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Proposed agenda

Introduction to Rystad Energy and our approach to Transition Risk

Results from studies of upstream emission intensity benchmarking

Results from studies of stranded resources

A way of thinking about Transition Risk through an investor lens
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Intro to Rystad Energy
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Rystad Energy experience and «coverage» of Climate Risk
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Our approach and heritage: A bottom-up database of ~60.000 upstream oil and gas projects
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Rystad Energy UCube

A microcosmos of the

upstream oil and gas industry



We are uniquely positioned to pinpoint which projects would fare better under reduced demand

*We typically define «breakevens» on a go-forward basis, meanng that we account for those costs to be incurred on a forward looking basis. Further, we define our breakevens on an NPV10 basis meaning that it 

describes the oil price needed for the upstream owners to achieve 10% IRR
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In the budget Out of the budget

We are uniquely positioned to pinpoint which projects would fare better under reduced demand

*We typically define «breakevens» on a go-forward basis, meanng that we account for those costs to be incurred on a forward looking basis. Further, we define our breakevens on an NPV10 basis meaning that it 

describes the oil price needed for the upstream owners to achieve 10% IRR
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The chart to the right shows the

breakdown of the total resource

potential for gas and liquids in the

period 2016 to 2100, along with

resources in and out of the budget in

the 450 base scenario.

The total resource potential of 4,371

billion boe is split into reserves of

1,126 Bboe, contingent resources

and unsanctioned discoveries

constituting the resource base of

1,467 Bboe and undiscovered

resources of 1,778 Bboe.

According to our budget model, only

47% of the total resource potential is

in the budget in the 450 scenario.

This result is derived by using a least

cost approach, i.e. picking the

cheapest volumes first until the

defined CO2 budget is saturated.

For the 450 base scenario, 88% of

the reserves, 52% of the resource

base and 18% of the resource

potential is in the budget. This shows

that the base case does not allow for

the development of all booked

reserves, and that there is limited

room for resources from future

exploration.

450 base scenario leaves little room for future resources from exploration

Source: Rystad Energy research and analysis
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Oil and gas reserves, resource base and resource potential in/out of budget 2016-2100
Total resources, billion boe (Gt CO2 in parentheses)

12 %

88 %

48 %

52 %

82 %

18 %

47 %

53 %

1 126 (406) 

1 467 (500) 

1 778 (616) 4 371 (1 522) 

Reserves Resource base
increment

Resource
potential

increment

Total Out of budget In budget

720 Gt CO2

CO2 budget limits production 

from unexplored sources


