% 10% 0%

Romania 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

Spain 14% 86% 0% 0% 0%

UK North Sea 24% 52% 19% 5% 0%

Ukraine 17% 50% 17% 17% 0%

United Kingdom 24% 57% 14% 5% 0%

ASIA Afghanistan 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

Azerbaijan 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

Bangladesh 14% 57% 29% 0% 0%

China 22% 33% 11% 22% 11%

Iraq 14% 43% 0% 29% 14%

Kazakhstan 20% 30% 10% 40% 0%

Kuwait 25% 38% 13% 13% 13%

Malaysia 0% 60% 20% 20% 0%

Pakistan 22% 44% 22% 11% 0%

Qatar 50% 25% 25% 0% 0%

Russia 6% 35% 41% 18% 0%

Thailand 25% 25% 50% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

United Arab Emirates 42% 50% 8% 0% 0%

Uzbekistan 0% 83% 17% 0% 0%

Yemen 13% 63% 25% 0% 0%
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Question 2: Taxation Regime

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

AFRICA Algeria 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Angola 14% 57% 29% 0% 0%

Chad 20% 20% 40% 20% 0%

Cote d’Ivoire 20% 40% 40% 0% 0%

Egypt 13% 60% 20% 7% 0%

Libya 14% 57% 29% 0% 0%

Nigeria 10% 30% 30% 30% 0%

Sudan 33% 0% 33% 17% 17%

Tunisia 17% 33% 33% 17% 0%

LATIN AMERICA Argentina 9% 36% 18% 27% 9%

Bolivia 0% 10% 10% 40% 40%

Brazil 11% 22% 56% 11% 0%

Chile 27% 36% 27% 0% 9%

Colombia 29% 57% 10% 0% 5%

Ecuador 0% 0% 22% 44% 33%

Peru 23% 23% 31% 23% 0%

Trinidad and Tobago 0% 47% 40% 13% 0%

Venezuela 0% 5% 26% 32% 37%

OCEANIA Australia 16% 53% 26% 5% 0%

Indonesia 7% 50% 29% 14% 0%

New Zealand 25% 25% 38% 13% 0%
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Question 3: Local Natural Gas Price

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

CANADA Alberta 30% 33% 21% 13% 2%

British Columbia 35% 41% 18% 6% 0%

Manitoba 19% 62% 14% 5% 0%

Newfoundland & Labrador 10% 40% 25% 20% 5%

Northwest Territories 9% 45% 32% 14% 0%

Nova Scotia 25% 39% 32% 4% 0%

Ontario 25% 40% 25% 10% 0%

Saskatchewan 24% 56% 15% 5% 0%

Yukon 8% 67% 25% 0% 0%

USA Alabama 27% 73% 0% 0% 0%

Alaska 33% 42% 0% 17% 8%

Arizona 17% 67% 0% 0% 17%

Arkansas 29% 71% 0% 0% 0%

California 29% 46% 25% 0% 0%

Colorado 32% 35% 29% 3% 0%

Florida 38% 25% 25% 0% 13%

Kansas 33% 53% 13% 0% 0%

Louisiana 38% 55% 8% 0% 0%

Michigan 64% 36% 0% 0% 0%

Mississippi 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Montana 22% 52% 22% 4% 0%

New Mexico 35% 54% 8% 0% 4%

New York 86% 14% 0% 0% 0%

North Dakota 18% 59% 18% 5% 0%

Ohio 17% 83% 0% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 48% 42% 6% 0% 3%

Pennsylvania 67% 17% 17% 0% 0%

Texas 48% 44% 9% 0% 0%

Utah 5% 58% 21% 16% 0%

West Virginia 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

Wyoming 27% 46% 23% 4% 0%

US Offshore 35% 65% 0% 0% 0%
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Question 3: Local Natural Gas Price

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

EUROPE Denmark 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

France 50% 30% 0% 20% 0%

Germany 44% 33% 0% 22% 0%

Italy 57% 29% 14% 0% 0%

Netherlands 44% 11% 33% 11% 0%

Norway 43% 43% 0% 14% 0%

Norwegian North Sea 70% 30% 0% 0% 0%

Romania 25% 25% 50% 0% 0%

Spain 43% 29% 14% 14% 0%

UK North Sea 43% 38% 19% 0% 0%

Ukraine 0% 20% 40% 20% 20%

United Kingdom 33% 33% 29% 5% 0%

ASIA Afghanistan 20% 60% 0% 20% 0%

Azerbaijan 17% 17% 50% 17% 0%

Bangladesh 0% 67% 33% 0% 0%

China 44% 44% 0% 11% 0%

Iraq 0% 40% 0% 40% 20%

Kazakhstan 11% 33% 44% 11% 0%

Kuwait 14% 57% 0% 29% 0%

Malaysia 0% 60% 40% 0% 0%

Pakistan 13% 63% 13% 13% 0%

Qatar 40% 20% 20% 20% 0%

Russia 7% 43% 14% 36% 0%

Thailand 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 0% 20% 60% 20% 0%

United Arab Emirates 36% 36% 0% 27% 0%

Uzbekistan 0% 20% 60% 20% 0%

Yemen 0% 33% 0% 33% 33%
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Question 3: Local Natural Gas Price

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

AFRICA Algeria 0% 43% 29% 0% 29%

Angola 0% 17% 50% 33% 0%

Chad 20% 20% 0% 20% 40%

Cote d’Ivoire 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Egypt 20% 53% 27% 0% 0%

Libya 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

Nigeria 25% 13% 13% 38% 13%

Sudan 25% 50% 0% 0% 25%

Tunisia 20% 40% 40% 0% 0%

LATIN AMERICA Argentina 0% 38% 31% 0% 31%

Bolivia 10% 10% 0% 30% 50%

Brazil 28% 44% 28% 0% 0%

Chile 9% 91% 0% 0% 0%

Colombia 29% 48% 14% 10% 0%

Ecuador 0% 13% 25% 38% 25%

Peru 33% 25% 42% 0% 0%

Trinidad and Tobago 19% 50% 25% 6% 0%

Venezuela 0% 24% 5% 38% 33%

OCEANIA Australia 18% 47% 29% 0% 6%

Indonesia 14% 43% 29% 14% 0%

New Zealand 0% 57% 43% 0% 0%
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Question 4: Cost of Regulatory Compliance

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

CANADA Alberta 13% 38% 38% 11% 0%

British Columbia 14% 44% 30% 11% 0%

Manitoba 12% 71% 18% 0% 0%

Newfoundland & Labrador 12% 24% 44% 12% 8%

Northwest Territories 11% 28% 22% 39% 0%

Nova Scotia 15% 27% 38% 19% 0%

Ontario 18% 35% 18% 24% 6%

Saskatchewan 17% 59% 22% 3% 0%

Yukon 14% 29% 29% 29% 0%

USA Alabama 0% 89% 0% 11% 0%

Alaska 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Arizona 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

Arkansas 13% 80% 7% 0% 0%

California 5% 15% 45% 30% 5%

Colorado 7% 33% 37% 17% 7%

Florida 14% 14% 71% 0% 0%

Kansas 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Louisiana 5% 43% 48% 5% 0%

Michigan 10% 60% 30% 0% 0%

Mississippi 0% 73% 27% 0% 0%

Montana 10% 33% 48% 5% 5%

New Mexico 9% 65% 13% 9% 4%

New York 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

North Dakota 11% 63% 26% 0% 0%

Ohio 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 7% 73% 20% 0% 0%

Pennsylvania 17% 50% 33% 0% 0%

Texas 19% 55% 18% 8% 0%

Utah 6% 38% 44% 13% 0%

West Virginia 40% 20% 40% 0% 0%

Wyoming 0% 58% 38% 4% 0%

US Offshore 11% 50% 39% 0% 0%
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Question 4: Cost of Regulatory Compliance

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

EUROPE Denmark 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

France 33% 33% 22% 11% 0%

Germany 38% 25% 13% 25% 0%

Italy 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

Netherlands 0% 50% 38% 13% 0%

Norway 0% 20% 60% 20% 0%

Norwegian North Sea 0% 56% 33% 11% 0%

Romania 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Spain 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

UK North Sea 15% 45% 25% 15% 0%

Ukraine 0% 40% 60% 0% 0%

United Kingdom 10% 45% 20% 25% 0%

ASIA Afghanistan 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Azerbaijan 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Bangladesh 0% 75% 0% 25% 0%

China 22% 56% 11% 11% 0%

Iraq 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Kazakhstan 0% 38% 50% 13% 0%

Kuwait 0% 67% 0% 17% 17%

Malaysia 0% 40% 40% 20% 0%

Pakistan 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Qatar 43% 43% 0% 14% 0%

Russia 0% 36% 21% 43% 0%

Thailand 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 0% 80% 20% 0% 0%

United Arab Emirates 20% 60% 10% 10% 0%

Uzbekistan 0% 60% 20% 20% 0%

Yemen 0% 60% 40% 0% 0%
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Question 4: Cost of Regulatory Compliance

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

AFRICA Algeria 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Angola 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Chad 25% 25% 0% 25% 25%

Cote d’Ivoire 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Egypt 9% 73% 9% 9% 0%

Libya 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Nigeria 0% 63% 38% 0% 0%

Sudan 0% 25% 50% 25% 0%

Tunisia 25% 0% 75% 0% 0%

LATIN AMERICA Argentina 0% 56% 11% 11% 22%

Bolivia 0% 0% 13% 38% 50%

Brazil 6% 38% 38% 19% 0%

Chile 13% 63% 13% 13% 0%

Colombia 10% 70% 15% 5% 0%

Ecuador 0% 13% 13% 75% 0%

Peru 18% 36% 27% 18% 0%

Trinidad and Tobago 6% 56% 31% 0% 6%

Venezuela 0% 11% 16% 53% 21%

OCEANIA Australia 0% 71% 29% 0% 0%

Indonesia 0% 45% 36% 18% 0%

New Zealand 0% 0% 100% 0% 0%
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Question 5: Regulatory Uncertainty

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

CANADA Alberta 17% 25% 36% 22% 1%

British Columbia 18% 58% 18% 6% 0%

Manitoba 13% 75% 13% 0% 0%

Newfoundland & Labrador 8% 36% 36% 16% 4%

Northwest Territories 6% 39% 22% 28% 6%

Nova Scotia 16% 28% 36% 20% 0%

Ontario 6% 63% 19% 13% 0%

Saskatchewan 30% 53% 16% 1% 0%

Yukon 17% 17% 67% 0% 0%

USA Alabama 11% 67% 0% 22% 0%

Alaska 8% 42% 33% 17% 0%

Arizona 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

Arkansas 7% 80% 7% 7% 0%

California 10% 20% 40% 25% 5%

Colorado 3% 21% 48% 21% 7%

Florida 14% 43% 29% 0% 14%

Kansas 33% 42% 17% 8% 0%

Louisiana 8% 41% 41% 8% 3%

Michigan 20% 50% 20% 10% 0%

Mississippi 0% 73% 18% 9% 0%

Montana 10% 38% 24% 24% 5%

New Mexico 18% 41% 14% 23% 5%

New York 50% 25% 13% 13% 0%

North Dakota 17% 50% 28% 6% 0%

Ohio 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 27% 60% 10% 3% 0%

Pennsylvania 33% 17% 17% 33% 0%

Texas 30% 53% 10% 5% 1%

Utah 13% 40% 40% 7% 0%

West Virginia 50% 0% 25% 25% 0%

Wyoming 8% 58% 27% 8% 0%

US Offshore 17% 50% 22% 11% 0%
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Question 5: Regulatory Uncertainty

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

EUROPE Denmark 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

France 30% 40% 20% 10% 0%

Germany 22% 44% 22% 11% 0%

Italy 0% 50% 33% 17% 0%

Netherlands 33% 44% 11% 11% 0%

Norway 50% 33% 17% 0% 0%

Norwegian North Sea 50% 40% 10% 0% 0%

Romania 20% 40% 40% 0% 0%

Spain 14% 43% 43% 0% 0%

UK North Sea 19% 48% 24% 10% 0%

Ukraine 0% 33% 33% 17% 17%

United Kingdom 14% 48% 14% 24% 0%

ASIA Afghanistan 20% 20% 40% 20% 0%

Azerbaijan 14% 29% 57% 0% 0%

Bangladesh 0% 60% 20% 0% 20%

China 20% 30% 30% 10% 10%

Iraq 0% 20% 0% 80% 0%

Kazakhstan 0% 10% 60% 30% 0%

Kuwait 13% 50% 0% 38% 0%

Malaysia 33% 17% 33% 17% 0%

Pakistan 20% 20% 60% 0% 0%

Qatar 50% 38% 13% 0% 0%

Russia 0% 13% 40% 40% 7%

Thailand 0% 40% 60% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 0% 17% 50% 33% 0%

United Arab Emirates 36% 36% 18% 9% 0%

Uzbekistan 0% 17% 50% 17% 17%

Yemen 14% 29% 57% 0% 0%

continued ...



64 Fraser Institute Global Petroleum Survey, 2008 edition

www.fraserinstitute.org

Question 5: Regulatory Uncertainty

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

AFRICA Algeria 0% 17% 67% 17% 0%

Angola 20% 40% 40% 0% 0%

Chad 50% 0% 25% 0% 25%

Cote d’Ivoire 20% 40% 20% 20% 0%

Egypt 29% 64% 7% 0% 0%

Libya 50% 17% 33% 0% 0%

Nigeria 0% 20% 40% 40% 0%

Sudan 20% 0% 40% 40% 0%

Tunisia 20% 0% 60% 20% 0%

LATIN AMERICA Argentina 0% 33% 11% 44% 11%

Bolivia 0% 0% 0% 44% 56%

Brazil 18% 41% 35% 6% 0%

Chile 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Colombia 35% 25% 35% 5% 0%

Ecuador 0% 0% 11% 78% 11%

Peru 8% 42% 42% 0% 8%

Trinidad and Tobago 0% 56% 31% 13% 0%

Venezuela 0% 5% 0% 29% 67%

OCEANIA Australia 33% 60% 7% 0% 0%

Indonesia 7% 43% 36% 14% 0%

New Zealand 20% 20% 20% 40% 0%
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Question 6: Environmental Regulations

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

CANADA Alberta 13% 44% 33% 10% 0%

British Columbia 11% 48% 31% 9% 1%

Manitoba 18% 71% 12% 0% 0%

Newfoundland & Labrador 12% 50% 31% 8% 0%

Northwest Territories 11% 53% 26% 11% 0%

Nova Scotia 8% 54% 27% 12% 0%

Ontario 21% 26% 32% 21% 0%

Saskatchewan 13% 67% 19% 1% 0%

Yukon 38% 38% 25% 0% 0%

USA Alabama 11% 67% 11% 11% 0%

Alaska 0% 20% 60% 10% 10%

Arizona 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

Arkansas 20% 67% 7% 0% 7%

California 5% 5% 30% 45% 15%

Colorado 10% 17% 40% 23% 10%

Florida 25% 13% 25% 13% 25%

Kansas 8% 58% 25% 0% 8%

Louisiana 5% 38% 40% 10% 8%

Michigan 10% 40% 30% 10% 10%

Mississippi 0% 73% 9% 9% 9%

Montana 10% 30% 45% 5% 10%

New Mexico 9% 48% 13% 26% 4%

New York 38% 25% 38% 0% 0%

North Dakota 11% 68% 11% 5% 5%

Ohio 0% 80% 20% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 10% 65% 19% 3% 3%

Pennsylvania 17% 17% 50% 0% 17%

Texas 20% 49% 22% 8% 1%

Utah 0% 31% 44% 13% 13%

West Virginia 20% 20% 40% 0% 20%

Wyoming 4% 44% 40% 12% 0%

US Offshore 11% 44% 39% 6% 0%
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Question 6: Environmental Regulations

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

EUROPE Denmark 0% 40% 60% 0% 0%

France 33% 22% 44% 0% 0%

Germany 43% 14% 14% 29% 0%

Italy 0% 50% 0% 50% 0%

Netherlands 0% 13% 63% 25% 0%

Norway 0% 40% 20% 40% 0%

Norwegian North Sea 0% 44% 22% 33% 0%

Romania 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Spain 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

UK North Sea 10% 52% 29% 10% 0%

Ukraine 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

United Kingdom 10% 52% 24% 14% 0%

ASIA Afghanistan 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Azerbaijan 17% 83% 0% 0% 0%

Bangladesh 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

China 22% 78% 0% 0% 0%

Iraq 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Kazakhstan 0% 67% 33% 0% 0%

Kuwait 0% 86% 14% 0% 0%

Malaysia 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Pakistan 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Qatar 14% 86% 0% 0% 0%

Russia 7% 33% 40% 20% 0%

Thailand 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

United Arab Emirates 10% 80% 10% 0% 0%

Uzbekistan 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

Yemen 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%
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Question 6: Environmental Regulations

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

AFRICA Algeria 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Angola 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Chad 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Cote d’Ivoire 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Egypt 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Libya 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

Nigeria 13% 63% 13% 13% 0%

Sudan 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Tunisia 0% 67% 33% 0% 0%

LATIN AMERICA Argentina 0% 67% 22% 11% 0%

Bolivia 13% 25% 50% 13% 0%

Brazil 6% 71% 6% 18% 0%

Chile 13% 75% 0% 13% 0%

Colombia 15% 75% 10% 0% 0%

Ecuador 0% 25% 13% 38% 25%

Peru 0% 45% 55% 0% 0%

Trinidad and Tobago 0% 73% 20% 7% 0%

Venezuela 5% 63% 16% 16% 0%

OCEANIA Australia 0% 57% 36% 7% 0%

Indonesia 0% 85% 15% 0% 0%

New Zealand 0% 25% 50% 25% 0%
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Question 7: Local Processing Requirements

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

CANADA Alberta 19% 53% 26% 3% 0%

British Columbia 16% 59% 20% 5% 0%

Manitoba 27% 53% 20% 0% 0%

Newfoundland & Labrador 14% 29% 38% 14% 5%

Northwest Territories 27% 47% 20% 7% 0%

Nova Scotia 13% 48% 26% 13% 0%

Ontario 8% 67% 25% 0% 0%

Saskatchewan 21% 68% 11% 0% 0%

Yukon 50% 17% 33% 0% 0%

USA Alabama 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Alaska 14% 43% 29% 0% 14%

Arizona 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

Arkansas 8% 83% 8% 0% 0%

California 11% 26% 47% 16% 0%

Colorado 12% 44% 32% 12% 0%

Florida 29% 29% 29% 14% 0%

Kansas 33% 56% 11% 0% 0%

Louisiana 13% 74% 10% 0% 3%

Michigan 29% 57% 14% 0% 0%

Mississippi 11% 67% 22% 0% 0%

Montana 12% 59% 24% 6% 0%

New Mexico 19% 67% 14% 0% 0%

New York 43% 43% 14% 0% 0%

North Dakota 19% 75% 6% 0% 0%

Ohio 0% 67% 33% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 18% 75% 7% 0% 0%

Pennsylvania 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

Texas 18% 70% 11% 0% 2%

Utah 8% 62% 23% 8% 0%

West Virginia 50% 0% 50% 0% 0%

Wyoming 5% 80% 15% 0% 0%

US Offshore 29% 64% 7% 0% 0%
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Question 7: Local Processing Requirements

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

EUROPE Denmark 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

France 29% 43% 14% 14% 0%

Germany 14% 43% 29% 14% 0%

Italy 0% 0% 67% 33% 0%

Netherlands 50% 0% 50% 0% 0%

Norway 0% 33% 33% 33% 0%

Norwegian North Sea 0% 67% 17% 17% 0%

Romania 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Spain 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

UK North Sea 29% 57% 14% 0% 0%

Ukraine 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

United Kingdom 25% 50% 8% 17% 0%

ASIA Afghanistan 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Azerbaijan 0% 60% 40% 0% 0%

Bangladesh 25% 50% 0% 25% 0%

China 0% 57% 43% 0% 0%

Iraq 25% 25% 50% 0% 0%

Kazakhstan 0% 57% 29% 14% 0%

Kuwait 0% 75% 0% 25% 0%

Malaysia 25% 25% 50% 0% 0%

Pakistan 75% 0% 25% 0% 0%

Qatar 20% 40% 40% 0% 0%

Russia 0% 27% 55% 9% 9%

Thailand 0% 67% 33% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

United Arab Emirates 43% 43% 14% 0% 0%

Uzbekistan 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Yemen 17% 33% 50% 0% 0%
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Question 7: Local Processing Requirements

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

AFRICA Algeria 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Angola 0% 67% 33% 0% 0%

Chad 25% 25% 25% 25% 0%

Cote d’Ivoire 25% 50% 0% 25% 0%

Egypt 9% 73% 18% 0% 0%

Libya 0% 67% 33% 0% 0%

Nigeria 17% 17% 17% 50% 0%

Sudan 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

Tunisia 0% 50% 0% 50% 0%

LATIN AMERICA Argentina 0% 38% 38% 25% 0%

Bolivia 0% 0% 38% 38% 25%

Brazil 7% 57% 29% 7% 0%

Chile 0% 88% 13% 0% 0%

Colombia 24% 35% 35% 6% 0%

Ecuador 13% 13% 25% 25% 25%

Peru 9% 45% 27% 18% 0%

Trinidad and Tobago 10% 70% 20% 0% 0%

Venezuela 6% 29% 24% 12% 29%

OCEANIA Australia 9% 91% 0% 0% 0%

Indonesia 0% 44% 44% 11% 0%

New Zealand 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%
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Question 8: Trade Regulations

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

CANADA Alberta 25% 63% 11% 1% 0%

British Columbia 19% 64% 16% 1% 0%

Manitoba 14% 71% 14% 0% 0%

Newfoundland & Labrador 20% 40% 20% 20% 0%

Northwest Territories 13% 75% 6% 6% 0%

Nova Scotia 17% 54% 17% 8% 4%

Ontario 8% 77% 15% 0% 0%

Saskatchewan 27% 63% 11% 0% 0%

Yukon 50% 33% 17% 0% 0%

USA Alabama 13% 88% 0% 0% 0%

Alaska 14% 71% 14% 0% 0%

Arizona 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

Arkansas 8% 85% 8% 0% 0%

California 16% 53% 32% 0% 0%

Colorado 18% 68% 14% 0% 0%

Florida 14% 43% 14% 14% 14%

Kansas 33% 56% 11% 0% 0%

Louisiana 19% 66% 16% 0% 0%

Michigan 38% 38% 25% 0% 0%

Mississippi 0% 78% 22% 0% 0%

Montana 6% 63% 25% 0% 6%

New Mexico 29% 67% 0% 5% 0%

New York 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

North Dakota 31% 50% 19% 0% 0%

Ohio 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 31% 69% 0% 0% 0%

Pennsylvania 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

Texas 28% 63% 9% 0% 0%

Utah 18% 64% 9% 9% 0%

West Virginia 40% 20% 40% 0% 0%

Wyoming 26% 74% 0% 0% 0%

US Offshore 40% 47% 13% 0% 0%
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Question 8: Trade Regulations

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

EUROPE Denmark 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

France 33% 33% 17% 17% 0%

Germany 43% 29% 14% 14% 0%

Italy 0% 67% 0% 33% 0%

Netherlands 29% 57% 0% 14% 0%

Norway 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Norwegian North Sea 13% 75% 13% 0% 0%

Romania 25% 25% 50% 0% 0%

Spain 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

UK North Sea 38% 56% 6% 0% 0%

Ukraine 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

United Kingdom 27% 60% 7% 7% 0%

ASIA Afghanistan 50% 25% 25% 0% 0%

Azerbaijan 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

Bangladesh 25% 50% 0% 0% 25%

China 0% 44% 33% 11% 11%

Iraq 0% 67% 33% 0% 0%

Kazakhstan 0% 67% 11% 22% 0%

Kuwait 17% 33% 33% 17% 0%

Malaysia 0% 40% 60% 0% 0%

Pakistan 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Qatar 57% 29% 14% 0% 0%

Russia 0% 25% 50% 8% 17%

Thailand 0% 0% 100% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

United Arab Emirates 56% 33% 11% 0% 0%

Uzbekistan 50% 25% 25% 0% 0%

Yemen 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%
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Question 8: Trade Regulations

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

AFRICA Algeria 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Angola 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Chad 67% 0% 0% 0% 33%

Cote d’Ivoire 25% 25% 25% 25% 0%

Egypt 33% 44% 22% 0% 0%

Libya 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Nigeria 17% 50% 33% 0% 0%

Sudan 25% 0% 75% 0% 0%

Tunisia 0% 33% 67% 0% 0%

LATIN AMERICA Argentina 0% 29% 14% 43% 14%

Bolivia 0% 13% 13% 50% 25%

Brazil 13% 33% 47% 7% 0%

Chile 13% 63% 25% 0% 0%

Colombia 26% 58% 11% 5% 0%

Ecuador 0% 0% 50% 50% 0%

Peru 9% 36% 36% 18% 0%

Trinidad and Tobago 8% 54% 38% 0% 0%

Venezuela 0% 17% 17% 50% 17%

OCEANIA Australia 27% 64% 9% 0% 0%

Indonesia 13% 38% 38% 13% 0%

New Zealand 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%
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Question 9: Labor Regulations

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

CANADA Alberta 26% 58% 13% 3% 0%

British Columbia 13% 54% 30% 4% 0%

Manitoba 27% 40% 20% 13% 0%

Newfoundland & Labrador 8% 28% 56% 4% 4%

Northwest Territories 19% 38% 38% 6% 0%

Nova Scotia 17% 38% 38% 4% 4%

Ontario 25% 50% 13% 13% 0%

Saskatchewan 21% 62% 17% 0% 0%

Yukon 43% 43% 14% 0% 0%

USA Alabama 0% 88% 13% 0% 0%

Alaska 0% 78% 11% 0% 11%

Arizona 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

Arkansas 8% 77% 15% 0% 0%

California 11% 37% 42% 5% 5%

Colorado 27% 58% 15% 0% 0%

Florida 14% 43% 29% 0% 14%

Kansas 20% 50% 30% 0% 0%

Louisiana 6% 71% 21% 0% 3%

Michigan 13% 50% 38% 0% 0%

Mississippi 0% 78% 22% 0% 0%

Montana 11% 67% 17% 6% 0%

New Mexico 10% 86% 5% 0% 0%

New York 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

North Dakota 28% 67% 6% 0% 0%

Ohio 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 16% 68% 16% 0% 0%

Pennsylvania 17% 33% 50% 0% 0%

Texas 24% 63% 11% 0% 1%

Utah 31% 54% 8% 0% 8%

West Virginia 25% 25% 50% 0% 0%

Wyoming 27% 68% 5% 0% 0%

US Offshore 35% 59% 6% 0% 0%
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Question 9: Labor Regulations

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

EUROPE Denmark 0% 20% 80% 0% 0%

France 25% 0% 38% 25% 13%

Germany 29% 14% 43% 14% 0%

Italy 0% 33% 33% 33% 0%

Netherlands 0% 33% 50% 0% 17%

Norway 0% 25% 50% 25% 0%

Norwegian North Sea 0% 67% 22% 11% 0%

Romania 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Spain 20% 40% 20% 20% 0%

UK North Sea 5% 63% 26% 5% 0%

Ukraine 0% 25% 75% 0% 0%

United Kingdom 12% 47% 24% 12% 6%

ASIA Afghanistan 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Azerbaijan 17% 83% 0% 0% 0%

Bangladesh 25% 25% 25% 25% 0%

China 13% 38% 38% 0% 13%

Iraq 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Kazakhstan 0% 33% 56% 11% 0%

Kuwait 20% 20% 40% 20% 0%

Malaysia 25% 25% 25% 25% 0%

Pakistan 25% 25% 25% 0% 25%

Qatar 29% 57% 0% 14% 0%

Russia 0% 38% 54% 8% 0%

Thailand 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 0% 60% 40% 0% 0%

United Arab Emirates 38% 38% 13% 13% 0%

Uzbekistan 0% 60% 20% 20% 0%

Yemen 0% 17% 50% 33% 0%
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Question 9: Labor Regulations

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

AFRICA Algeria 0% 80% 20% 0% 0%

Angola 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Chad 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

Cote d’Ivoire 25% 25% 25% 25% 0%

Egypt 8% 58% 33% 0% 0%

Libya 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Nigeria 17% 0% 50% 33% 0%

Sudan 33% 0% 67% 0% 0%

Tunisia 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

LATIN AMERICA Argentina 0% 33% 44% 22% 0%

Bolivia 0% 13% 25% 50% 13%

Brazil 7% 21% 64% 7% 0%

Chile 0% 50% 38% 13% 0%

Colombia 10% 60% 30% 0% 0%

Ecuador 0% 0% 25% 75% 0%

Peru 9% 27% 55% 9% 0%

Trinidad and Tobago 0% 57% 36% 7% 0%

Venezuela 0% 5% 32% 53% 11%

OCEANIA Australia 0% 64% 29% 0% 7%

Indonesia 0% 25% 58% 17% 0%

New Zealand 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%
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Question 10: Local Public Infrastructure

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

CANADA Alberta 42% 43% 13% 2% 0%

British Columbia 27% 55% 16% 2% 0%

Manitoba 33% 53% 13% 0% 0%

Newfoundland & Labrador 29% 33% 25% 13% 0%

Northwest Territories 6% 22% 44% 28% 0%

Nova Scotia 13% 63% 25% 0% 0%

Ontario 23% 62% 15% 0% 0%

Saskatchewan 23% 62% 13% 1% 0%

Yukon 29% 0% 71% 0% 0%

USA Alabama 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

Alaska 14% 57% 14% 0% 14%

Arizona 80% 20% 0% 0% 0%

Arkansas 14% 79% 0% 0% 7%

California 22% 50% 17% 6% 6%

Colorado 15% 48% 30% 4% 4%

Florida 43% 29% 0% 14% 14%

Kansas 27% 55% 9% 0% 9%

Louisiana 11% 61% 19% 3% 6%

Michigan 38% 50% 0% 0% 13%

Mississippi 0% 90% 0% 0% 10%

Montana 11% 47% 37% 0% 5%

New Mexico 29% 52% 14% 5% 0%

New York 71% 29% 0% 0% 0%

North Dakota 21% 58% 11% 11% 0%

Ohio 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 26% 65% 6% 3% 0%

Pennsylvania 40% 20% 20% 0% 20%

Texas 30% 61% 4% 3% 1%

Utah 13% 60% 20% 0% 7%

West Virginia 40% 40% 0% 0% 20%

Wyoming 17% 52% 26% 0% 4%

US Offshore 27% 53% 7% 13% 0%
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Question 10: Local Public Infrastructure

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

EUROPE Denmark 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

France 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Germany 57% 29% 14% 0% 0%

Italy 0% 67% 33% 0% 0%

Netherlands 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

Norway 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Norwegian North Sea 38% 50% 13% 0% 0%

Romania 25% 0% 50% 25% 0%

Spain 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

UK North Sea 33% 61% 6% 0% 0%

Ukraine 50% 25% 25% 0% 0%

United Kingdom 36% 50% 14% 0% 0%

ASIA Afghanistan 25% 25% 0% 50% 0%

Azerbaijan 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

Bangladesh 25% 25% 50% 0% 0%

China 38% 25% 25% 13% 0%

Iraq 0% 50% 0% 50% 0%

Kazakhstan 11% 22% 33% 33% 0%

Kuwait 20% 20% 40% 20% 0%

Malaysia 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Pakistan 25% 25% 25% 0% 25%

Qatar 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Russia 17% 8% 58% 17% 0%

Thailand 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 40% 20% 20% 20% 0%

United Arab Emirates 43% 57% 0% 0% 0%

Uzbekistan 20% 60% 0% 20% 0%

Yemen 0% 0% 67% 33% 0%
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Question 10: Local Public Infrastructure

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

AFRICA Algeria 0% 80% 20% 0% 0%

Angola 0% 33% 33% 33% 0%

Chad 0% 0% 33% 67% 0%

Cote d’Ivoire 25% 25% 50% 0% 0%

Egypt 27% 45% 18% 9% 0%

Libya 33% 0% 33% 33% 0%

Nigeria 0% 17% 33% 50% 0%

Sudan 0% 0% 67% 33% 0%

Tunisia 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

LATIN AMERICA Argentina 0% 50% 38% 13% 0%

Bolivia 0% 0% 38% 63% 0%

Brazil 20% 27% 47% 7% 0%

Chile 11% 56% 33% 0% 0%

Colombia 11% 33% 50% 6% 0%

Ecuador 0% 0% 75% 25% 0%

Peru 0% 36% 45% 18% 0%

Trinidad and Tobago 15% 38% 38% 8% 0%

Venezuela 0% 22% 61% 11% 6%

OCEANIA Australia 23% 46% 31% 0% 0%

Indonesia 9% 45% 45% 0% 0%

New Zealand 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%
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Question 11: Business Infrastructure

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

CANADA Alberta 50% 40% 10% 0% 1%

British Columbia 38% 50% 12% 0% 0%

Manitoba 38% 50% 13% 0% 0%

Newfoundland & Labrador 25% 42% 21% 13% 0%

Northwest Territories 6% 29% 53% 12% 0%

Nova Scotia 22% 52% 22% 4% 0%

Ontario 47% 40% 13% 0% 0%

Saskatchewan 27% 61% 11% 0% 0%

Yukon 13% 50% 38% 0% 0%

USA Alabama 11% 89% 0% 0% 0%

Alaska 0% 86% 0% 0% 14%

Arizona 80% 20% 0% 0% 0%

Arkansas 14% 79% 0% 0% 7%

California 21% 47% 11% 16% 5%

Colorado 19% 52% 26% 0% 4%

Florida 43% 29% 0% 14% 14%

Kansas 27% 64% 0% 0% 9%

Louisiana 17% 61% 17% 6% 0%

Michigan 25% 63% 0% 0% 13%

Mississippi 10% 60% 20% 0% 10%

Montana 16% 42% 32% 5% 5%

New Mexico 19% 67% 10% 5% 0%

New York 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

North Dakota 22% 61% 11% 6% 0%

Ohio 50% 25% 25% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 29% 61% 6% 3% 0%

Pennsylvania 20% 60% 0% 0% 20%

Texas 40% 54% 3% 3% 0%

Utah 14% 57% 21% 0% 7%

West Virginia 40% 40% 0% 0% 20%

Wyoming 14% 59% 23% 0% 5%

US Offshore 50% 29% 7% 14% 0%
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Question 11: Business Infrastructure

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

EUROPE Denmark 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

France 50% 38% 0% 13% 0%

Germany 43% 43% 14% 0% 0%

Italy 0% 67% 33% 0% 0%

Netherlands 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

Norway 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Norwegian North Sea 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Romania 0% 25% 50% 25% 0%

Spain 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

UK North Sea 39% 61% 0% 0% 0%

Ukraine 0% 25% 75% 0% 0%

United Kingdom 31% 50% 13% 6% 0%

ASIA Afghanistan 0% 25% 25% 50% 0%

Azerbaijan 0% 40% 60% 0% 0%

Bangladesh 0% 50% 25% 25% 0%

China 10% 40% 40% 0% 10%

Iraq 25% 25% 25% 25% 0%

Kazakhstan 11% 11% 44% 33% 0%

Kuwait 17% 50% 33% 0% 0%

Malaysia 0% 80% 20% 0% 0%

Pakistan 25% 25% 50% 0% 0%

Qatar 57% 43% 0% 0% 0%

Russia 8% 31% 46% 15% 0%

Thailand 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 20% 0% 40% 40% 0%

United Arab Emirates 63% 38% 0% 0% 0%

Uzbekistan 20% 20% 20% 40% 0%

Yemen 0% 33% 50% 17% 0%
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Question 11: Business Infrastructure

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

AFRICA Algeria 0% 80% 20% 0% 0%

Angola 0% 0% 100% 0% 0%

Chad 0% 25% 25% 25% 25%

Cote d’Ivoire 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Egypt 9% 64% 18% 9% 0%

Libya 0% 50% 25% 25% 0%

Nigeria 0% 29% 71% 0% 0%

Sudan 0% 25% 75% 0% 0%

Tunisia 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

LATIN AMERICA Argentina 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Bolivia 0% 0% 25% 63% 13%

Brazil 19% 31% 50% 0% 0%

Chile 50% 38% 13% 0% 0%

Colombia 32% 37% 32% 0% 0%

Ecuador 0% 0% 75% 25% 0%

Peru 0% 36% 55% 9% 0%

Trinidad and Tobago 23% 46% 31% 0% 0%

Venezuela 0% 11% 61% 28% 0%

OCEANIA Australia 46% 46% 8% 0% 0%

Indonesia 0% 55% 45% 0% 0%

New Zealand 75% 25% 0% 0% 0%
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Question 12: Geological Database

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

CANADA Alberta 76% 20% 4% 1% 0%

British Columbia 73% 23% 4% 0% 0%

Manitoba 33% 40% 20% 7% 0%

Newfoundland & Labrador 38% 19% 38% 5% 0%

Northwest Territories 63% 25% 6% 6% 0%

Nova Scotia 25% 33% 38% 4% 0%

Ontario 33% 17% 50% 0% 0%

Saskatchewan 68% 23% 9% 0% 0%

Yukon 86% 14% 0% 0% 0%

USA Alabama 44% 33% 11% 11% 0%

Alaska 29% 43% 14% 0% 14%

Arizona 60% 20% 20% 0% 0%

Arkansas 42% 42% 8% 0% 8%

California 24% 47% 24% 0% 6%

Colorado 27% 54% 15% 0% 4%

Florida 29% 14% 43% 0% 14%

Kansas 45% 45% 0% 0% 9%

Louisiana 38% 41% 15% 0% 6%

Michigan 63% 25% 0% 0% 13%

Mississippi 30% 30% 30% 0% 10%

Montana 21% 47% 16% 5% 11%

New Mexico 40% 50% 5% 0% 5%

New York 43% 29% 29% 0% 0%

North Dakota 28% 56% 11% 0% 6%

Ohio 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 47% 43% 7% 0% 3%

Pennsylvania 20% 20% 40% 0% 20%

Texas 50% 33% 11% 3% 3%

Utah 29% 43% 21% 0% 7%

West Virginia 40% 40% 0% 0% 20%

Wyoming 59% 32% 5% 0% 5%

US Offshore 60% 27% 7% 0% 7%
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Question 12: Geological Database

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

EUROPE Denmark 20% 60% 0% 20% 0%

France 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

Germany 29% 57% 14% 0% 0%

Italy 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

Netherlands 80% 0% 20% 0% 0%

Norway 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

Norwegian North Sea 56% 44% 0% 0% 0%

Romania 0% 25% 75% 0% 0%

Spain 20% 40% 40% 0% 0%

UK North Sea 63% 26% 11% 0% 0%

Ukraine 75% 25% 0% 0% 0%

United Kingdom 63% 19% 13% 6% 0%

ASIA Afghanistan 50% 25% 25% 0% 0%

Azerbaijan 17% 50% 17% 17% 0%

Bangladesh 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

China 22% 56% 11% 0% 11%

Iraq 0% 67% 33% 0% 0%

Kazakhstan 14% 43% 29% 14% 0%

Kuwait 0% 60% 40% 0% 0%

Malaysia 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Pakistan 20% 60% 0% 20% 0%

Qatar 50% 33% 17% 0% 0%

Russia 18% 45% 9% 27% 0%

Thailand 0% 33% 67% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 20% 40% 40% 0% 0%

United Arab Emirates 38% 50% 13% 0% 0%

Uzbekistan 0% 60% 20% 20% 0%

Yemen 0% 83% 0% 17% 0%
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Question 12: Geological Database

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

AFRICA Algeria 40% 20% 20% 20% 0%

Angola 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Chad 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Cote d’Ivoire 20% 40% 40% 0% 0%

Egypt 18% 55% 27% 0% 0%

Libya 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Nigeria 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

Sudan 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

Tunisia 0% 67% 33% 0% 0%

LATIN AMERICA Argentina 13% 38% 38% 13% 0%

Bolivia 13% 38% 13% 38% 0%

Brazil 31% 38% 31% 0% 0%

Chile 13% 50% 25% 13% 0%

Colombia 33% 44% 22% 0% 0%

Ecuador 0% 38% 50% 13% 0%

Peru 20% 30% 50% 0% 0%

Trinidad and Tobago 23% 46% 23% 8% 0%

Venezuela 17% 39% 33% 11% 0%

OCEANIA Australia 57% 36% 7% 0% 0%

Indonesia 8% 42% 42% 8% 0%

New Zealand 50% 0% 50% 0% 0%
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Question 13: Labor Availability

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

CANADA Alberta 14% 17% 52% 17% 0%

British Columbia 17% 37% 43% 4% 0%

Manitoba 31% 44% 25% 0% 0%

Newfoundland & Labrador 30% 22% 39% 9% 0%

Northwest Territories 11% 28% 44% 17% 0%

Nova Scotia 19% 54% 19% 4% 4%

Ontario 43% 29% 29% 0% 0%

Saskatchewan 17% 49% 33% 1% 0%

Yukon 25% 38% 38% 0% 0%

USA Alabama 22% 78% 0% 0% 0%

Alaska 14% 43% 29% 0% 14%

Arizona 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

Arkansas 21% 64% 7% 7% 0%

California 21% 37% 37% 0% 5%

Colorado 21% 54% 18% 7% 0%

Florida 14% 43% 29% 0% 14%

Kansas 36% 45% 9% 9% 0%

Louisiana 14% 54% 23% 3% 6%

Michigan 50% 25% 13% 13% 0%

Mississippi 0% 80% 10% 10% 0%

Montana 10% 70% 10% 10% 0%

New Mexico 29% 52% 14% 5% 0%

New York 43% 43% 14% 0% 0%

North Dakota 16% 68% 5% 11% 0%

Ohio 50% 25% 25% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 27% 50% 20% 3% 0%

Pennsylvania 40% 20% 20% 20% 0%

Texas 23% 48% 23% 4% 1%

Utah 13% 63% 19% 6% 0%

West Virginia 40% 20% 20% 20% 0%

Wyoming 25% 54% 13% 8% 0%

US Offshore 29% 64% 0% 7% 0%
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Question 13: Labor Availability

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

EUROPE Denmark 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

France 25% 25% 38% 13% 0%

Germany 29% 43% 29% 0% 0%

Italy 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

Netherlands 17% 50% 33% 0% 0%

Norway 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%

Norwegian North Sea 14% 86% 0% 0% 0%

Romania 50% 25% 25% 0% 0%

Spain 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

UK North Sea 24% 53% 24% 0% 0%

Ukraine 75% 25% 0% 0% 0%

United Kingdom 13% 60% 27% 0% 0%

ASIA Afghanistan 75% 0% 0% 25% 0%

Azerbaijan 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

Bangladesh 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

China 44% 44% 0% 0% 11%

Iraq 50% 0% 0% 50% 0%

Kazakhstan 33% 44% 22% 0% 0%

Kuwait 25% 25% 50% 0% 0%

Malaysia 25% 25% 25% 25% 0%

Pakistan 50% 25% 25% 0% 0%

Qatar 29% 43% 29% 0% 0%

Russia 33% 50% 17% 0% 0%

Thailand 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 60% 20% 20% 0% 0%

United Arab Emirates 38% 50% 13% 0% 0%

Uzbekistan 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

Yemen 17% 17% 33% 33% 0%
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Question 13: Labor Availability

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

AFRICA Algeria 0% 60% 20% 20% 0%

Angola 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

Chad 67% 0% 33% 0% 0%

Cote d’Ivoire 25% 25% 50% 0% 0%

Egypt 45% 36% 9% 9% 0%

Libya 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

Nigeria 43% 14% 14% 29% 0%

Sudan 33% 0% 33% 33% 0%

Tunisia 0% 67% 33% 0% 0%

LATIN AMERICA Argentina 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Bolivia 13% 0% 50% 25% 13%

Brazil 31% 38% 15% 15% 0%

Chile 0% 63% 13% 13% 13%

Colombia 26% 32% 32% 5% 5%

Ecuador 13% 25% 38% 25% 0%

Peru 9% 45% 27% 18% 0%

Trinidad and Tobago 8% 50% 42% 0% 0%

Venezuela 6% 39% 22% 28% 6%

OCEANIA Australia 15% 54% 31% 0% 0%

Indonesia 18% 64% 9% 9% 0%

New Zealand 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%
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Question 14: Aboriginal Land Claims

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

CANADA Alberta 3% 38% 42% 17% 1%

British Columbia 5% 19% 53% 24% 0%

Manitoba 21% 43% 14% 14% 7%

Newfoundland & Labrador 6% 56% 28% 6% 6%

Northwest Territories 6% 0% 35% 59% 0%

Nova Scotia 17% 67% 8% 4% 4%

Ontario 7% 67% 20% 7% 0%

Saskatchewan 6% 48% 36% 9% 0%

Yukon 13% 25% 38% 25% 0%

USA Alabama 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Alaska 14% 29% 43% 0% 14%

Arizona 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

Arkansas 20% 60% 10% 0% 10%

California 6% 50% 38% 0% 6%

Colorado 11% 72% 11% 0% 6%

Florida 29% 14% 43% 0% 14%

Kansas 13% 75% 0% 0% 13%

Louisiana 8% 62% 19% 4% 8%

Michigan 29% 29% 29% 0% 14%

Mississippi 0% 67% 17% 0% 17%

Montana 0% 50% 25% 19% 6%

New Mexico 0% 60% 33% 0% 7%

New York 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

North Dakota 0% 67% 27% 0% 7%

Ohio 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 8% 58% 31% 0% 4%

Pennsylvania 0% 75% 0% 0% 25%

Texas 15% 69% 13% 0% 4%

Utah 0% 55% 27% 9% 9%

West Virginia 33% 33% 0% 0% 33%

Wyoming 6% 63% 25% 0% 6%

US Offshore 8% 75% 8% 0% 8%
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Question 14: Aboriginal Land Claims

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

EUROPE Denmark 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

France 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

Germany 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

Italy 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Netherlands 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Norway 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

Norwegian North Sea 60% 20% 20% 0% 0%

Romania 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

Spain 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

UK North Sea 45% 45% 9% 0% 0%

Ukraine 75% 25% 0% 0% 0%

United Kingdom 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

ASIA Afghanistan 75% 0% 25% 0% 0%

Azerbaijan 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Bangladesh 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

China 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

Iraq 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Kazakhstan 43% 29% 29% 0% 0%

Kuwait 50% 0% 50% 0% 0%

Malaysia 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Pakistan 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Qatar 33% 33% 33% 0% 0%

Russia 10% 60% 30% 0% 0%

Thailand 0% 75% 25% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

United Arab Emirates 50% 33% 17% 0% 0%

Uzbekistan 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

Yemen 17% 50% 33% 0% 0%
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Question 14: Aboriginal Land Claims

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

AFRICA Algeria 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Angola 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Chad 25% 0% 50% 25% 0%

Cote d’Ivoire 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

Egypt 43% 29% 29% 0% 0%

Libya 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Nigeria 0% 40% 20% 40% 0%

Sudan 0% 0% 67% 33% 0%

Tunisia 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

LATIN AMERICA Argentina 0% 71% 29% 0% 0%

Bolivia 0% 0% 0% 88% 13%

Brazil 9% 55% 27% 9% 0%

Chile 13% 38% 50% 0% 0%

Colombia 6% 38% 50% 6% 0%

Ecuador 0% 0% 13% 63% 25%

Peru 0% 27% 45% 27% 0%

Trinidad and Tobago 14% 71% 14% 0% 0%

Venezuela 7% 40% 33% 20% 0%

OCEANIA Australia 8% 42% 42% 8% 0%

Indonesia 0% 88% 13% 0% 0%

New Zealand 0% 25% 75% 0% 0%
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Question 15: Political Stability

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

CANADA Alberta 39% 30% 26% 5% 0%

British Columbia 41% 46% 12% 1% 0%

Manitoba 38% 63% 0% 0% 0%

Newfoundland & Labrador 30% 30% 30% 9% 0%

Northwest Territories 12% 53% 24% 12% 0%

Nova Scotia 36% 52% 8% 0% 4%

Ontario 38% 44% 13% 6% 0%

Saskatchewan 44% 51% 4% 0% 0%

Yukon 43% 43% 14% 0% 0%

USA Alabama 43% 57% 0% 0% 0%

Alaska 56% 22% 11% 0% 11%

Arizona 80% 20% 0% 0% 0%

Arkansas 38% 54% 0% 0% 8%

California 22% 28% 39% 6% 6%

Colorado 36% 28% 20% 12% 4%

Florida 29% 29% 29% 0% 14%

Kansas 45% 36% 9% 0% 9%

Louisiana 22% 61% 6% 6% 6%

Michigan 38% 38% 13% 0% 13%

Mississippi 22% 56% 11% 0% 11%

Montana 33% 33% 28% 6% 0%

New Mexico 42% 32% 16% 11% 0%

New York 86% 14% 0% 0% 0%

North Dakota 28% 67% 0% 6% 0%

Ohio 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 50% 43% 3% 3% 0%

Pennsylvania 40% 40% 0% 0% 20%

Texas 44% 47% 6% 1% 1%

Utah 40% 40% 13% 0% 7%

West Virginia 40% 40% 0% 0% 20%

Wyoming 33% 52% 10% 0% 5%

US Offshore 40% 47% 7% 7% 0%

continued ...
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Question 15: Political Stability

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

EUROPE Denmark 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%

France 44% 44% 11% 0% 0%

Germany 50% 38% 13% 0% 0%

Italy 0% 40% 40% 20% 0%

Netherlands 50% 38% 13% 0% 0%

Norway 71% 29% 0% 0% 0%

Norwegian North Sea 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

Romania 0% 40% 60% 0% 0%

Spain 33% 67% 0% 0% 0%

UK North Sea 55% 40% 5% 0% 0%

Ukraine 0% 40% 40% 0% 20%

United Kingdom 55% 40% 0% 5% 0%

ASIA Afghanistan 0% 0% 60% 20% 20%

Azerbaijan 0% 29% 71% 0% 0%

Bangladesh 0% 20% 60% 20% 0%

China 9% 55% 18% 18% 0%

Iraq 0% 20% 20% 40% 20%

Kazakhstan 9% 27% 55% 9% 0%

Kuwait 17% 83% 0% 0% 0%

Malaysia 17% 67% 17% 0% 0%

Pakistan 0% 0% 67% 33% 0%

Qatar 50% 38% 13% 0% 0%

Russia 7% 40% 27% 27% 0%

Thailand 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 0% 33% 67% 0% 0%

United Arab Emirates 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Uzbekistan 0% 40% 60% 0% 0%

Yemen 0% 43% 29% 29% 0%

continued ...
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Question 15: Political Stability

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

AFRICA Algeria 0% 50% 33% 17% 0%

Angola 0% 67% 33% 0% 0%

Chad 0% 0% 0% 40% 60%

Cote d’Ivoire 0% 0% 80% 0% 20%

Egypt 29% 50% 14% 7% 0%

Libya 29% 29% 43% 0% 0%

Nigeria 0% 10% 30% 50% 10%

Sudan 0% 0% 20% 60% 20%

Tunisia 0% 25% 75% 0% 0%

LATIN AMERICA Argentina 0% 25% 63% 13% 0%

Bolivia 0% 0% 0% 33% 67%

Brazil 13% 63% 25% 0% 0%

Chile 33% 56% 11% 0% 0%

Colombia 24% 24% 43% 10% 0%

Ecuador 0% 0% 11% 78% 11%

Peru 8% 42% 33% 17% 0%

Trinidad and Tobago 13% 47% 40% 0% 0%

Venezuela 0% 5% 5% 45% 45%

OCEANIA Australia 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

Indonesia 0% 46% 38% 15% 0%

New Zealand 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
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Question 16: Security

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

CANADA Alberta 60% 36% 4% 0% 1%

British Columbia 62% 35% 1% 0% 1%

Manitoba 44% 44% 6% 0% 6%

Newfoundland & Labrador 61% 30% 0% 4% 4%

Northwest Territories 41% 47% 6% 6% 0%

Nova Scotia 60% 32% 4% 0% 4%

Ontario 56% 31% 13% 0% 0%

Saskatchewan 62% 37% 0% 0% 1%

Yukon 43% 43% 14% 0% 0%

USA Alabama 63% 38% 0% 0% 0%

Alaska 75% 13% 0% 0% 13%

Arizona 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%

Arkansas 57% 36% 0% 0% 7%

California 35% 59% 0% 0% 6%

Colorado 50% 46% 0% 0% 4%

Florida 43% 43% 0% 0% 14%

Kansas 45% 45% 0% 0% 9%

Louisiana 33% 58% 3% 3% 3%

Michigan 63% 25% 0% 0% 13%

Mississippi 40% 40% 10% 0% 10%

Montana 37% 47% 0% 11% 5%

New Mexico 58% 37% 0% 0% 5%

New York 71% 29% 0% 0% 0%

North Dakota 42% 47% 5% 0% 5%

Ohio 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

Oklahoma 47% 47% 3% 0% 3%

Pennsylvania 40% 40% 0% 0% 20%

Texas 39% 55% 4% 0% 1%

Utah 44% 50% 0% 0% 6%

West Virginia 75% 0% 0% 0% 25%

Wyoming 45% 50% 0% 0% 5%

US Offshore 40% 53% 0% 0% 7%

continued ...
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Question 16: Security

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

EUROPE Denmark 80% 20% 0% 0% 0%

France 50% 38% 13% 0% 0%

Germany 57% 43% 0% 0% 0%

Italy 25% 75% 0% 0% 0%

Netherlands 83% 17% 0% 0% 0%

Norway 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Norwegian North Sea 75% 25% 0% 0% 0%

Romania 25% 50% 25% 0% 0%

Spain 40% 60% 0% 0% 0%

UK North Sea 79% 21% 0% 0% 0%

Ukraine 0% 50% 25% 25% 0%

United Kingdom 67% 33% 0% 0% 0%

ASIA Afghanistan 0% 25% 25% 50% 0%

Azerbaijan 17% 50% 33% 0% 0%

Bangladesh 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%

China 44% 22% 22% 0% 11%

Iraq 0% 25% 25% 50% 0%

Kazakhstan 10% 20% 40% 30% 0%

Kuwait 25% 25% 50% 0% 0%

Malaysia 25% 25% 50% 0% 0%

Pakistan 0% 0% 60% 40% 0%

Qatar 43% 57% 0% 0% 0%

Russia 7% 29% 43% 14% 7%

Thailand 25% 0% 75% 0% 0%

Turkmenistan 0% 40% 40% 20% 0%

United Arab Emirates 38% 63% 0% 0% 0%

Uzbekistan 20% 40% 20% 20% 0%

Yemen 0% 17% 50% 33% 0%

continued ...
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Question 16: Security

1: Encourages investment

2: Is not a deterrent to investment

3. Is a mild deterrent to investment

4. Is a strong deterrent to investment

5. Would cause them not to invest

Response 1 2 3 4 5

AFRICA Algeria 0% 20% 60% 20% 0%

Angola 0% 60% 20% 20% 0%

Chad 0% 0% 25% 0% 75%

Cote d’Ivoire 0% 0% 75% 25% 0%

Egypt 25% 33% 42% 0% 0%

Libya 40% 40% 20% 0% 0%

Nigeria 0% 0% 29% 57% 14%

Sudan 0% 0% 33% 33% 33%

Tunisia 0% 67% 33% 0% 0%

LATIN AMERICA Argentina 22% 44% 33% 0% 0%

Bolivia 0% 0% 38% 50% 13%

Brazil 21% 14% 57% 7% 0%

Chile 50% 38% 13% 0% 0%

Colombia 0% 15% 35% 50% 0%

Ecuador 0% 0% 63% 38% 0%

Peru 0% 36% 36% 27% 0%

Trinidad and Tobago 7% 50% 43% 0% 0%

Venezuela 0% 6% 33% 50% 11%

OCEANIA Australia 64% 36% 0% 0% 0%

Indonesia 0% 33% 50% 17% 0%

New Zealand 75% 25% 0% 0% 0%
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