
 
  
 

 
 

December 4, 2022 

Dan Tsubouchi 
Chief Market Strategist 
dtsubouchi@safgroup.ca 

Aaron Bunting 
COO, CFO 
abunting@safgroup.ca 

Ryan Haughn 
Managing Director 
rhaughn@safgroup.ca 

Buckle Up! EU Sets $60 Price Cap on RUS Oil, Russia Ready to 
Reduce Oil Production if EU Importers Apply Price Cap 

 

Energy Tidbits 

Ryan Dunfield 
CEO 
rdunfield@safgroup.ca 

Produced by: Dan Tsubouchi 



November 2022

U.S. Energy Information Administration | Natural Gas Monthly 3

Table1

Table 1. Summary of natural gas supply and disposition in the United States, 2017 2022
billion cubic feet

Year andmonth
Gross

withdrawals
Marketed
production

NGPL
productiona

Dry gas
productionb

Supplemental
gaseous

fuelsc
Net

imports

Net
storage

withdrawalsd
Balancing

iteme Consumptionf

2017 total 33,292 29,238 1,897 27,341 66 121 254 400 27,140
2018 total 37,326 33,009 2,235 30,774 69 719 314 300 30,139
2019 total 40,780 36,447 2,548 33,899 61 1,916 503 408 31,132

2020
January 3,597 3,194 239 2,955 6 248 581 28 3,321
February 3,363 2,985 223 2,761 5 216 545 37 3,059
March 3,582 3,196 239 2,957 6 284 53 10 2,722
April 3,374 3,012 225 2,786 5 231 311 7 2,257
May 3,285 2,927 219 2,708 5 209 454 22 2,072
June 3,217 2,873 215 2,658 5 151 363 21 2,128
July 3,374 3,021 226 2,795 5 139 165 33 2,464
August 3,350 3,012 225 2,786 5 149 232 11 2,400
September 3,265 2,918 218 2,699 5 221 329 3 2,151
October 3,364 2,992 224 2,768 5 282 96 79 2,316
November 3,352 2,985 223 2,761 5 317 6 1 2,442
December 3,490 3,089 231 2,858 5 287 597 9 3,183

Total 40,614 36,202 2,710 33,493 63 2,734 180 129 30,513

2021
January 3,517 3,118 235 2,884 6 279 719 16 3,344
February 2,950 2,609 196 2,412 5 152 795 40 3,099
March 3,518 3,144 237 2,907 6 357 64 30 2,649
April 3,438 3,069 231 2,838 5 356 180 42 2,265
May 3,535 3,168 239 2,930 6 373 424 21 2,117
June 3,400 3,056 230 2,826 5 331 254 8 2,238
July 3,514 3,182 240 2,943 6 338 175 23 2,412
August 3,545 3,196 241 2,956 6 343 164 20 2,434
September 3,423 3,087 232 2,854 5 315 398 4 2,142
October 3,600 3,245 244 3,001 6 317 368 60 2,263
November 3,545 3,170 239 2,931 6 315 137 66 2,693
December 3,680 3,284 247 3,037 6 368 330 3 3,007

Total 41,666 37,328 2,811 34,518 66 3,845 82 157 30,665

2022
January E3,591 E3,199 246 E2,953 7 314 994 R 45 R3,594
February E3,227 E2,870 223 E2,647 6 288 658 R37 R3,061
March E3,614 E3,225 267 E2,958 6 378 163 R34 R2,784
April E3,520 E3,152 257 E2,895 6 341 214 R26 R2,371
May E3,667 E3,296 266 E3,030 6 384 403 R 4 R2,245
June E3,557 E3,215 259 E2,955 R4 322 324 R11 R2,325
July RE3,690 RE3,330 276 RE3,055 6 299 180 R16 R2,597
August RE3,695 RE3,345 270 RE3,075 6 319 206 5 R2,561
September E3,618 E3,262 265 E2,997 4 292 437 34 2,307

2022 9 month YTD E32,178 E28,895 2,328 E26,567 50 2,937 52 113 23,845
2021 9 month YTD 30,841 27,629 2,080 25,549 49 2,845 17 34 22,702
2020 9 month YTD 30,408 27,137 2,031 25,106 47 1,848 675 58 22,573

a We derive monthly natural gas plant liquid (NGPL) production, gaseous equivalent, from sample data reported by gas processing plants on Form EIA 816,Monthly Natural Gas
Liquids Report, and Form EIA 64A, Annual Report of the Origin of Natural Gas Liquids Production.
b Equal to marketed production minus NGPL production.
c We only collect supplemental gaseous fuels data on an annual basis except for the Dakota Gasification Co. coal gasification facility, which provides data eachmonth. We calculate the
ratio of annual supplemental fuels (excluding Dakota Gasification Co.) to the sum of dry gas production, net imports, and net withdrawals from storage. We apply this ratio to the
monthly sum of these three elements. We add the Dakota Gasification Co. monthly value to the result to produce the monthly supplemental fuels estimate.
d Monthly and annual data for 2017 through 2020 include underground storage and liquefied natural gas storage. Data for January 2021 forward include underground storage
only. Appendix A, Explanatory Note 5, contains a discussion of computation procedures.
e Represents quantities lost and imbalances in data due to differences among data sources. Net imports and balancing item excludes net intransit deliveries. These net intransit
deliveries were (in billion cubic feet): 212 for 2021; 209 for 2020; 8 for 2019; 12 for 2018; and 14 for 2017. Appendix A, Explanatory Note 7, contains a full discussion of balancing
item calculations.
f Consists of pipeline fuel use, lease and plant fuel use, vehicle fuel, and deliveries to consuming sectors as shown in Table 2.
R Revised data.
E Estimated data.
RE Revised estimated data.
Source: 2017 2021: U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA), Natural Gas Annual 2021. January 2022 through current month: Form EIA 914,Monthly Crude Oil and Lease
Condensate, and Natural Gas Production Report; Form EIA 857,Monthly Report of Natural Gas Purchases and Deliveries to Consumers; Form EIA 191,Monthly Underground Gas
Storage Report; EIA computations and estimates; and Office of Fossil Energy and Carbon Management, Natural Gas Imports and Exports. Table 7 includes detailed source notes for
Marketed Production. Appendix A, Notes 3 and 4, includes discussion of computation and estimation procedures and revision policies.
Note: Data for 2017 through 2020 are final. All other data are preliminary unless otherwise indicated. Geographic coverage is the 50 states and the District of Columbia. Totals
may not equal sum of components because of independent rounding.
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Table 2. Natural gas consumption in the United States, 2017 2022 
billion cubic feet, or as indicated 

Year and month

Lease and
plant
fuela

Pipeline and
distribution

useb

Delivered to consumers
Total

consumption

Heating
valuec

(Btu per
cubic foot)Residential Commercial Industrial

Electric
power

Vehicle
fuel Total

2017 total 1,583 722 4,413 3,165 7,943 9,266 48 24,835 27,140 1,036
2018 total 1,694 877 4,998 3,514 8,417 10,589 50 27,568 30,139 1,036
2019 total 1,823 1,018 5,019 3,515 8,417 11,288 53 28,291 31,132 1,038

2020
January 160 112 825 491 780 949 4 3,049 3,321 1,039
February 149 103 737 448 725 893 4 2,806 3,059 1,039
March 160 91 527 339 711 891 4 2,471 2,722 1,039
April 151 75 378 238 634 778 4 2,032 2,257 1,039
May 146 68 237 163 617 837 4 1,858 2,072 1,035
June 144 70 136 132 601 1,041 4 1,914 2,128 1,032
July 151 82 118 129 634 1,346 4 2,231 2,464 1,032
August 151 80 109 131 649 1,276 4 2,169 2,400 1,033
September 146 71 127 144 644 1,016 4 1,934 2,151 1,035
October 150 77 242 209 687 948 4 2,090 2,316 1,036
November 149 81 440 294 702 772 4 2,211 2,442 1,037
December 154 107 800 454 778 885 4 2,921 3,183 1,039

Total 1,809 1,018 4,674 3,170 8,161 11,632 49 27,686 30,513 1,037

2021
January 159 125 895 497 791 872 5 3,060 3,344 1,038
February 133 116 876 497 686 787 4 2,850 3,099 1,041
March 160 98 574 358 703 752 5 2,392 2,649 1,038
April 156 83 342 248 676 756 4 2,026 2,265 1,036
May 161 77 218 183 658 816 5 1,879 2,117 1,035
June 156 82 130 144 638 1,085 4 2,001 2,238 1,034
July 162 88 113 143 666 1,235 5 2,162 2,412 1,035
August 163 89 106 142 669 1,261 5 2,182 2,434 1,034
September 157 78 118 150 639 995 4 1,907 2,142 1,035
October 165 82 193 197 677 944 5 2,015 2,263 1,035
November 161 99 482 338 726 882 4 2,432 2,693 1,037
December 167 112 669 402 767 886 5 2,729 3,007 1,038

Total 1,901 1,130 4,716 3,298 8,295 11,271 54 27,634 30,665 1,037

2022
January E163 RE132 961 553 R819 R961 E5 R3,299 R3,594 1,038
February E146 E113 796 466 R722 R814 E4 R2,802 R3,061 1,038
March E164 E103 590 386 754 R782 E5 R2,517 R2,784 1,036
April E161 RE87 390 279 702 R749 E4 R2,123 R2,371 1,035
May E168 E83 201 183 R680 R926 E5 R1,994 R2,245 1,034
June E164 E86 124 R146 R655 R1,146 E4 R2,076 R2,325 1,033
July E170 E96 111 R145 R672 1,400 E5 R2,331 R2,597 1,033
August RE170 RE94 103 R141 672 R1,375 E5 R2,296 R2,561 1,035
September E166 E85 114 150 664 1,123 E4 2,056 2,307 1,036

2022 9 month YTD E1,472 E878 3,391 2,449 6,340 9,276 E40 21,495 23,845 1,036
2021 9 month YTD 1,407 836 3,372 2,362 6,124 8,559 41 20,458 22,702 1,039
2020 9 month YTD 1,356 752 3,193 2,214 5,994 9,027 37 20,464 22,573 1,039

aWe only collect plant fuel data and lease fuel data annually. We estimate monthly lease and plant fuel use from monthly marketed production by assuming that the preceding

annual percentage remains constant for the next 12 months.
bWe base published pipeline and distribution use data on reports collected on an annual basis. We estimate monthly pipeline and distribution use data from monthly total
consumption (excluding pipeline and distribution use) by assuming that the preceding annual percentage remains constant for the next 12 months. Pipeline and distribution use
volumes include line loss, defined as known volumes of natural gas that were the result of leaks, damage, accidents, migration, and/or blow downs, as well as fuel used in
liquefaction and regasification.
c Heating value is the average number of British thermal units per cubic foot of natural gas as reported on EIA 857 and EIA 176. Appendix A, Explanatory Note 11, contains further
information.
R Revised data.
E

RE

Source: 2017 2021: U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA): Form EIA 857,Monthly Report of Natural Gas Purchases and Deliveries to Consumers; state and federal
agencies; EIA estimates based on historical data; and Natural Gas Annual 2021. January 2022 through current month: Form EIA 914,Monthly Crude Oil and Lease Condensate, and
Natural Gas Production Report; Form EIA 857; Form EIA 923, Power Plant Operations Report. Appendix A, Explanatory Note 6, contains an explanation of computation procedures
and revision policy. 
Note: Data for 2017 through 2020 are final. All other data are preliminary unless otherwise indicated. Geographic coverage is the 50 states and the District of Columbia. Totals
may not equal sum of components because of independent rounding. Appendix A, Explanatory Note 6, contains a definition of sectors. 
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Table 4. U.S. natural gas imports, 2020 2022 
volumes in million cubic feet; prices in dollars per thousand cubic feet 

2022
9 month

YTD

2021
9 month

YTD

2020
9 month

YTD

2022

September August July June May

Imports
Volume (million cubic feet)
Pipeline
Canadaa 2,223,677 2,064,843 1,831,071 233,604 R232,632 R254,087 R228,653 230,195
Mexico 872 1,554 1,505 133 176 196 24 24
Total pipeline imports 2,224,549 2,066,397 1,832,576 233,737 R232,808 R254,283 R228,677 230,218
LNG
By truck
Canada 103 113 23 16 15 5 22 9
By vessel
France 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nigeria 0 0 4,277 0 0 0 0 0
Norway 0 0 3,032 0 0 0 0 0
Trinidad/Tobago 19,509 18,066 33,538 0 2,862 2,736 0 482
United Kingdom 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total LNG imports 19,613 18,179 40,870 16 2,877 2,742 22 490
CNG

Canada 280 151 235 28 24 27 26 36
Total CNG imports 280 151 235 28 24 27 26 36
Total imports 2,244,442 2,084,727 1,873,681 233,781 R235,709 R257,052 R228,726 230,744

Average Price (dollars per
thousand cubic feet)
Pipeline
Canada 5.93 3.34 1.82 5.97 6.50 R5.93 7.03 6.70
Mexico 13.81 11.64 3.53 23.68 22.01 12.63 7.89 6.23
Total pipeline imports 5.93 3.35 1.82 5.98 6.51 R5.93 7.03 6.70
LNG
By truck
Canada W W W W W W W W
By vessel
France
Nigeria W
Norway W
Trinidad/Tobago W W W W W W
United Kingdom

Total LNG imports 27.77 8.43 4.31 15.33 11.96 W 12.72
CNG

Canada 11.32 4.32 3.27 9.31 9.49 7.27 9.10 7.48
Total CNG imports 11.32 4.32 3.27 9.31 9.49 7.27 9.10 7.48
Total imports 6.12 3.40 1.87 5.98 6.62 R6.00 7.03 6.72

Net imports volume 2,937,120 2,844,958 1,847,990 292,123 R 319,104 R 299,443 R 321,816 383,564

See footnotes at end of table.

Table4
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Table 4. U.S. natural gas imports, 2020 2022 
volumes in million cubic feet; prices in dollars per thousand cubic feet – continued 
 

2022 2021

April March February January Total December November October

 

 

 

Imports
Volume (million cubic feet)
Pipeline
Canadaa 244,792 256,763 253,247 289,703 2,784,438 250,906 240,587 228,101
Mexico 24 53 189 54 1,718 57 52 55
Total pipeline imports 244,816 256,816 253,436 289,757 2,786,156 250,963 240,639 228,156
LNG
By truck
Canada 17 14 * 5 165 13 15 24
By vessel
France 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nigeria 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Norway 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trinidad/Tobago 0 2,600 4,448 6,381 21,423 1,628 1,729 0
United Kingdom 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total LNG imports 17 2,614 4,448 6,387 21,587 1,641 1,744 24
CNG

Canada 31 34 38 35 217 22 22 23
Total CNG imports 31 34 38 35 217 22 22 23
Total imports 244,864 259,464 257,922 296,179 2,807,961 252,626 242,405 228,203

Average Price (dollars per
thousand cubic feet)
Pipeline
Canada 5.49 4.44 5.25 6.23 3.71 4.57 4.97 4.79
Mexico 4.20 4.44 7.95 6.89 11.10 5.87 6.26 5.70
Total pipeline imports 5.49 4.44 5.25 6.23 3.72 4.57 4.97 4.79
LNG
By truck
Canada W W W W 7.11 W W W
By vessel
France
Nigeria
Norway
Trinidad/Tobago W W W 12.25 W W
United Kingdom

Total LNG imports W 30.57 29.59 39.06 12.21 30.21 34.77 W
CNG

Canada 6.07 9.80 20.64 18.96 5.78 12.68 8.65 6.19
Total CNG imports 6.07 9.80 20.64 18.96 5.78 12.68 8.65 6.19
Total imports 5.49 4.70 5.67 6.94 3.78 4.74 5.18 4.79

Net imports volume 341,407 378,099 287,641 313,924 3,844,648 368,260 314,578 316,852

 
 
See footnotes at end of table.
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Table 4. U.S. natural gas imports, 2020 2022 
volumes in million cubic feet; prices in dollars per thousand cubic feet – continued 
 

2021

September August July June May April March February

 

 

 

Imports
Volume (million cubic feet)
Pipeline
Canadaa 218,703 220,830 225,984 207,811 203,154 208,290 237,236 265,227
Mexico 244 99 49 24 40 52 56 933
Total pipeline imports 218,947 220,929 226,033 207,835 203,194 208,342 237,292 266,160
LNG
By truck
Canada 25 22 22 11 13 8 2 7
By vessel
France 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nigeria 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Norway 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trinidad/Tobago 1,221 0 1,714 0 1,662 0 1,406 5,688
United Kingdom 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total LNG imports 1,246 22 1,735 11 1,675 8 1,409 5,694
CNG

Canada 13 9 10 13 21 19 23 23
Total CNG imports 13 9 10 13 21 19 23 23
Total imports 220,206 220,959 227,779 207,859 204,890 208,369 238,724 271,877

Average Price (dollars per
thousand cubic feet)
Pipeline
Canada 4.03 3.52 3.37 2.83 2.66 2.44 2.63 5.51
Mexico 9.32 6.37 4.33 2.08 2.52 2.47 3.10 15.39
Total pipeline imports 4.04 3.52 3.37 2.83 2.66 2.44 2.63 5.54
LNG
By truck
Canada W W W W W W W W
By vessel
France
Nigeria
Norway
Trinidad/Tobago W W W W W
United Kingdom

Total LNG imports 9.30 W 8.41 W 7.55 W 8.36 9.44
CNG

Canada 4.52 4.21 3.98 3.21 3.06 3.09 4.59 5.83
Total CNG imports 4.52 4.21 3.98 3.21 3.06 3.09 4.59 5.83
Total imports 4.07 3.52 3.41 2.83 2.70 2.44 2.66 5.63

Net imports volume 315,377 342,614 338,268 331,305 373,167 355,964 356,687 152,127

 
 
See footnotes at end of table.
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Table 4. U.S. natural gas imports, 2020 2022 
volumes in million cubic feet; prices in dollars per thousand cubic feet – continued 
 

2021 2020

January Total December November October September August July

 

 

 

Imports
Volume (million cubic feet)
Pipeline
Canadaa 277,608 2,499,955 261,053 208,648 199,184 172,869 208,069 206,195
Mexico 57 1,706 56 57 89 99 376 119
Total pipeline imports 277,665 2,501,661 261,108 208,704 199,273 172,968 208,445 206,315
LNG
By truck
Canada 3 43 7 4 8 6 9 4
By vessel
France 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nigeria 0 6,906 2,629 0 0 0 0 0
Norway 0 3,032 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trinidad/Tobago 6,376 39,233 2,853 2,841 0 1,235 2,874 4,078
United Kingdom 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total LNG imports 6,379 49,214 5,489 2,846 8 1,241 2,883 4,083
CNG

Canada 21 300 20 20 25 17 24 22
Total CNG imports 21 300 20 20 25 17 24 22
Total imports 284,065 2,551,175 266,618 211,570 199,306 174,225 211,352 210,419

Average Price (dollars per
thousand cubic feet)
Pipeline
Canada 2.75 2.02 2.75 2.65 2.19 2.01 1.89 1.59
Mexico 2.91 3.48 3.07 3.20 2.97 3.41 7.81 1.89
Total pipeline imports 2.75 2.02 2.75 2.65 2.19 2.01 1.90 1.59
LNG
By truck
Canada W 6.09 W W W W W W
By vessel
France
Nigeria 3.50 W
Norway W
Trinidad/Tobago W 4.67 W W W W W
United Kingdom

Total LNG imports 7.62 4.60 5.54 6.93 W 3.40 1.52 4.59
CNG

Canada 5.41 3.26 3.82 3.86 2.27 2.26 2.39 2.24
Total CNG imports 5.41 3.26 3.82 3.86 2.27 2.26 2.39 2.24
Total imports 2.86 2.07 2.80 2.71 2.19 2.02 1.89 1.65

Net imports volume 279,450 2,733,503 286,558 316,640 282,314 221,199 148,878 138,748

 
 
See footnotes at end of table.
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Table 4. U.S. natural gas imports, 2020 2022 
volumes in million cubic feet; prices in dollars per thousand cubic feet – continued 

2020

June May April March February January

Imports
Volume (million cubic feet)
Pipeline
Canadaa 182,539 183,618 186,752 210,237 232,269 248,524
Mexico 32 63 60 100 355 300
Total pipeline imports 182,571 183,681 186,812 210,337 232,624 248,824
LNG
By truck
Canada 0 * 0 3 1 1
By vessel
France 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nigeria 2,693 0 0 0 0 1,584
Norway 0 0 0 0 0 3,032
Trinidad/Tobago 2,178 2,811 3,214 2,857 5,689 8,602
United Kingdom 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total LNG imports 4,871 2,811 3,214 2,860 5,689 13,218
CNG

Canada 36 26 23 34 15 38
Total CNG imports 36 26 23 34 15 38
Total imports 187,478 186,518 190,049 213,231 238,328 262,080

Average Price (dollars per
thousand cubic feet)
Pipeline
Canada 1.54 1.59 1.50 1.64 1.95 2.46
Mexico 0.84 1.51 1.26 1.64 2.11 2.34
Total pipeline imports 1.54 1.59 1.50 1.64 1.95 2.46
LNG
By truck
Canada W W W W
By vessel
France
Nigeria W W
Norway W
Trinidad/Tobago W W W W W W
United Kingdom

Total LNG imports 1.61 4.26 W 4.34 5.67 6.03
CNG

Canada 2.13 2.37 2.27 2.92 3.99 7.16
Total CNG imports 2.13 2.37 2.27 2.92 3.99 7.16
Total imports 1.54 1.63 1.50 1.68 2.04 2.64

Net imports volume 151,009 208,954 230,717 284,206 215,917 248,363
a EIA has reduced the reported volume of gas imported by pipeline from Canada by the amount of natural gas liquids removed from the saturated natural gas carried by
Alliance Pipeline. Alliance moves saturated natural gas from the border to a processing plant in Illinois. After the adjustment, volumes of imported natural gas on this
pipeline are on the same physical basis as other reported volumes of pipeline imports.
b For the "Other" area the point of origin for volumes of imported LNG was unassigned in the reports to the Office of Fossil Energy and Carbon Management.
R Revised data.
W

*
Source: Office of Fossil Energy and Carbon Management, U.S. Department of Energy, Natural Gas Imports and Exports.
Note: In the case of missing import or export reports on Form FE 746R, Import and Export of Natural Gas, we estimate the missing volumes using pipeline flows or other
available information. Prices are in nominal dollars. LNG prices are a volume weighted average of the prices reported by cargo. The “LNG Monthly”
(https://www.energy.gov/fecm/listings/lng reports) from the Office of Fossil Energy and Carbon Management, U.S. Department of Energy, provides more information on
what is included in the individual LNG prices. Totals may not equal sum of components because of independent rounding and/or withheld data.

Table4
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Table 7. Marketed production of natural gas in selected states and the Federal Gulf of Mexico, 2017 2022
million cubic feet

Year andmonth Alaska Arkansas California Colorado Kansas Louisiana Montana
New

Mexico
North

Dakota Ohio

2017 total 344,385 694,676 212,458 1,706,364 219,639 2,139,830 46,311 1,299,732 593,998 1,791,359
2018 total 341,315 589,985 202,617 1,847,402 201,391 2,832,404 43,530 1,493,082 706,552 2,403,382
2019 total 329,361 524,757 196,823 1,986,916 183,087 3,212,318 43,534 1,769,086 850,826 2,651,631

2020
January 30,018 42,187 15,908 178,066 14,623 274,755 3,527 162,016 78,798 203,701
February 28,537 39,093 14,649 166,620 13,636 255,885 3,340 155,323 77,940 190,559
March 29,219 43,677 15,376 175,202 14,486 276,544 3,527 169,244 83,892 203,701
April 27,513 39,748 14,906 168,438 13,595 264,869 3,148 156,722 72,059 193,050
May 27,076 40,463 15,172 163,768 14,012 281,636 2,692 147,782 52,874 199,485
June 25,545 38,742 14,837 159,601 13,321 264,072 2,667 153,276 52,626 193,050
July 26,779 39,855 15,061 167,105 13,674 264,875 3,322 165,335 64,860 201,686
August 26,846 40,295 13,344 165,091 13,504 260,226 3,248 168,311 74,940 201,686
September 26,978 38,734 12,857 162,531 13,030 255,690 3,009 165,008 78,195 195,180
October 29,080 40,172 13,059 164,462 13,461 263,120 3,204 171,376 82,649 201,097
November 29,575 38,565 12,934 159,409 12,917 267,312 3,143 167,213 80,112 194,610
December 31,161 39,452 12,475 160,168 13,097 277,178 3,135 166,561 83,498 201,097

Total 338,329 480,982 170,579 1,990,462 163,356 3,206,163 37,963 1,948,168 882,443 2,378,902

2021
January 31,667 39,285 11,467 160,766 12,900 276,873 3,292 173,929 83,193 193,911
February 28,365 30,183 10,846 143,192 10,142 223,268 2,859 144,804 70,129 175,146
March 31,483 42,466 12,136 157,254 13,251 282,668 3,299 180,669 83,243 193,911
April 29,514 37,756 11,791 156,092 12,842 273,643 3,078 178,912 82,917 185,964
May 29,005 38,563 12,342 162,416 13,063 283,576 3,328 187,994 85,384 192,163
June 27,715 36,918 11,885 154,617 12,716 276,142 2,975 184,732 82,520 185,964
July 26,280 38,045 12,141 160,287 13,215 299,939 3,321 195,904 80,072 189,515
August 27,864 37,753 12,076 158,586 13,224 292,784 3,343 199,365 84,297 189,515
September 28,534 36,508 11,617 153,270 12,769 290,606 3,283 194,290 85,041 183,401
October 30,458 37,626 11,655 160,291 13,213 307,744 3,460 200,567 87,446 199,379
November 30,735 36,079 11,279 155,653 12,722 310,363 3,291 195,365 87,089 192,947
December 33,039 37,006 11,371 157,031 12,928 313,823 3,163 201,176 87,692 199,379

Total 354,660 448,187 140,604 1,879,457 152,986 3,431,429 38,693 2,237,706 999,025 2,281,193

2022
January 32,865 E37,302 E11,186 E151,815 E12,255 E311,786 E3,092 E196,780 E81,699 E196,005
February 30,014 E33,465 E9,336 E138,369 E10,930 E284,177 E2,801 E183,345 E74,429 E172,829
March 32,473 E37,518 E11,388 E155,246 E12,194 E313,229 E3,214 E219,028 E86,190 E187,872
April 30,910 E36,247 E11,212 E151,319 E12,037 E313,229 E3,042 E215,953 E68,484 E179,444
May 31,677 E37,042 E11,489 E155,982 E12,469 E340,363 E3,152 E223,843 E80,563 E189,214
June 28,644 E35,573 E11,057 E150,046 E12,037 E335,290 E3,464 E214,602 E86,013 E190,021
July 29,654 RE36,446 E11,651 RE153,067 RE12,457 RE345,647 RE3,465 RE227,099 RE89,572 E193,519
August R29,380 RE36,604 RE11,629 RE154,545 RE12,520 RE353,498 RE3,634 RE230,544 RE89,521 RE196,517
September 29,288 E35,372 E11,013 E151,154 E11,556 E344,626 E3,548 E232,526 E88,859 E189,732

2022 9 month YTD 274,904 E325,569 E99,961 E1,361,543 E108,455 E2,941,845 E29,412 E1,943,720 E745,330 E1,695,153
2021 9 month YTD 260,428 337,477 106,300 1,406,482 114,123 2,499,499 28,779 1,640,599 736,798 1,689,489
2020 9 month YTD 248,513 362,793 132,110 1,506,423 123,881 2,398,553 28,481 1,443,018 636,185 1,782,098

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table 7. Marketed production of natural gas in selected states and the Federal Gulf of Mexico, 2017 2022
million cubic feet – continued

 

Year andmonth Oklahoma Pennsylvania Texas Utah
West

Virginia Wyoming
Other
states

Federal Gulf
of Mexico

U.S.
total

2017 total 2,513,897 5,453,638 7,223,841 315,211 1,514,278 1,590,059 517,698 1,060,452 29,237,825
2018 total 2,875,787 6,264,832 8,041,010 295,826 1,771,698 1,637,517 485,675 974,863 33,008,867
2019 total 3,036,052 6,896,792 9,378,489 271,808 2,155,214 1,488,854 456,024 1,015,343 36,446,918

2020
January 263,734 603,836 843,432 21,944 209,896 124,274 37,391 86,071 3,194,177
February 243,139 569,721 783,094 20,373 198,090 108,722 34,782 81,114 2,984,616
March 257,387 607,689 841,347 21,765 210,559 117,977 36,689 87,955 3,196,236
April 235,642 586,955 783,283 20,379 204,826 111,744 34,389 80,574 3,011,842
May 217,154 592,126 734,176 20,326 212,646 107,288 33,986 64,374 2,927,037
June 222,324 560,390 741,401 19,244 212,831 103,890 32,957 62,227 2,873,001
July 226,843 604,716 775,851 20,312 220,032 108,679 34,568 67,778 3,021,331
August 226,344 607,221 782,436 19,814 223,208 107,320 33,757 43,988 3,011,580
September 222,010 567,029 755,253 19,283 218,893 104,520 30,468 48,900 2,917,569
October 219,403 595,653 773,720 20,042 226,064 104,787 31,775 38,702 2,991,827
November 224,327 605,244 751,562 19,200 223,428 103,236 31,246 60,496 2,984,528
December 228,057 647,714 770,555 19,307 231,845 103,933 32,383 67,085 3,088,701

Total 2,786,366 7,148,295 9,336,110 241,989 2,592,319 1,306,368 404,391 789,262 36,202,446

2021
January 221,544 652,640 798,426 19,392 234,432 97,657 35,223 71,772 3,118,370
February 163,094 585,371 609,757 18,126 208,571 89,337 31,366 64,024 2,608,580
March 220,130 645,407 826,381 20,404 227,218 95,164 34,671 74,200 3,143,955
April 214,334 615,899 820,570 19,783 229,075 92,340 34,427 69,762 3,068,700
May 223,372 635,584 844,723 20,313 234,118 94,341 35,868 72,053 3,168,206
June 213,314 616,270 815,947 19,502 227,987 90,259 29,234 67,429 3,056,126
July 221,002 638,200 858,526 20,601 229,376 93,644 30,467 71,744 3,182,278
August 222,329 646,169 863,509 20,347 241,373 89,749 32,659 61,377 3,196,320
September 216,455 622,275 855,425 19,928 216,452 91,662 30,611 34,559 3,086,687
October 223,093 645,126 873,479 20,457 240,446 93,162 37,663 60,037 3,245,301
November 214,361 646,233 836,104 20,014 229,812 90,176 32,023 65,610 3,169,856
December 218,805 677,331 872,543 20,538 241,569 91,741 36,962 67,903 3,283,998

Total 2,571,834 7,626,504 9,875,390 239,405 2,760,429 1,109,232 401,172 780,471 37,328,378

2022
January E213,419 E660,345 E853,214 E20,789 E234,795 E85,192 E31,292 E65,454 E3,199,287
February E192,596 E581,432 E766,441 E18,966 E209,707 E76,605 E28,839 E55,884 E2,870,165
March E219,732 E635,076 E871,961 E21,315 E239,344 E84,319 E31,519 E63,547 E3,225,163
April E223,078 E616,181 E856,759 E21,254 E235,580 E81,405 E29,705 E65,810 E3,151,649
May E237,032 E640,189 E887,465 E22,840 E247,179 E82,036 E31,011 E62,326 E3,295,871
June E230,337 E616,632 E862,817 E22,278 E240,568 E80,395 E31,237 E63,627 E3,214,637
July RE239,295 RE641,726 RE887,919 RE23,066 E251,625 RE85,506 RE32,355 RE66,393 RE3,330,463
August RE240,252 RE631,932 RE894,768 RE23,572 E254,301 RE81,603 RE32,153 RE68,349 RE3,345,322
September E236,833 E613,568 E866,548 E22,524 E245,337 E81,297 E31,473 E66,767 E3,262,022

2022 9 month YTD E2,032,575 E5,637,082 E7,747,893 E196,605 E2,158,437 E738,358 E279,584 E578,157 E28,894,580
2021 9 month YTD 1,915,575 5,657,814 7,293,263 178,397 2,048,602 834,153 294,525 586,920 27,629,223
2020 9 month YTD 2,114,578 5,299,684 7,040,273 183,440 1,910,982 994,413 308,987 622,980 27,137,389

R Revised data.
E

RE

Source: 2017 2021: U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA), Natural Gas Annual 2021, Bureau of Safety and Environmental Enforcement (BSEE), IHS Markit, and Enverus.
January 2022 through current month: Form EIA 914,Monthly Crude Oil and Lease Condensate, and Natural Gas Production Report; and EIA computations.
Note: For 2022 forward, we estimate state monthly marketed production from gross withdrawals using historical relationships between the two. We collect data for Arkansas,
California, Colorado, Kansas, Louisiana, Montana, New Mexico, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Texas, Utah, West Virginia, Wyoming, and federal offshore Gulf of
Mexico individually on the EIA 914 report. The “other states” category comprises states/areas not individually collected on the EIA 914 report (Alabama, Arizona, Federal Offshore
Pacific, Florida, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, Kentucky, Maryland, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri, Nebraska, Nevada, New York, Oregon, South Dakota, Tennessee, and Virginia). Before
2022, Federal Offshore Pacific is included in California. We obtain all data for Alaska directly from the state. Monthly preliminary state level data for all states not collected
individually on the EIA 914 report are available after the final annual reports for these series are collected and processed. Final annual data are generally available in the third
quarter of the following year. The sum of individual states may not equal total U.S. volumes because of independent rounding.

U.S. Energy Information Administration | Natural Gas Monthly



Summary
Overview of Activity for September 2022

• Top five countries of destination, representing 61.4% of total U.S. LNG exports in 
September 2022
o France (57.9 Bcf), United Kingdom (48.0 Bcf), Netherlands (30.9 Bcf), Spain (24.7 

Bcf), and South Korea (19.7 Bcf)

• 295.1 Bcf of exports in September 2022
o 1.6% decrease from August 2022
o 3.7% more than September 2021

• 98 cargos shipped in August 2022
o Sabine Pass (33), Cameron (33), Corpus Christi (20), Cove Point (8), Elba (4), and 

Freeport (0)
o 99 cargos in August 2022
o 94 cargos in September 2021

Region

Number of 
Countries 

Receiving Per 
Region

Volume 
Exported (Bcf)

Percentage 
Receipts of Total 
Volume Exported 

(%)

Number of 
Cargos*

East Asia and 
Pacific 8 4,264.4 33.7% 1235

Europe and Central 
Asia 13 5,104.9 40.4% 1531

Latin America and 
the Caribbean** 13 2,113.5 16.7% 750

Middle East and 
North Africa 5 373.3 3.0% 107

South Asia 3 792.2 6.3% 233

Sub-Saharan Africa 0 0.0 0.0% 0

Total LNG 
Exports 42 12,648.2 100.0% 3,856

*Split cargos counted as both individual cargos and countries

**Number of cargos does not include the shipments by ISO container

1a.  Table of Exports of Domestically-Produced LNG Delivered by Region
(Cumulative from February 2016 through September 2022)
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Top five countries of destination, representing 61.4% of total U.S. LNG exports inp
September 2022p
o France (57.9 Bcf), United Kingdom (48.0 Bcf), Netherlands (30.9 Bcf), Spain (24.7 ( ) g

Bcf), and South Korea (19.7 Bcf)

295.1 Bcf of exports in September 2022



1b.  Shipments of Domestically-Produced LNG Delivered – by Country
(Cumulative from February 2016 through September 2022)

Note:  
Volume and Number of Cargos are the cumulative totals of each individual Country of Destination by Region starting 
from February 2016.
Jamaica has received U.S. LNG exports by both vessel and ISO container. The volumes are totaled separately
* Split cargos counted as both individual cargos and countries. 
Vessel = LNG Exports by Vessel and ISO container = LNG Exports by Vessel in ISO Containers. 
Does not include re-exports of previously-imported LNG.  See table 2c for re-exports data.
Totals may not equal sum of components because of independent rounding.

Country of Destination Region Number of 
Cargos Volume (Bcf of Natural Gas)

Percentage of 
Total U.S LNG 

Exports (%)
1. South Korea* East Asia and Pacific 467                1,647.4 13.0%
2. Japan* East Asia and Pacific 342                1,187.0 9.4%
3. Spain* Europe and Central Asia 300                   967.7 7.7%
4. China* East Asia and Pacific 270                   935.4 7.4%
5. France* Europe and Central Asia 241                   837.6 6.6%
6. United Kingdom* Europe and Central Asia 221                   793.8 6.3%
7. Netherlands* Europe and Central Asia 185                   636.9 5.0%
8. Brazil* Latin America and the Caribbean 216                   604.9 4.8%
9. India* South Asia 174                   598.8 4.7%

10. Mexico* Latin America and the Caribbean 163                   546.3 4.3%
11. Turkey* Europe and Central Asia 163                   532.6 4.2%
12. Chile* Latin America and the Caribbean 131                   419.3 3.3%
13. Italy* Europe and Central Asia 90                   302.1 2.4%
14. Taiwan* East Asia and Pacific 92                   301.7 2.4%
15. Argentina* Latin America and the Caribbean 110                   265.2 2.1%
16. Poland* Europe and Central Asia 68                   244.4 1.9%
17. Portugal* Europe and Central Asia 74                   240.7 1.9%
18. Greece* Europe and Central Asia 70                   167.8 1.3%
19. Kuwait Middle East and North Africa 42                   153.1 1.2%
20. Dominican Republic* Latin America and the Caribbean 61                   147.7 1.2%
21. Lithuania Europe and Central Asia 42                   133.2 1.1%
22. Belgium* Europe and Central Asia 37                   131.2 1.0%
23. Pakistan* South Asia 40                   128.9 1.0%
24. Jordan* Middle East and North Africa 36                   124.2 1.0%
25. Croatia Europe and Central Asia 31                   102.4 0.8%
26. Singapore* East Asia and Pacific 31                   100.7 0.8%
27. Thailand* East Asia and Pacific 23                    82.9 0.7%
28. Bangladesh* South Asia 19                    64.5 0.5%
29. Jamaica* Latin America and the Caribbean 25                    57.4 0.5%
30. United Arab Emirates Middle East and North Africa 15                    51.1 0.4%
31. Panama* Latin America and the Caribbean 27                    47.9 0.4%
32. Israel* Middle East and North Africa 9                    28.0 0.2%
33. Colombia* Latin America and the Caribbean 17                    20.5 0.2%
34. Egypt* Middle East and North Africa 5                    16.9 0.1%
35. Malta* Europe and Central Asia 9                    14.6 0.1%
36. Indonesia* East Asia and Pacific 9                      5.5 0.0%
37. Malaysia East Asia and Pacific 1                      3.7 0.0%

Total Exports by Vessel 3,856              12,643.9 

38. Barbados Latin America and the Caribbean 304                      1.3 0.0%
39. Bahamas Latin America and the Caribbean 614                      1.4 0.0%

Jamaica Latin America and the Caribbean 112                      1.2 0.0%
40. Haiti Latin America and the Caribbean 128                      0.4 0.0%
41. Antigua and Barbuda Latin America and the Caribbean 29                      0.0 0.0%
42. Nicaragua Latin America and the Caribbean 1                      0.0 0.0%

Total Exports by ISO 1158                      4.3 

Total Exports by Vessel 
and ISO 5,014 12,648.2             

Page 2



The Cameron, LA point of exit includes exports from Cameron LNG and Venture Global Calcasieu Pass.
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1c.  Domestically-Produced LNG Exported by Point of Exit

(February 2016 through September 2022)

Sabine Pass, Louisiana Cove Point, Maryland
Corpus Christi, Texas Cameron, Louisiana
Freeport, Texas Elba Island, Georgia
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https://news.gov.bc.ca/releases/2022LWRS0067-001800 

Ministers’ joint statement on status of negotiations with Blueberry 
River First Nations 

Joint Statement 
Victoria 
Saturday, November 26, 2022 4:45 PM 

Josie Osborne, Minister of Land, Water and Resource Stewardship; Murray Rankin, Minister of 
Indigenous Relations and Reconciliation; and Bruce Ralston, Minister of Energy, Mines and Low 
Carbon Innovation, have issued the following statement about the status of negotiations with 
Blueberry River First Nations: 

“We continue to engage in respectful negotiations with Blueberry River First Nations in response to 
the BC Supreme Court’s direction in June 2021 to find a new approach to natural resource 
development that protects the Nations’ treaty rights and addresses cumulative impacts. 

“Our negotiating teams have been working incredibly hard to develop solutions that address healing 
and restoration on the land and provide predictability for industry, while including Blueberry River First 
Nations in how natural resources are planned and authorized in their territory 

. 

“From the start, our joint focus has been on ensuring we arrive at an agreement that protects 
Blueberry River First Nations' Treaty 8 rights and that provides for a sustainable economy with good 
jobs and opportunity for people in northeastern B.C. 

“We wish to affirm that we are very close to an agreement and are discussing final issues. As such, 
we have initiated early engagement with select industry groups and other Treaty 8 Nations on a 
proposed agreement to hear their feedback and consider adjustments. 

“Our commitment is to share more with British Columbians as soon as possible.” 

 



https://semprainfrastructure.com/news-and-events/news-releases/sempra-infrastructure-announces-sale-and-
purchase-agreement-with-ineos-for-port-arthur-lng-phase-1 
Sempra Infrastructure Announces Sale and Purchase Agreement with INEOS for 
Port Arthur LNG Phase 1 
DECEMBER 1, 2022 

 
HOUSTON, Dec. 1, 2022 – Sempra Infrastructure, a subsidiary of Sempra (NYSE: SRE) (BMV: SRE), today 
announced it has entered into a long-term sale and purchase agreement (SPA) with INEOS, for the supply of 
liquefied natural gas (LNG) from Phase 1 of its Port Arthur LNG project under development in Jefferson 
County, Texas. 
Under the SPA, INEOS has agreed to purchase approximately 1.4 million tonnes per annum (Mtpa) of LNG 
delivered free-on-board from the proposed Phase 1 liquefaction project for a term of 20 years. Additionally, the 
companies have signed a non-binding heads of agreement (HOA) for INEOS’ potential purchase of an 
additional 0.2 Mtpa from the Port Arthur LNG Phase 2 project under development. 
“We are excited to finalize our commercial relationship with INEOS as a valued long-term LNG off-taker from 
the Port Arthur LNG Phase 1 development project,” said Justin Bird, CEO of Sempra Infrastructure. “We look 
forward to advancing this project so we can begin delivering new supplies of U.S. LNG to our European 
partners, as they pursue more secure energy for their customers.” 
“We are pleased to have reached this milestone together with Sempra Infrastructure that will facilitate further 
access to U.S. LNG supplies,” said David Bucknall, CEO of INEOS Energy. “This agreement is a critical part of 
our new global LNG supply chain that will enable us to deliver cleaner and reliable energy to our businesses 
and customers.” 
The Port Arthur LNG Phase 1 project is permitted and expected to include two natural gas liquefaction trains 
and LNG storage tanks and associated facilities capable of producing, under optimal conditions, up to 
approximately 13.5 Mtpa of LNG. A similarly sized Port Arthur LNG Phase 2 project is also competitively 
positioned and under active marketing and development. 
Sempra Infrastructure recently announced it had finalized an engineering, procurement and construction 
contract with Bechtel Energy for the proposed Port Arthur LNG Phase 1 project and that it has entered into a 
long-term agreement with ConocoPhillips for the sale and purchase of approximately 5.0 Mtpa of LNG from the 
project. The company is focused on completing the remaining steps necessary to achieve its goal of making a 
final investment decision for Phase 1 of the liquefaction project in the first quarter of 2023, with first cargo 
deliveries expected in 2027. 
Development of Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the Port Arthur LNG project is contingent upon completing the 
required commercial agreements, securing all necessary permits, obtaining financing, and reaching a final 
investment decision, among other factors. 
About Sempra Infrastructure 
Sempra Infrastructure delivers energy for a better world. Through the combined strength of its assets in North 
America, the company is dedicated to enabling the delivery of cleaner energy for its customers. With a 
continued focus on sustainability, innovation, world-class safety, championing people, resilient operations and 
social responsibility, its more than 2,000 employees develop, build and operate clean power, energy networks 
and LNG and net-zero solutions, that are expected to play a crucial role in the energy systems of the future. 
For more information about Sempra Infrastructure, please visit www.SempraInfrastructure.com and Twitter. 
 
About INEOS 
INEOS is committed to achieving net zero by 2050 across its operations. The company is working to, over 
time, decarbonize the supply chain through carbon capture and storage and provide optionality for alternative 
sources of energy such as its leadership in the production of hydrogen. 
INEOS Energy meets society’s energy needs today and for the future. As an integral part of INEOS, a global 
manufacturing company, it continues to make an indispensable contribution to society by providing the most 
sustainable options for a wide range of everyday needs, making the products and energy essential for 
everyday life. INEOS Energy is committed to net zero by 2050, producing and trading energy, power and 
carbon credits. It will grow through the acquisition of existing oil and gas assets, to run them safely, reliably, 
and efficiently. The business will be at the forefront of new decarbonisation technologies such as carbon 
capture and storage and hydrogen. A sustainable energy business that continues to help consumers and 
industry to meet their long-term energy needs and carbon reduction targets. 
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Multiple Brownfield LNG FIDs Now Needed To Fill New LNG Supply Gap 

From Mozambique Chaos? How About LNG Canada Phase 2?  

Posted Wednesday April 28, 2021. 9:00 MT 

 

The next six months will determine the size and length of the new LNG supply gap that is hitting harder and faster than 
anyone expected six months ago. Optimists will say the Mozambique government will bring sustainable security and 
safety to the northern Cabo Delgado province and provide the confidence to Total to quickly get back to LNG 
development such that its LNG in-service delay is a matter of months and not years.  We hope so for Mozambique’s 
domestic situation, but will it be that easy for Total’s board to quickly look thru what just happened? Total suspended LNG 
development for 3 months, restarted development on March 25, but then 3 days of violence led it to suspend development 
again on March 28, and announce force majeure on Monday April 26. Even if the optimists are right, Mozambique LNG is 
counted on for LNG supply and the major LNG supply project that are in LNG supply forecasts are now all delayed – Total 
Phase 1 of 1.7 bcf/d and its follow on Phase 2 of 1.3 bcf/d, and Exxon’s Rozuma Phase 1 of 2.0 bcf/d. It is important to 
remember this 5.0 bcf/d of major LNG supply is being counted in LNG supply forecasts and starting in 2024. At a 
minimum, we think the more likely scenario is a delay of at least 2 years in this 5.0 bcf/d from the pre-Covid timelines.  
And this creates a much bigger and sooner LNG supply gap starting ~2025 and stronger outlook for LNG prices.  Thermal 
coal in Asia will play a role in keeping a lid on LNG prices. But there will be the opportunity for LNG suppliers to at least 
review the potential for brownfield LNG projects to fill the growing supply gap. The thought of increasing capex was a non-
starter six months ago, but there is a much stronger outlook for global oil and gas prices. Oil and gas companies are 
pivoting from cutting capex to small increases in 2021 capex and expecting for higher capex in 2022.  We believe this sets 
the stage for looking at potential FID of brownfield LNG projects before the end of 2021 to be included in 2022 capex 
budgets.  Mozambique is causing an LNG supply gap that someone will try to fill.  And if brownfield LNG is needed, what 
about Shell looking at 1.8 bcf/d brownfield LNG Canada Phase 2?  Cdn natural gas producers hope so as this would 
mean more Cdn natural gas will be tied to Asian LNG markets and not competing in the US against Henry Hub.  
 
Total declares force majeure on Mozambique LNG, Yesterday, Total announced [LINK] “Considering the evolution of the 
security situation in the north of the Cabo Delgado province in Mozambique, Total confirms the withdrawal of all 
Mozambique LNG project personnel from the Afungi site. This situation leads Total, as operator of Mozambique LNG 
project, to declare force majeure. Total expresses its solidarity with the government and people of Mozambique and 
wishes that the actions carried out by the government of Mozambique and its regional and international partners will 
enable the restoration of security and stability in Cabo Delgado province in a sustained manner”.  Total is working Phase 
1 is ~1.7 bcf/d (Train 1 + 2, 6.45 mtpa/train) and was originally expected to being LNG deliveries in 2024.  There was no 
specific timeline for Phase 2 of 1.3 bcf/d (Train 3 + 4, 5.0 mtpa/train), but was expected to follow Phase 1 in short order to 
keep capital costs under control with a continuous construction process with a potential onstream shortly after 2026.  

https://www.total.com/media/news/press-releases/total-declares-force-majeure-mozambique-lng-project
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Energy Blog 

Total Mozambique Phase 1 and 2 

 
Source: Total Investor Day September 24, 2019 

 
Total’s Mozambique force majeure is no surprise, especially the need to the restoration of security and stability “in a 
sustained manner”. Yesterday, Total announced [LINK] “Considering the evolution of the security”.  No one should be 
surprised by the force majeure or the sustained manner caveat.  SAF Group posts a weekly Energy Tidbits research 
memo [LINK], wherein we have, in multiple weekly memos, that Total had shut down development in December for 3 
months due to the violent and security risks. It restarted development on Wed March 24, violence/attacks immediately 
resumed for 3 consecutive days, and then Total suspended development on Sat March 27.  Local violence/attacks shut 
development down in Dec, the situation gets settled enough for Total to restart in March, only to be shut down 3 days 
thereafter. No one should be surprised especially with Total’s need to see security and stability “in a sustained manner”.   

Does anyone really think Total will risk another quick 2-3 month restart or even in 2021?  The Mozambique government 
will be working hard to convince Total to restart soon. We just find it hard to believe Total board will risk a replay of March 
24-27 in 2021. Unfortunately, Mozambique has had internal conflict for years.  It reached a milestone to the positive in 
August 2019.  Our SAF Group August 11, 2019 Energy Tidbits memo [LINK] highlighted the signing of a peace pact 
between Mozambique President Nyusi and leader of the Renamo opposition Momade.  This was the official end to a 2013 
thru 2016 conflict following a failure to hold up the prior peace pact.  At that time, FT reported [LINK] “Mr Nyusi has said 
that “the government and Renamo will come together and hunt” rebels who fail to disarm. The government has struggled 
to stem the separate insurgency in the north, which has killed or displaced hundreds near the gas‐rich areas during the 
past two years. While the roots of the conflict remain murky, it is linked to a local Islamist group and appears to be 
drawing on disaffection over sharing gas investment benefits, say analysts.” This is just a reminder this is not a new issue. 
LNG is a game changer to Mozambique’s economic future.  It is, but also has been, a government priority to have the 
security and safety for Total and Exxon to move on their LNG developments.  Its hard to believe the Mozambique 
government will be able to quickly convince Total and Exxon boards that they can be comfortable there is a sustained 
security/safety situation and they can send their people back in to develop the LNG. Total’s board would allow any 
resumption of development before year end 2021.  The last thing Total wants is a replay of March 24-27. The first 
question is how long will it take before the Total board is convinced its safe to restart.  Could you imagine them doing a 
replay of what just happened?  Wait three months, restart development and have to stop again right away?  We have to 
believe that could lead the Total board to believe it is unfixable for years.  We just don’t think they are to prepared to risk 
that decision in 3 months.  Its why we have to think there isn’t a restart approval until at least in 2022 at the earliest ie. 
why we think the likely scenario is a delay of 2-3 years, and not a matter of months. 

Mozambique’s security issues pushes back 5.0 bcf/d of new LNG supply at least a couple years.  The global LNG issue is 
that 5 bcf/d of new Mozambique LNG supply (apart from the Eni Coral FLNG of 0.45 bcf/d) won’t start up in 2024 and 

https://www.total.com/media/news/press-releases/total-declares-force-majeure-mozambique-lng-project
http://www.safgroup.ca/insights/trends-in-the-market/
http://www.safgroup.ca/insights/trends-in-the-market/
https://www.ft.com/content/908bfd80‐b858‐11e9‐96bd‐8e884d3ea203
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continuing thru the 2020s. And we believe all LNG forecasts included this 5.0 bcf/d to be in service in the 2020s as 
Mozambique had been considered the best positioned LNG supply to access Asia after Australia and Papua New Guinea.   
(i) Eni Coral Sul (Rovuma Basin) FLNG of 0.45 bcf/d planned in service in 2022.  [LINK] This is an offshore floating LNG 
vessel that is still expected to be in service in 2022. (ii) Total Phase 1 to add 1.7 bcf/d with an in service originally planned 
for 2024. We expect the in service data to be pushed back to at least 2026 assuming Total gives a development restart 
approval in Dec 2021. In theory, this would only be a 1 year loss of time. However, Total has let services go, the project 
will be idle for 9 months, it isn’t clear if the need to get people out quickly let them do a complete put the project on hold, 
and how many people will be on site maintaining the status of the development during the force majeure. Also what new 
procedures and safety will be put in place for a restart. These all mean there will be added time needed to get the project 
back to where it was when force majeure was declared ie. why we think a 12 month time delay will be more like an 18 
month project delay. (iii) Exxon’s Rozuma Phase 1 LNG will add 2.0 bcf/d and, pre-Covid, was expected to be in service in 
2025.  We believe the delays related to security and safety at Total are also going to impact Exxon.  We find it highly 
unlikely the Exxon board would take a different security and safety decision than Total.  Pre-pandemic, Exxon’s March 6, 
2019 Investor Day noted their operated Mozambique Rovuma LNG Phase 1 was to be 2 trains each with 1.0 bcf/d 
capacity for total initial capacity of 2.0 bf/d with FID expected in 2019 and first LNG deliveries in 2024. The 2019 FID 
expectation was later pushed to be expected just before the March 2020 investor day.  But the pandemic hit, and on 
March 21, 2020, we tweeted [LINK] on the Reuters story “Exclusive: Coronavirus, gas slump put brakes on Exxon's giant 
Mozambique LNG plan” [LINK] that noted Exxon was expected to delay the Rovuma FID. There was no timeline, but the 
expectation was that FID would now be in 2022 (3 years later than original timeline0 and that would push first LNG likely 
to 2027.  (iv) Total Phase 2 was to add 1.3 bcf/d. There was no firm in service date but it was expected to follow closely 
behind Phase 1 to maintain services.  That would have put it originally in the 2026/2027 period.  But if Phase 1 is pushed 
back 2 years, so will Phase 2 so more likely 2028/2029..  (v) Total Phase 1 + 2 and Exxon Rozuma Phase 1 total 5.0 bcf/d 
and would have been (and still are) in all LNG supply forecasts for the 2020s.  (vi) We aren’t certain if the LNG supply 
forecasts include Exxon Rozuma Phase 2 ,which would be an additional 2.0 bcf/d on top of the 5.0 bcf/d noted above.  
Exxon Rozuma has always been expected to be at least 2 Phases.  This has been the plan since the Anadarko days 
given the 85 tcf size of the resource on Exxon’s Area 4. There was no firm in service data for Phase 2, but it was expected 
they would also closely follow Phase 1 to maintain services.  We expect that original timeline would have been 2026/2027 
and that would not be pushed back to 2029/2030. (vii) It doesn’t matter if its only 5 bcf/ of Mozambique that is delayed 2 to 
3 years, it will cause a bigger LNG supply gap and sooner.  The issue for LNG markets is this is taking projects that are in 
development effectively out of the queue for some period.  

Exxon Mozambique LNG  

 
Source: Exxon Investor Day March 6, 2019 
 

Won’t LNG and natural gas get hit by Biden’s push for carbon free electricity? Yes, in the US. For the last 9 months, we 
have warned on Biden’s climate change plan that were his election platform and now form his administration’s energy 
transition map.  We posted our July 28, 2020 blog “Biden To Put US On “Irreversible Path to Achieve Net-Zero Emissions, 
Economy-Wide” Is a Major Negative To US Natural Gas in 2020s “[LINK] on Biden’s platform “The Biden Plan to Build a 
Modern, Sustainable Infrastructure and an Equitable Clean Energy Future” [LINK].  Biden’s new American Jobs Plan 

https://www.eni.com/en-IT/low-carbon/coral-sul-flng.html
https://twitter.com/Energy_Tidbits/status/1241534422484013056
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-health-coronavirus-exxon-mobil-mozamb/exclusive-coronavirus-gas-slump-put-brakes-on-exxons-giant-mozambique-lng-plan-idUSKBN2173P8
http://www.safgroup.ca/insights/trends-in-the-market/
https://joebiden.com/clean-energy/
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[LINK] lines up with his campaign platform including to put the US “on the path to achieving 100 percent carbon-free 
electricity by 2035.”.  Our July 28, 2020 blog noted that it would require replacing ~60% of US electricity generation with 
more renewable and it could eliminate ~40% (33.5 bcf/d) of 2019 US natural gas consumption. If Biden is 25% successful 
by 2030, it would replace ~6.3 bcf/d of natural gas demand. It would be a negative to US natural gas and force more US 
natural gas to export markets.  The wildcard when does US natural gas start to decline if producers are faced with the 
reality of natural gas being phased out for electricity. The other hope is that when Biden says “carbon-free”, its not what 
ends up in the details of any formal policy statement ie. carbon electricity will be allowed with Biden’s push for CCS.   

Will Cdn natural gas be similarly hit by if Trudeau move to “emissions free” and not “net zero emissions” electricity? Yes 
and No. Our SAF Group April 25, 2021 Energy Tidbits memo [LINK] was titled ““Bad News For Natural Gas, Trudeau’s 
Electricity Goal is Now 100% “Emissions Free” And Not “Net Zero Emissions”.  On Thursday, PM Trudeau spoke at 
Biden’s global climate summit [LINK] and looks like he slipped in a new view on electricity than was in last Monday’s 
budget and his Dec climate plan.  Trudeau said “In Canada, we’ve worked hard to get to over 80% emissions-free 
electricity, and we’re not going to stop until we get to 100%.”  Speeches, especially ones made on a global stage are 
checked carefully so this had to be deliberate.  Trudeau said “emissions free” and not net zero emissions electricity. It 
seems like this language is carefully written to exclude any fossil fuels as they are not emissions free even if they are 
linked to CCS. Recall in Liberals big Dec 2020 climate announcement [LINK], Liberals said ““Work with provinces, utilities 
and other partners to ensure that Canada’s electricity generation achieves net-zero emissions before 2050.”  There is no 
way Trudeau changed the language unless he meant to do so.  And this is a major change as it would seem to indicate 
his plan to eliminate all fossil fuels used for electricity.  If so this would be a negative to Cdn natural gas that would be 
stuck within Western Canada and/or continuing to push into the US when Biden is trying to switch to carbon free 
electricity. We recognize that there is still some ambiguity in what will be the details of policy and the Liberals aren’t 
changing to no carbon sourced electricity at all. Let’s hope so. But let’s also be careful that politicians don’t change 
language without a reason or at least with a view to setting up for some future hit. Plus Trudeau had a big warning in that 
same speech saying “we will make it law to respect our new 2030 target and achieve net-zero emissions by 2050".  They 
plan to make it the law that Canada has to be on track for the Liberals 2030 emissions targets.  This means that the future 
messaging will be that the Liberals have no choice but to take harder future emissions actions as it is the law. They will be 
just obeying the law as they will be obligated to obey the law. Everyone knows the messaging will be we have to do more 
get to Net Zero, that in itself will inevitably mean it will be the law if he actually does move to eliminate any carbon based 
electricity. So yes it’s a negative, that is unless more Cdn natural gas can be exported via LNG to Asia. We believe this 
would be a plus to be priced against global LNG instead of Henry Hub.  
 
Biden’s global climate summit reminded there is too much risk to skip over natural gas as the transition fuel.  Apart from 
the US and Canada, we haven’t seen a sea shift to eliminating natural gas for power generation, especially from energy 
import dependent countries.  There is a strong belief that hydrogen and battery storage will one day be able to scale up at 
a competitive cost to lead to the acceleration away from fossil fuels.  But that time isn’t yet here, at least not for energy 
import dependent countries.  One of the key themes from last week’s leader’s speeches at the Biden global climate 
summit – to get to Net Zero, the world is assuming there wilt be technological advances/discoveries that aren’t here today 
and that have the potential to immediately ramp up in scale. IEA Executive Director Faith Birol was blunt in his message 
[LINK] saying “Right now, the data does not match the rhetoric – and the gap is getting wider.” And “IEA analysis shows 
that about half the reductions to get to net zero emissions in 2050 will need to come from technologies that are not yet 
ready for market.  This calls for massive leaps in innovation. Innovation across batteries, hydrogen, synthetic fuels, carbon 
capture and many other technologies.  US Special Envoy for Climate John Kerry said a similar point that half of the 
emissions reductions will have to come from technologies that we don’t yet have at scale.  UK PM Johnson [LINK] didn’t 
say it specifically, but points to this same issue saying “To do these things we’ve got to be constantly original and 
optimistic about new technology and new solutions whether that’s crops that are super-resistant to drought or more 
accurate weather forecasts like those we hope to see from the UK’s new Met Office 1.2bn supercomputer that we’re 
investing in.”  It may well be that the US and other self sufficient energy countries are comfortable going on the basis of 
assuming technology developments will occur on a timely basis. But, its clear that countries like China, India, South Korea 
and others are not prepared to do so.  And not prepared to have the confidence to rid themselves of coal power 
generation.   This is why there hasn’t been any material change in the LNG demand outlook 

https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2021/03/31/fact-sheet-the-american-jobs-plan/
http://www.safgroup.ca/insights/trends-in-the-market/
https://pm.gc.ca/en/news/speeches/2021/04/22/prime-ministers-remarks-raising-our-climate-ambition-session-leaders
https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/news/2020/12/a-healthy-environment-and-a-healthy-economy.html
https://www.iea.org/news/executive-director-speech-at-the-leaders-summit-on-climate
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/pm-statement-at-the-leaders-summit-on-climate-22-april-2021
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We expect the IEA’s blunt message that the gap is getting wider will be reinforced on May 18.  We have had a consistent 
view on the energy transition for the past few years.  We believe it is going to happen, but it will take longer, be a bumpy 
road and cost more than expected.  This is why we believe the demise of oil and natural gas won’t be as easy and fast as 
hoped for by the climate change side.  The IEA’s blunt warning on the gap widening should not be a surprise as they 
warned on this in June 2020.  Birol’s climate speech also highlighted that the IEA will release on May 18 its roadmap for 
how the global energy sector can reach net zero by 2050.  Our SAF Group June 11, 2020 blog “Will The Demise Of Oil 
Take Longer, Just Like Coal? IEA and Shell Highlight Delays/Gaps To A Smooth Clean Energy Transition” [LINK] feature 
the IEA’s June 2020 warning that the critical energy technologies needed to reduce emissions are nowhere near where 
they need to be.  In that blog, we said “there was an excellent illustration of the many significant areas, or major pieces of 
the puzzle, involved in an energy transition by the IEA last week.  The IEA also noted the progress of each of the major 
pieces and the overall conclusion is that the vast majority of the pieces are behind or well behind where they should be to 
meet a smooth timely energy transition.  It is important to note that these are just what the IEA calls the “critical energy 
technologies” and does not get into the wide range of other considerations needed to support the energy transition.  The 
IEA divides these “critical energy technologies “into major groupings and then ranked the progress of each of these pieces 
in its report “Tracking Clean Energy Progress” [LINK] by on track, more efforts needed, or not on track”.  Our blog 
included the below IEA June 2020 chart.   

IEA’s Progress Ranking For “Critical Energy Technologies” For Clean Energy Transition 

 
Source: IEA Tracking Clean Energy Progress, June 2020 
 

We are referencing Shell’s long term outlook for LNG   We recognize there are many different forecasts for LNG, but are 
referencing Shell’ LNG Outlook 2021 from Feb 25, 2021 for a few reasons. (i) Shell’s view on LNG is the key view for 
when and what decision will be made for LNG Canada Phase 2. (ii)  Shell is one of the global leaders in LNG supply and 
trading.  (iii) Shell provides on the record LNG outlooks every year so there is the ability to compare and make sure the 
outlook fits the story.  It does. (iv) Shell, like other supermajors, has had to make big capex cuts post pandemic and that 
certainly wouldn’t put any bias to the need for more capex.  

Shell’s March 2021 long term outlook for LNG demand was basically unchanged vs 2020 and leads to a LNG supply gap 
in mid 2020s   Shell does not provide the detailed numbers in their Feb 25, 2021 LNG forecast.  We would assume they 
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would have reflected some delay, perhaps 1 year, at Mozambique but would be surprised if they put a 2-3 year delay in 
for the 5 bcf/d from Total Phase 1 +2 and Exxon Rozuma Phase 1. Compared to their LNG Outlook 2020, it looks like 
there was no change for their estimate of global natural gas demand growth to 2040, which looked relatively unchanged at 
approx. 5,000 bcm/yr or 484 bcf/d. Similarly, long term LNG demand looked unchanged to 2040 of ~700 mm tonnes (92 
bcf/d) vs 360 mm tonnes (47 bcf/d) in 2020. In the 2021 outlook, Shell highlighted that the pandemic delayed project 
construction timelines and that the “lasting impact expected on LNG supply not demand”. And that Shell sees a LNG 
“supply-demand gap estimated to emerge in the middle of the current decade as demand rebounds”. Comparing to 2020, 
it looks like the supply-demand gap is sooner.  

Supply-demand gap estimated to emerge in the middle of the current decade 

 
Source: Shell LNG Outlook 2021, Feb 25, 2021 

 
Mozambique delays are redefining the LNG markets for the 2020s: Delaying 5 bcf/d of Mozambique new LNG supply 2-3 
years means a much bigger supply gap starting in 2025..  Even if the optimists are right, there are now delays to all major 
Mozambique LNG supply from LNG supply forecasts.  We don’t have the detail, but we believe all LNG forecasts, 
including Shell’s LNG Outlook 2021, would have included Total’s Phase 1 and Phase 2 and Exxon Rozuma Phase 1.  As 
noted earlier, we believe that the likely impact of the Mozambique security concerns is that these forecasts would likely 
have to push back 1.7 bcf/d from Total Phase 1 to at least 2026, 2.0 bcf/d Exxon Rozuma Phase 1 to at least 2027, and 
1.3 bcf/d Total Phase 2 to at least 2028/2029 with the real risk these get pushed back even further. 5.0 bcf/d is equal to 38 
mtpa.  These delays would mean there is an increasing LNG supply gap in 2025 and increasingly significantly thereafter. 
And even if a new greenfield LNG project is FID’s right away, it wouldn’t be able to step in to replace Total Phase 1 prior 
startup timing for 2024 or likely the market at all until at least 2027. Its why the decision on filling the gap will fall on 
brownfield LNG projects.   

And does this bigger, nearer supply gap force LNG players to look at what brownfield LNG projects they could advance?  
A greenfield LNG project would likely take at least until 2027 to be in operations.  Its why we believe the Mozambique 
delays will effectively force major LNG players to look to see if there are brownfield LNG projects they should look to 
advance.  Prior to the just passed winter, no one would think Shell or other major LNG players would be considering any 
new LNG FIDs in 2021.  All the big companies are in capital reduction mode and debt reduction mode. But Brent oil is 
now solidly over $60 and LNG prices hit record levels in Jan and the world’s economic and oil and gas demand outlook 
are increasing with vaccinations.  And we are starting to see companies move to increasing capex with the higher cash 
flows.   We would not expect any major LNG players to move to FID right away. But we see them watching to see if 2021 
plays out to still support this increasing LNG supply gap.  And unless new mutations prevent vaccinations from returning 
the world to normal, we suspect that major LNG players, like other oil and gas companies, will be looking to increase 
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capex as they approve 2022 budgets.  The outlook for the future has changed dramatically in the last 5 months.  The 
question facing Shell and others, should they look to FID new LNG brownfield projects in the face of an increasing LNG 
supply gap that is going to hit faster and harder than expected a few months ago. We expect these decisions to be looked 
at before the end of 2021. LNG prices will be stronger, but we expect the limiting cap in Asia will be that thermal coal will 
be used to mitigate some LNG price pressure. 

Back to Shell, does increasing LNG supply gap provide the opportunity to at least consider a LNG Canada Phase 2 FID 
over the next 9 months?  Shell is no different than any other major LNG supplier in always knowing the market and that 
the oil and gas outlook is much stronger than 6 months ago. No one has been or is talking about this Mozambique impact 
and how it will at least force major LNG players to look at if they should FID new brownfield LNG projects to take 
advantage of this increasing supply gap. We don’t have any inside contacts at Shell or LNG Canada, but that is no 
different than when we looked at the LNG markets in September 2017 and saw the potential for Shell to FID LNG Canada 
in 2018. We posted a September 20, 2017 blog “China’s Plan To Increase Natural Gas To 10% Of Its Energy Mix Is A 
Global Game Changer Including For BC LNG” [LINK]. Last time, it was a demand driven supply gap, this time, it’s a 
supply driven supply gap.  We have to believe any major LNG player, including Shell, will be at least looking at their 
brownfield LNG project list and seeing if they should look to advance FID later in 2021.  Shell has LNG Canada Phase 2, 
which would add 2 additional trains or approx. 1.8 bcf/d. And an advantage to an FID would be that Shell would be able to 
commit to its existing contractors and fabricators for a continuous construction cycle following on LNG Canada Phase 1 ie. 
to help keep a lid on capital costs. No one is talking about the need for these new brownfield LNG projects, but, unless 
Total gets back developing Mozambique and keeps the delay to a matter of months, its inevitable that these brownfield 
LNG FID internal discussions will be happening in H2/21. Especially since the oil and gas price outlook is much stronger 
than it was in the fall and companies will be looking to increase capex in 2022 budgets 

A LNG Canada Phase 2 would be a big plus to Cdn natural gas.  A LNG Canada Phase 2 FID would be a big plus for Cdn 
natural gas. It would allow another ~1.8 bcf/d of Cdn natural gas to be priced against Asian LNG prices and not against 
Henry Hub. And it would provide demand offset versus Trudeau if he moves to make electricity “emissions free” and not 
his prior “net zero emissions”. Mozambique may be in Africa, but, unless sustained peace and security is attained, it is a 
game changer to LNG outlook creating a bigger and sooner LNG supply gap. And with a stronger tone to oil and natural 
gas prices in 2021, the LNG supply gap will at least provide the opportunity for Shell to consider FID for its brownfield 
LNG Canada Phase 2 and provide big support to Cdn natural gas for back half of the 2020s. And perhaps if LNG Canada 
is exporting 3.6 bcf/d from two phases, it could help flip Cdn natural gas to a premium to US natural gas especially if 
Biden is successful in reducing US domestic natural gas consumption for electricity. The next six months will be very 
interesting to watch for LNG markets.  

 

http://www.safgroup.ca/insights/trends-in-the-market/
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Asian LNG Buyers Abruptly Change and Lock in Long Term Supply – 
Validates Supply Gap, Provides Support For Brownfield LNG FIDs 
Posted 11am on July 14, 2021 
 
The last 7 days has shown there is a sea change as Asian LNG buyers have made an abrupt change in their LNG 
contracting and are moving to lock in long term LNG supply. This is the complete opposite of what they were doing pre-
Covid when they were trying to renegotiate Qatar LNG long term deals lower and moving away from long term deals to 
spot/short term sales. Why? We think they did the same math we did in our April 28 blog “Multiple Brownfield LNG FIDs 
Now Needed To Fill New LNG Supply Gap From Mozambique Chaos? How About LNG Canada Phase 2?” and saw a 
much bigger and sooner LNG supply gap driven by the delay of 5 bcf/d of Mozambique LNG that was built into most, if not 
all LNG supply forecasts. Asian LNG buyers are committing real dollars to long term LNG deals, which we believe is the 
best validation for the LNG supply gap. Another validation, Shell, Total and others are aggressively competing to invest 
long term capital to partner in Qatar Petroleum’s massive 4.3 bcf/d LNG expansion despite plans to reduce fossil fuels 
production in the 2020s. And even more importantly to LNG suppliers, the return to long term LNG contracts provides the 
financing capacity to commit to brownfield LNG FIDs. The abrupt change by Asian LNG buyers to long term contracts is a 
game changer for LNG markets and sets the stage for brownfield LNG FIDs likely as soon as before year end 2021. It has 
to be brownfield LNG FIDs if the gap is coming bigger and sooner.  And we return to our April 28 blog point, if brownfield 
LNG is needed, what about Shell looking at 1.8 bcf/d brownfield LNG Canada Phase 2?  LNG Canada Phase 1 at 1.8 
bcf/d capacity is already a material positive for Cdn natural gas producers.  A FID on LNG Canada Phase 2 would be 
huge, meaning 3.6 bcf/d of Cdn natural gas will be tied to Asian LNG markets and not competing in the US against Henry 
Hub.  And with a much shorter distance to Asian LNG markets.  This is why we focus on global LNG markets for our views 
on the future value of Canadian natural gas.  
 
Sea change in Asian LNG buyers is also the best validation of the LNG supply gap and big to LNG supply FIDs.  Has the 
data changed or have the market participants changed in how they react to the data?  We can’t recall exactly who said 
that on CNBC on July 12, it’s a question we always ask ourselves.  In the LNG case, the data has changed with 
Mozambique LNG delays and that has directly resulted in market participants changing and entering into long term 
contracts.  We can’t stress enough how important it is to see Asian LNG buyers move to long term LNG deals. (i) 
Validates the sooner and bigger LNG supply gap.  We believe LNG markets should look at the last two weeks of new long 
term deals for Asian LNG buyers as being the validation of the LNG supply gap that clearly emerged post Total declaring 
force majeure on its 1.7 bcf/d Mozambique LNG Phase 1 that was under construction and on track for first LNG delivery in 
2024.  Since then, markets have started to realize the Mozambique delays are much more than 1.7 bcf/d. They have seen 
major LNG suppliers change their outlook to a more bullish LNG outlook and, most importantly, are now seeing Asian 
LNG buyers changing from trying to renegotiate long term LNG deals lower to entering into long term LNG deals to have 
security of supply.  Asian LNG buyers are cozying up to Qatar in a prelude to the next wave of Asian buyer long term 
deals.  What better validation is there than companies/countries putting their money where their mouth is. (ii) Provides 
financial commitment to help push LNG suppliers to FID.  We believe these Asian LNG buyers are doing much more than 
validating a LNG supply gap to markets. The big LNG suppliers can move to FID based on adding more LNG supply to 
their portfolio, but having more long term deals provides the financial anchor/visibility to long term capital commitment 
from the buyers.  Long term contracts will only help LNG suppliers get to FID.  
 
It was always clear that the Mozambique LNG supply delay was 5.0 bcf/d, not just 1.7 bcf/d from Total Phase 1. LNG 
markets didn’t really react to Total’s April 26 declaration of force majeure on its 1.7 bcf/d Mozambique LNG Phase 1.  This 
was an under construction project that was on time to deliver first LNG in 2024.  It was in all LNG supply forecasts.  There 
was no timeline given but, on the Apr 29 Q1 call, Total said that it expected any restart decision would be least a year 
away. If so, we believe that puts any actual construction at least 18 months away.  There will be work to do just to get 
back to where they were when they were forced to stop development work on Phase 1.  Surprisingly, markets didn’t look 
the broader implications, which is why we posted our 7-pg Apr 28 blog “Multiple Brownfield LNG FIDs Now Needed To Fill 
New LNG Supply Gap From Mozambique Chaos? How About LNG Canada Phase 2?” [LINK]  We highlighted that 
Mozambique LNG delays were actually 5 bcf/d, not 1.7 bcf/d. And this 5 bcf/d of Mozambique LNG supply was built into 
most, if not all, LNG supply forecasts.  The delay in Total Phase 1 would lead to a commensurate delay in its Mozambique 
LNG Phase 2 of 1.3 bcf/d. Total Phase 2 was to add 1.3 bcf/d. There was no firm in service date, but it was expected to 
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follow closely behind Phase 1 to maintain services.  That would have put it originally in the 2026/2027 period.  But if 
Phase 1 is pushed back at least 2 years, so will the follow on Phase 2, so more likely, it will be at least 2028/2029. The 
assumption for most, if not all, LNG forecasts was that Phase 2 would follow Phase 1. Exxon Rozuma Phase 1 of 2.0 
bcf/d continues to be pushed back in timeline especially following Total Phase 1. Exxon’s Mozambique Rozuma Phase 1 
LNG will add 2.0 bcf/d and, pre-Covid, was originally expected to be in service in 2025.  The project was being delayed 
and Total’s force majeure has added to the delays. Rozuma onshore LNG facilities are right by Total. On June 20, we 
tweeted [LINK] on the Reuters report “Exclusive: Galp says it won't invest in Rovuma until Mozambique ensures security” 
[LINK].  Galp is one of Exxon’s partners in Rozuma.  Reuters reported that Galp said they won’t invest in Exxon’s Rozuma 
LNG project until the government ensures security, that this may take a while, they won’t be considering the project until 
after Total has reliably resumed work on its Phase 1, which likely puts any Rozuma decision until at least end of 2022 at 
the earliest.  Galp has taken any Rozuma Phase 1 capex out of their new capex plans thru 2025 and will have to take out 
projects in their capex plan if Rozuma does come back to work.  This puts Rozuma more likely 2028 at the earliest as 
opposed to before the original expectations of before 2025. Pre-pandemic, Exxon’s March 6, 2019 Investor Day noted 
their operated Mozambique Rovuma LNG Phase 1 was to be 2 trains each with 1.0 bcf/d capacity for total initial capacity 
of 2.0 bf/d with FID expected in 2019 and first LNG deliveries sometime before 2025.  LNG forecasts had been assuming 
Exxon Rozuma would be onstream around 2025. The 2019 FID expectation was later pushed to be expected just before 
the March 2020 investor day.  But the pandemic hit, and on March 21, 2020, we tweeted [LINK] on the Reuters story 
“Exclusive: Coronavirus, gas slump put brakes on Exxon's giant Mozambique LNG plan” [LINK] that noted Exxon was 
expected to delay the Rovuma FID. There was no timeline, but now, any FID is not expected until late 2022 at the earliest, 
that would push first LNG likely to at least 2028. What this means is that the Mozambique LNG delays are not 1.7 bcf/d 
but 5.0 bcf/d of projects that were in all, if not most, LNG supply forecasts. There is much more in our 7-pg blog. But 
Mozambique is what is driving a much bigger and sooner LNG supply gap starting ~2025 and stronger outlook for LNG 
prices 
 
One of the reasons why it went under the radar is that major LNG suppliers played stupid on the Mozambique impact. It 
makes it harder for markets to see a big deal when the major LNG suppliers weren’t making a big deal of Mozambique or 
playing stupid in the case of Cheniere in their May 4 Q1 call.  In our May 9, 2021 Energy Tidbits memo, we said we had to 
chuckle when we saw Cheniere’s response in the Q&A to its Q1 call on May 4 that they only know what we know from 
reading the Total releases on Mozambique and its impact on LNG markets.  It’s why we tweeted [LINK] “Hmm! $LNG 
says only know what we read on #LNG market impact from $TOT $XOM MZ LNG delays. Surely #TohokuElectric & other 
offtake buyers are reaching out to #Cheniere. MZ LNG delays is a game changer to LNG in 2020s, see SAF Group blog. 
Thx @olympe_mattei @TheTerminal  #NatGas”.  How could they not be talking to LNG buyers for Total and /or Exxon 
Mozambique LNG projects. In the Q1 Q&A, mgmt was asked about Mozambique and didn’t know any more than what you 
or I have read. Surely, they were speaking to Asian LNG buyers who had planned to get LNG supply from Total 
Mozambique or Exxon Rozuma Mozambique or both.  Mgmt is asked “wanted to just kind of touch on the color use talking 
about for these supply curve. And are you able to kind of provide any thoughts on the Mozambique and a deferral with the 
project of that size on 13 and TPA being deferred by we see you have you noticed any impact to the market has is there 
any impact for stage 3 with that capacity? Thanks.” Mgmt replies “No. Look, I only know about the Mozambique delay with 
what I read as well as what you read that from total and an Exxon. And it's a sad situation and I hope everybody is safe 
and healthy that were there to experience that unrest but no I don't think it's, again it's a different business paradigm than 
what we offer. So, we offer a full value product, the customer doesn't have to invest in equity, customer doesn't have to 
worry about the E&P side of the business because, we've been able to both the by at our peak almost 7 Dee's a day of 
US NAT gas from almost a 100 different producers on 26 different pipelines and deliver it to our to facilities. So we take 
care of a lot of what the customer needs”. 
 
There are other LNG supply delays/interruptions beyond Mozambique. There have been a number of other smaller LNG 
delay or existing supply interruptions that add to Asian LNG buyers feeling less secure about the reliability of mid to long 
term LNG supply.  Here are just a few examples. (i) Total Papua LNG 0.74 bcf/d. On June 8, we tweeted [LINK] “Timing 
update Papua #LNG project.  $OSH June 8 update "2022 FEED, 2023 FID targeting 2027 first gas".  $TOT May 5 update 
didn't forecast 1st gas date. Papua is 2 trains w/ total capacity 0.74 bcf/d.”  We followed the tweet saying [LINK] “Bigger 
#LNG supply gap being created >2025. Papua #LNG originally expected FID in 2020 so 1st LNG is 2 years delayed. 
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Common theme - new LNG supply is being delayed ie. [Total] Mozambique. Don't forget need capacity>demand due to 
normal maintenance, etc. Positive for LNG.”  (ii) Chevron’s Gorgon. A big LNG story in H2/20 was the emergence of weld 
quality issues in the propane heat exchangers at Train 2, which required additional downtime for repair.  Train 2 was shut 
on May 23 with an original restart of July 11, but the repairs to the weld quality issues meant it didn’t restart until late Nov.  
The same issue was found in Train 1 but repairs were completed.  However extended downtime for the trains led to lower 
LNG volumes.  Gorgon produced ~2.3 bcf/d in 2019 but was down to 2.0 bcf/d in 2020. (iii) Equinor’s Melkoeya 0.63 bcf/d 
shut down for 18 months due to a fire. A massive fire led to the Sept 28, 2020 shutdown of the 0.63 bcf/d Melkoeya LNG 
facility in Norway. On April 26, Equinor released “Revised start-up date for Hammerfest LNG” [LINK] with regard to the 
0.63 bcf/d Melkoeya LNG facility.  The original restart date was Oct 1, 2021 (ie. a 12 month shut down), but Equinor said 
“Due to the comprehensive scope of work and Covid-19 restrictions, the revised estimated start-up date is set to 31 March 
2022”.  When we read the release, it seemed like Equinor was almost setting the stage for another potential delay in the 
restart date.  Equinor had two qualifiers to this March 31, 2022 restart date. Equinor said “there is still some uncertainty 
related to the scope of the work” and “Operational measures to handle the Covid-19 situation have affected the follow-up 
progress after the fire. The project for planning and carrying out repairs of the Hammerfest LNG plant must always comply 
with applicable guidelines for handling the infection situation in society. The project has already introduced several 
measures that allow us to have fewer workers on site at the same time than previously expected. There is still uncertainty 
related to how the Covid-19 development will impact the project progress.”   
 
Cheniere stopped the game playing the game on June 30. Our July 4, 2021 Energy Tidbits memo noted that it looks like 
Cheniere has stopped playing stupid with respect to the strengthening LNG market in 2021.  We can’t believe they 
thought they were fooling anyone, especially their competitors. Bu that week, they came out talking about how commercial 
discussions have picked up in 2021 and it’s boosted their hope for a Texas (Corpus Christi)  LNG expansion. On 
Wednesday, Platts reported “Pickup in commercial talks boosts Cheniere's hopes on mid-scale LNG project” [LINK]  Platts 
wrote “Cheniere Energy expects to make a "substantial dent" by the end of 2022 in building sufficient buyer support for a 
proposed mid-scale expansion at the site of its Texas liquefaction facility, Chief Commercial Officer Anatol Feygin said 
June 30 in an interview.” “ As a result, he said, " The commercial engagement, I think it is very fair to say, has really 
picked up steam, and we are quite optimistic over the coming 12-18 months to make a substantial dent in that Stage 3 
commercialization."   Platts also reported that Cheniere noted this has been a tightening market all year (ie would have 
been known by the May 4 Q1 call). Platts wrote “We obviously find ourselves at the beginning of this year and throughout 
in a very tight market where prices today into Asia and into Europe are at levels that we frankly haven't seen in a decade-
plus," Feygin said. "We've surpassed the economics that the industry saw post the Fukushima tragedy in March 2011, 
and that's happened in the shoulder period."  It’s a public stance as to a more bullish LNG outlook  
 
But we still see major LNG suppliers like Australia hinting but not outright saying that LNG supply gap is coming sooner.  
We have to believe Australia will be unveiling a sooner LNG supply gap in their September forecast.  On June 28, we 
tweeted [LINK] on Australia’s Resources and Energy Quarterly released on Monday [LINK] because there was a major 
change to their LNG outlook versus their March forecast. We tweeted “#LNGSupplyGap. AU June fcast now sees #LNG 
mkt tighten post 2023 vs Mar fcast excess supply thru 2026. Why? $TOT Mozambique delays. See below SAF Apr 28 
blog. Means brownfield LNG FID needed ie. like #LNGCanada Phase 2. #OOTT #NatGas”.  Australia no longer sees 
supply exceeding demand thru 2026.  In their March forecast, Australia said “Nonetheless, given the large scale 
expansion of global LNG capacity in recent years, demand is expected to remain short of total supply throughout the 
projection period.”  Note this is thru 2026 ie. a LNG supply surplus thru 2026.  But on June 28, Australia changed that 
LNG outlook and now says the LNG market may tighten beyond 2023.  Interestingly, the June forecast only goes to 2023 
and not to 2026 as in March. Hmmm!  On Monday, they said “Given the large scale expansion of global LNG capacity in 
recent years, import demand is expected to remain short of export capacity throughout the outlook period. Beyond 2023, 
the global LNG market may tighten, due to the April 2021 decision to indefinitely suspend the Mozambique LNG project, in 
response to rising security issues. This project has an annual nameplate capacity of 13 million tonnes, and was previously 
expected to start exporting LNG in 2024.”  13 million tonnes is 1.7 bcf/d so they are only referring to Total Mozambique 
LNG Phase 1. So no surprise the change is Mozambique LNG driven but we have to believe the reason why they cut their 
forecast off this time at 2023 is that they are looking at trying to figure out what to forecast beyond 2023 in addition to 
Total Phase 1.  And, importantly, we believe they will be changing their LNG forecast for more than Mozambique ie. India 
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demand that we highlight later in the blog.  They didn’t say anything else specific on Mozambique but, surely they have to 
also be delaying the follow on Total Phase 2 of 1.3 bcf/d and Exxon Rozuma Phase 1 of 2.0 bcf/d.   
 
Australia’s LNG Outlook: March 2021 vs June 2021 Forecasts 

 
Source: Australia Resources and Energy Quarterly  
 
Clearly Asian LNG buyers did the math, saw the new LNG supply gap and were working the phones in March/April/May 
trying to lock up long term supply.  We wrote extensively on the Total Mozambique LNG situation before the April 26 force 
majeure as it was obvious that delays were coming to a project counted on for first LNG in 2024.  Total had shut down 
Phase 1 development in December for 3 months due to the violence and security risks. It restarted development on Wed 
March 24, violence/attacks immediately resumed for 3 consecutive days, and then Total suspended development on Sat 
March 27.  That’s why no one should have been surprised by the April 26 force majeure.  Asian LNG buyers were also 
seeing this and could easily do the same math we were doing and saw a bigger and sooner LNG supply gap.  They were 
clearly working the phones with a new priority to lock up long term LNG supply. Major long term deals don’t happen 
overnight, so it makes sense that we started to see these new Asian long term LNG deals start at the end of June. 
 
A big pivot from trying to renegotiate down long term LNG deals or being happy to let long term contracts expire and 
replace with spot/short term LNG deals. This is a major pivot or abrupt turn on the Asian LNG buyers contracting strategy 
for the 2020s.  There is the natural reduction of long term contracts as contracts reach their term.  But with the weakness 
in LNG prices in 2019 and 2020, Asian LNG buyers weren’t trying to extend long term contracts, rather, the push was to 
try to renegotiate down its long term LNG deals.  The reason was clear, as spot prices for LNG were way less than long 
term contract prices.  And this led to their LNG contracting strategy – move to increase the proportion of spot LNG 
deliveries out of total LNG deliveries. Shell’s LNG Outlook 2021 was on Feb 25, 2021 and included the below graphs.  
The spot LNG price derivation from long term prices in 2019 and 2020 made sense for Asian LNG buyers to try to change 
their contract mix.  Yesterday, Maeil Business News Korea reported on the new Qatar/Kogas long term LNG deal with its 
report “Korea may face LNG supply cliff or pay hefty price after long-term supplies run out” [LINK], which highlighted this 
very concept – Korea wasn’t worried about trying to extend expiring long term LNG contracts.  Maeil wrote “Seoul in 2019 
secured a long-term LNG supply contract with the U.S. for annual 15.8 million tons over a 15-year period. But even with 
the latest two LNG supply contracts, the Korean government needs extra 6 million tons or more of LNG supplies to keep 
up the current power pipeline.  By 2024, Korea’s long-term supply contracts for 9 million tons of LNG will expire - 4.92 
million tons on contract with Qatar and 4.06 million tons from Oman, according to a government official who asked to be 
unnamed.” 
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Spot LNG deliveries and Spot deviation from term price 

 
Source: Shell LNG Outlook 2021 on Feb 25, 2021 
 
Asian LNG buyers moving to long term LNG deals provide financing capacity for brownfield LNG FIDs. We believe this 
abrupt change and return to long term LNG deals is even more important to LNG suppliers who want to FID new projects. 
The big LNG players like Shell can FID new LNG supply without new long term contracts as they can build into their 
supply options to fill their portfolio of LNG contracts.  But that doesn’t mean the big players don’t want long term LNG 
supply deals, as having long term LNG contracts provide better financing capacity for any LNG supplier.  It takes big 
capex for LNG supply and long term deals make the financing easier.  
 
Four Asian buyer long term LNG deals in the last week.  It was pretty hard to miss a busy week for reports of new Asian 
LNG buyer long term LNG deals.  There were two deals from Qatar Petroleum, one from Petronas and one from BP.  The 
timing fits, it’s about 3 months after Total Mozambique LNG problems became crystal clear. And as noted later, there are 
indicators that more Asian buyer LNG deals are coming.    
 

Petronas/CNOOC is 10 yr supply deal for 0.3 bcf/d.  On July 7, we tweeted [LINK] on the confirmation of a big 
positive to Cdn natural gas with the Petronas announcement [LINK] of a new 10 year LNG supply deal for 0.3 
bcf/d with China’s CNOOC.  The deal also has special significance to Canada.  (i) Petronas said “This long-term 
supply agreement also includes supply from LNG Canada when the facility commences its operations by middle 
of the decade”.  This is a reminder of the big positive to Cdn natural gas in the next 3 to 4 years – the start up of 
LNG Canada Phase 1 is ~1.8 bcf/d capacity.  This is natural gas that will no longer be moving south to the US or 
east to eastern Canada, instead it will be going to Asia.  This will provide a benefit for all Western Canada natural 
gas.  (ii) First ever AECO linked LNG deal. It’s a pretty significant event for a long term Asia LNG deal to now 
have an AECO link.  Petronas wrote “The deal is for 2.2 million tonnes per annum (MTPA) for a 10-year period, 
indexed to a combination of the Brent and Alberta Energy Company (AECO) indices. The term deal between 
PETRONAS and CNOOC is valued at approximately USD 7 billion over ten years.”  2.2 MTPA is 0.3 bcf/d.  (iii) 
Reminds of LNG Canada’s competitive advantage for low greenhouse gas emissions. Petronas said “Once ready 
for operations, the LNG Canada project paves the way for PETRONAS to supply low greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emission LNG to the key demand markets in Asia.”   
 
Qatar Petroleum/CPC (Taiwan) is 15 yr supply deal for 0.16 bcf/d. Pre Covid, Qatar was getting pressured to 
renegotiate lower its long term LNG contract prices. Now, it’s signing a 15 year deal.  On July 9, they entered in a 
new small long term LNG sales deal [LINK], a 15-yr LNG Sale and Purchase Agreement with CPC Corporation in 
Taiwan to supply it ~0.60 bcf/d of LNG.   LNG deliveries are set to begin in January 2022.  H.E. Minister for 
Energy Affairs & CEO of Qatar Petroleum Al-Kaabi said “We are pleased to enter into this long term LNG SPA, 
which is another milestone in our relationship with CPC, which dates back to almost three decades. We look 
forward to commencing deliveries under this SPA and to continuing our supplies as a trusted and reliable global 
LNG provider.”   The pricing was reported to be vs a basket of crudes.  
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BP/Guangzhou Gas, a 12-yr supply deal for 0.13 bcf/d. On July 9, there was a small long term LNG supply deal 
with BP and Guangzhou Gas (China). Argus reported [LINK] BP had signed a 12 year LNG supply deal with 
Guangzhou Gas (GG), a Chinese city’s gas distributor, which starts in 2022. The contract prices are to be linked 
to an index of international crude prices. Although GG typically gets its LNG from the spot market, it used a tender 
in late April for ~0.13 bcf/d  starting in 2022.    BP’s announcement looks to be for most of the tender, so it’s a 
small deal.  But it fit into the trend this week of seeing long term LNG supply deals to Asia.  This was intended to 
secure deliveries to the firm’s Xiaohudao import terminal which will become operational in August 2022. 
 
Qatar/Korea Gas is a 20-yr deal to supply 0.25 bcf/d.  On Monday, Reuters reported [LINK] “South Korea's energy 
ministry said on Monday it had signed a 20-year liquefied natural gas (LNG) supply agreement with Qatar for the 
next 20 years starting in 2025. South Korea's state-run Korea Gas Corp (036460.KS) will buy 2 million tonnes of 
LNG annually from Qatar Petroleum”.  There was no disclosure of pricing.  
 

More Asian buyer long term LNG deals (ie. India) will be coming. There are going to be more Asian buyer long term LNG 
deals coming soon.  Our July 11, 2021 Energy Tidbits highlighted how India’s new petroleum minister Hardeep Singh Puri 
(appointed July 8) hit the ground running with what looks to be a priority to set the stage for more India long term LNG 
deals with Qatar.  On July 10, we retweeted [LINK] “New India Petroleum Minister hits ground running.   What else w/ 
Qatar but #LNG. Must be #Puri setting stage for long term LNG supply deal(s). Fits sea change of buyers seeing 
#LNGSupplyGap (see SAF Apr 28 blog http://safgroup.ca) & wanting to tie up LNG supply. #OOTT”.  It’s hard to see any 
other conclusion after seeing what we call a sea change in LNG buyer mentality with a number of long term LNG deals 
this week. Puri tweeted [LINK] “Discussed ways of further strengthening mutual cooperation between our two countries in 
the hydrocarbon sector during a warm courtesy call with Qatar’s Minister of State for Energy Affairs who is also the 
President & CEO of @qatarpetroleum HE Saad Sherida Al-Kaabi”.  As noted above, we believe there is a sea change in 
LNG markets that was driven by the delay in 5 bcf/d of LNG supply from Mozambique (Total Phase 1 & Phase 2, and 
Exxon Rozuma Phase 1) that was counted on all LNG supply projections for the 2020s.  Puri’s tweet seems to be him 
setting the stage for India long term LNG supply deals with Qatar.   
 
Supermajors are aggressively competing to commit 30+ year capital to Qatar’s LNG expansion despite stated goal to 
reduce fossil fuels production. It’s not just Asian LNG buyers who are now once again committing long term capital to 
securing LNG supply, it’s also supermajors all bidding to be able to commit big capex to part of Qatar Petroleum’s 4.3 
bcf/d LNG expansion. Qatar Petroleum received a lot of headlines following the their June 23 announcement on its LNG 
expansion [LINK] on how they received bids for double the equity being offered.  And there were multiple reports that 
these are on much tougher terms for Qatar’s partners.  Qatar Petroleum CEO Saad Sherida Al-Kaabi specifically noted 
that, among the bidders, were Shell, Total and Exxon.  Shell and Total have two of the most ambitious plans to reduce 
fossil fuels production in the 2020’s, yet are competing to allocate long term capital to increase fossil fuels production. And 
Shell and Total are also two of the global LNG supply leaders.  It has to be because they are seeing a bigger and sooner 
LNG supply gap. 
 
Remember Qatar’s has a massive expansion but India alone needs 3x the Qatar expansion LNG capacity. In addition to 
the competition to be Qatar Petroleum’s partners, we remind that, while this is a massive 4.3 bcf/d LNG expansion, India 
alone sees its LNG import growing by ~13 bcf/d to 2030.  The Qatar announcement reminded they see a LNG supply gap 
and continued high LNG prices. We had a 3 part tweet.  (i) First, we highlighted [LINK] “1/3. #LNGSupplyGap coming. big 
support for @qatarpetroleum  expansion to add 4.3 bcf/d LNG. but also say "there is a lack of investments that could 
cause a significant shortage in gas between 2025-2030"  #NatGas #LNG”.  This is after QPC accounts for their big LNG 
expansion. The QPC release said “However, His Excellency Al-Kaabi voiced concern that during the global discussion on 
energy transition, there is a lack of investment in oil and gas projects, which could drive energy prices higher by stating 
that “while gas and LNG are important for the energy transition, there is a lack of investments that could cause a 
significant shortage in gas between 2025-2030, which in turn could cause a spike in the gas market.”  (ii) Second, this is a 
big 4.3 bcf/d expansion, but India alone has 3x the increase in LNG import demand.  We tweeted [LINK] “2/3. Adding 4.3 
bcf/d is big, but dwarfed by items like India. #Petronet gave 1st specific forecast for what it means if #NatGas is to be 15% 
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of energy mix by 2030 - India will need to increase #LNG imports by ~13 bcf/d.  See SAF Group June 20 Energy Tidbits 
memo.”  (iii) Third, Qatar’s supply gap warning is driven by the lack of investments in LNG supply.  We agree, but note 
that the lack of investment is in great part due to the delays in both projects under construction and in FIDs that were 
supposed to be done in 2019.  We tweeted [LINK] “3/3. #LNGSupplyGap is delay driven. $TOT Mozambique Phase 1 
delay has chain effect, backs up 5 bcf/d. See SAF Group Apr 28 blog Multiple Brownfield LNG FIDs Now Needed To Fill 
New #LNG Supply Gap From Mozambique Chaos? How About LNG Canada Phase 2? #NatGas.”   
 
Seems like many missed India’s first specific LNG forecast to 2030. Our June 20, 2021 Energy Tidbits memo highlighted 
the first India forecast that we have seen to estimate the required growth in natural gas consumption and LNG imports if 
India is to meet its target for natural gas to be 15% of its energy mix by 2030. India will need to increase LNG imports by 
~13 bcf/d or 3 times the size of the Qatar LNG expansion. Our June 6, 2021 Energy Tidbits noted the June 4 tweet from 
India’s Energy Minister Dharmendra Pradhan [LINK] reinforcing the 15% goal “We are rapidly deploying natural gas in our 
energy mix with the aim to increase the share of natural gas from the current 6% to 15% by 2030.”  But last week, 
Petronet CEO AK Singh gave a specific forecast. Reuters report “LNG’s share of Indian gas demand to rise to 70% by 
2030: Petronet CEO” [LINK] included Petronet’s forecast if India is to hit its target for natural gas to be 15% of energy mix 
by 2030.  Singh forecasts India’s natural gas consumption would increase from current 5.5 bcf/d to 22.6 bcf/d in 2030. 
And LNG shares would increase from 50% to 70% of natural gas consumption ie. an increase in LNG imports of ~13 bcf/d 
from just under 3 bcf/d to 15.8 bcf/d in 2030.  Singh did not specifically note his assumption for India’s natural gas 
production, but we can back into the assumption that India natural gas production grows from just under 3 bcf/d to 6.8 
bcf/d. It was good to finally see India come out with a specific forecast for 2030 natural gas consumption and LNG imports 
if India is to get natural gas to 15% of its energy mix in 2030.  Petronet’s Singh forecasts India natural gas consumption to 
increase from 5.5 bcf/d to 22.6 bcf/d in 2030.  This forecast is pretty close to our forecast in our Oct 23, 2019 blog “Finally, 
Some Visibility That India Is Moving Towards Its Target For Natural Gas To Be 15% Of Its Energy Mix By 2030”.  Here 
part of what we wrote in Oct 2019.  “It’s taken a year longer than we expected, but we are finally getting visibility that India 
is taking significant steps towards India’s goal to have natural gas be 15% of its energy mix by 2030.  On Wednesday, we 
posted a SAF blog [LINK] “Finally, Some Visibility That India Is Moving Towards Its Target For Natural Gas To Be 15% Of 
Its Energy Mix By 2030”.  Our 2019 blog estimate was for India natural gas demand to be 24.0 bcf/d in 2030 (vs Singh’s 
22.6 bcf/d) and for LNG import growth of +18.4 bcf/d to 2030 (vs Singh’s +13 bcf/d).  The difference in LNG would be due 
to our Oct 2019 forecast higher natural gas consumption by 1.4 bcf/d plus Singh forecasting India natural gas production 
+4 bcf/d to 2030.  Note India production peaked at 4.6 bcf/d in 2010.  
 
Bigger, nearer LNG supply gap + Asian buyers moving to long term LNG deals = LNG players forced to at least look at 
what brownfield LNG projects they could advance and move to FID. All we have seen since our April 28 blog is more 
validation of the bigger, nearer LNG supply gap.  And now market participants (Asian LNG buyers) are reacting to the new 
data by locking up long term supply. Cheniere noted how the pickup in commercial engagement means they “are quite 
optimistic over the coming 12-18 months to make a substantial dent in that Stage 3 commercialization."  Cheniere can’t be 
the only LNG supplier having new commercial discussions. It’s why we believe the Mozambique delays + Asian LNG 
buyers moving to long term deals will effectively force major LNG players to look to see if there are brownfield LNG 
projects they should look to advance.  Prior to March/April, no one would think Shell or other major LNG players would be 
considering any new LNG FIDs in 2021.  Covid forced all the big companies into capital reduction mode and debt 
reduction mode. But Brent oil is now solidly over $70, and LNG prices are over $13 this summer and the world’s economic 
and oil and gas demand outlook are increasing with vaccinations.  And we are starting to see companies move to 
increasing capex with the higher cash flows. The theme in Q3 reporting is going to be record or near record oil and gas 
cash flows, reduced debt levels and increasing returns to shareholders. And unless new mutations prevent vaccinations 
from returning the world to normal, we suspect that major LNG players, like other oil and gas companies, will be looking to 
increase capex as they approve 2022 budgets.  The outlook for the future has changed dramatically in the last 8 months.  
The question facing major LNG players like Shell is should they look to FID new LNG brownfield projects in the face of an 
increasing LNG supply gap that is going to hit faster and harder and Asian LNG buyers prepared to do long term deals.  
We expect these decisions to be looked at before the end of 2021 for 2022 capex budget/releases.  One wildcard that 
could force these decisions sooner is the already stressed out global supply chain. We have to believe that discussion 
there will be pressure for more Asian LNG buyer long term deals sooner than later. 
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For Canada, does the increasing LNG supply gap provide the opportunity to at least consider a LNG Canada Phase 2 FID 
over the next 6 months?  Our view on Shell and other LNG players is unchanged since our April 28 blog. Shell is no 
different than any other major LNG supplier in always knowing the market and that the oil and gas outlook is much 
stronger than 9 months ago. Even 3 months post our April 28 blog, we haven’t heard any significant talks on how major 
LNG players will be looking at FID for new brownfield LNG projects. We don’t have any inside contacts at Shell or LNG 
Canada, but that is no different than when we looked at the LNG markets in September 2017 and saw the potential for 
Shell to FID LNG Canada in 2018. We posted a September 20, 2017 blog “China’s Plan To Increase Natural Gas To 10% 
Of Its Energy Mix Is A Global Game Changer Including For BC LNG” [LINK]. Last time, it was a demand driven supply 
gap, this time, it’s a supply driven supply gap.  We have to believe any major LNG player, including Shell, will be at least 
looking at their brownfield LNG project list and seeing if they should look to advance FID later in 2021.  Shell has LNG 
Canada Phase 2, which would add 2 additional trains or approx. 1.8 bcf/d. And an advantage to an FID would be that 
Shell would be able to commit to its existing contractors and fabricators for a continuous construction cycle following on 
LNG Canada Phase 1 ie. to help keep a lid on capital costs. We believe maintaining a continuous construction cycle is 
even more important given the stressed global supply chain. No one is talking about the need for these new brownfield 
LNG projects, but, unless some major change in views happen, we believe its inevitable that these brownfield LNG FID 
internal discussions will be happening in H2/21. Especially since the oil and gas price outlook is much stronger than it was 
in the fall and companies will be looking to increase capex in 2022 budgets. 

A LNG Canada Phase 2 would be a big plus to Cdn natural gas.  LNG Canada Phase 1 is a material natural gas 
development as its 1.8 bcf/d capacity represents approx. 20 to 25% of Cdn gas export volumes to the US.  The EIA data 
shows US pipeline imports of Cdn natural gas as 6.83 bcf/d in 2020, 7.36 bcf/d in 2019, 7.70 bcf/d in 2018, 8.89 bcf/d in 
2017, 7.97 bcf/d in 2016, 7.19 bcf/d in 2015 and 7.22 bcf/d in 2014.  A LNG Canada Phase 2 FID would be a huge plus 
for Cdn natural gas. It would allow another ~1.8 bcf/d of Cdn natural gas to be priced against pricing points other than 
Henry Hub. And it would provide demand offset versus Trudeau if he moves to make electricity “emissions free” and not 
his prior “net zero emissions”. Mozambique has been a game changer to LNG outlook creating a bigger and sooner LNG 
supply gap. And with a stronger tone to oil and natural gas prices in 2021, the LNG supply gap will at least provide the 
opportunity for Shell to consider FID for its brownfield LNG Canada Phase 2 and provide big support to Cdn natural gas 
for the back half of the 2020s. And perhaps if LNG Canada is exporting 3.6 bcf/d from two phases, it could help flip Cdn 
natural gas to a premium vs US natural gas especially if Biden is successful in reducing US domestic natural gas 
consumption for electricity. The next six months will be very interesting to watch for LNG markets and Cdn natural gas 
valuations. Imagine the future value of Cdn natural gas is there was visibility for 3.6 bcf/d of Western Canada natural gas 
to be exported to Asia.   

 



 

 

Source: Gazprom twitter 



https://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.php?id=54780  
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Europe’s LNG import capacity set to expand by one-third by end 
of 2024 

 
Data	source:	The International Group of Liquefied Natural Gas Importers (GIIGNL) and trade press 
Note:	Map displays existing and under construction LNG import capacity in the European Union and UK as of November 2022. Capacity under 
construction is expected to come online in 2023–24. LNG = liquefied natural gas. 

 
Liquefied natural gas (LNG) import capacity in the European Union (EU) and the United Kingdom (UK) will expand by 34%, or 6.8 billion 

cubic feet per day (Bcf/d), by 2024 compared with 2021, according to the International Group of Liquefied Natural Gas Importers 

(GIIGNL) and trade press data. Expansions of import, or regasification, capacity will total 5.3 Bcf/d by the end of next year and grow 

further by an additional 1.5 Bcf/d by the end of 2024. 

LNG regasification capacity in the EU-27 and the UK remained relatively stable and expanded modestly in the last 10 years, by 2.8 

Bcf/d (16%), from 17.5 Bcf/d in 2012 to 20.2 Bcf/d at the end of 2021, according to data from GIIGNL. Since Russia’s full-scale invasion 

of Ukraine in February 2022 and the reduction in natural gas pipeline imports from Russia that followed, European countries have 

reactivated development of previously dormant regasification projects and have started development of new projects. 

Many of the new regasification projects in Europe can be developed relatively quickly by chartering Floating Storage and Regasification 

Units (FSRUs) and by building pipelines to transport regasified natural gas to connecting pipelines onshore. Other regasification 

projects in Europe will expand capacity at the existing onshore terminals and implement upgrades to increase existing terminals' 

throughput. 

So far this year, approximately 1.7 Bcf/d of the new and expanded LNG regasification capacity has been added in the Netherlands, 

Poland, Finland, Italy, and Germany. The new EemsEnergy terminal in the Netherlands (0.8 Bcf/d capacity) consists of two FSRU 

vessels and received its first import cargo in September 2022. A new FSRU terminal at Wilhelmshaven Port in Germany (0.7 Bcf/d 

capacity) has been completed in November 2022. 

Regasification terminals currently under construction in seven EU countries could add an additional 3.5 Bcf/d of new capacity by the 

end of 2023: 
 Germany is developing three new FSRU terminals, which will cumulatively add 1.4 Bcf/d of regasification capacity at 

Lubmin, Brunsbuttel, and Wilhelmshaven. Two terminals (at Lubmin and Brunsbuttel) are expected to start operations this 
winter, and the second terminal at Wilhelmshaven is expected online in 2023. 

 Poland will expand capacity at the existing LNG regasification terminal at Świnoujście by 0.2 Bcf/d to reach a total capacity 
of 0.8 Bcf/d by December 2023. 



 France will add 0.4 Bcf/d of regasification capacity using an FSRU vessel called Cape Anne at Le Havre port, which is 
expected to come online in fall 2023. 

 Finland and Estonia are jointly developing an FSRU terminal in the Finnish port of Inkoo, which will add 0.5 Bcf/d 
capacity and is expected to come online this winter. 

 Italy is developing an FSRU terminal near the port of Piombino, which will add 0.5 Bcf/d of capacity and will likely come 
online in spring 2023. 

 Greece will bring online an FSRU vessel at Alexandroupolis port by the end of 2023, with 0.5 Bcf/d of regasification 
capacity. 



https://www.qatarenergy.qa/en/MediaCenter/Pages/newsdetails.aspx?ItemId=3738  

QATARENERGY, CONOCOPHILLIPS SIGN LONG-TERM SUPPLY AGREEMENT OF QATARI LNG 
TO GERMANY FOR AT LEAST 15 YEARS - 
DOHA, Qatar • 29 November 2022 – QatarEnergy announced the signing of two long-term LNG sale 
and purchase agreements (SPAs) between QatarEnergy and ConocoPhillips affiliates for the delivery 
of up to two (2) million tons per annum (MTPA) of LNG from Qatar to Germany. 

Pursuant to the two SPAs, a ConocoPhillips wholly owned subsidiary will purchase the agreed 
quantities to be delivered ex-ship to the “German LNG” receiving terminal, which is currently under 
development in Brunsbüttel in northern Germany, with deliveries expected to start in 2026. 
 
The LNG volumes will be sourced from the two joint ventures between QatarEnergy and 
ConocoPhillips that hold interests in Qatar’s North Field East (NFE) and North Field South (NFS) 
projects. 
 
The SPAs were signed today by His Excellency Mr. Saad Sherida Al-Kaabi, the Minister of State for 
Energy Affairs, the President and CEO of QatarEnergy, and Mr. Ryan Lance, the Chairman and CEO 
of ConocoPhillips, at a special event held at QatarEnergy’s headquarters in Doha in the presence of 
senior executives from both companies. 
 
Speaking at the signing ceremony, His Excellency Mr. Saad Sherida Al-Kaabi said: “We are pleased 
to sign these agreements with our partner ConocoPhillips to supply up to 2 million tons per annum of 
LNG to Germany from the two QatarEnergy-ConocoPhillips joint ventures in the NFE and NFS LNG 
expansion projects respectively, starting in 2026. These agreements are momentous for several 
reasons. They mark the first ever long-term LNG supply to Germany with a supply period that extends 
for at least 15 years, thus contributing to Germany’s long-term energy security. They also represent 
the culmination of efforts between two trusted partners, QatarEnergy and ConocoPhillips, over many 
years, to provide reliable and credible LNG supply solutions to customers across the globe, and 
today, to German end-consumers. This is a concrete demonstration of QatarEnergy’s resolve to 
provide reliable energy supplies to all major markets around the world, and of our commitment to the 
German people.” 
 
His Excellency Minister Al-Kaabi added: “Germany is the largest gas market in Europe, with 
significant demand in the industrial, power, and household sectors, and we are committed to 
contribute to the energy security of Germany and Europe at large. The agreements we are about to 
sign today are a further manifestation of this commitment, which is reinforced through the sizeable 
investments we have made and continue to make along the entire gas value chain encompassing 
production capacity increases in Qatar and the Golden Pass LNG export project in the United States. 
Such investments also include the execution of the largest LNG ship building program in the history of 
the energy sector, as well as securing long-term commitments in LNG receiving infrastructure in 
several European countries. Our dialogue with our European partners continues with the aim of 
achieving greater energy security, long-term market stability, and a smoother energy transition for the 
benefit of all.” 
 
Minister Al-Kaabi expressed his thanks and appreciation to the teams from both sides whose hard 
work and dedication made these agreements possible and concluded his remarks by paying tribute to 
the leadership of His Highness the Amir Sheikh Tamim bin Hamad Al Thani, and His wise leadership 
and unwavering support to Qatar’s energy sector. 
 



On his part, Mr. Ryan Lance, the Chairman and CEO of ConocoPhillips said: “QatarEnergy and 
ConocoPhillips are excited for the opportunity to responsibly and securely supply world markets with 
LNG from the Qatari expansion projects.”  
 
“These agreements will provide an attractive LNG offtake solution for our new joint ventures with 
QatarEnergy and position the joint ventures as reliable sources of LNG supply into Europe,” Mr. 
Lance added. 
 
ConocoPhillips’ partnership in the North Field LNG Expansion Projects is made up of a 3.125% share 
in the NFE project and a 6.25% share in the NFS project, which are planned to commence production 
in 2026 and 2027, respectively.  
 



https://www.woodside.com/docs/default‐source/media‐releases/woodside‐delivers‐north‐west‐shelf‐lng‐to‐
europe.pdf?sfvrsn=48cfa630_3 

 
 
 
 



 

 



https://www.transmountain.com/news/2022/update‐december‐2022‐capacity‐announcement‐for‐the‐trans‐mountain‐
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Update: December 2022 Capacity Announcement for the Trans 
Mountain Pipeline System 
Nov. 28, 2022 

Total system nominations for the Trans Mountain Pipeline system are apportioned by 17 percent for December 
2022. 

What is pipeline ‘apportionment’ and why is it important? 

The energy sector around the world works on a monthly cycle. The Trans Mountain Pipeline is part of that 
cycle. Apportionment describes the amount of demand shippers place on the pipeline in excess of its available 
capacity. Here’s a step-by-step guide to the apportionment determination that’s carried out every month for the 
existing Trans Mountain Pipeline system. 

 Each month our shippers submit requests for how much petroleum (crude oil and refined products) they 
want to ship through the pipeline to service their customers. These requests are called ‘nominations’. 

 Based on shippers’ nominations, we then determine the ‘capacity’ available on the pipeline for the month. 
Determining pipeline capacity is complex. Capacity is affected by, among other things, the types of products 
that have been nominated, any pipeline system maintenance activities that will reduce flows that month 
and carry‐over volumes that haven’t completed their transit of the pipeline by month’s end. 

 Based on available pipeline capacity and the volume of shipper nominations we received, we calculate 
apportionment using a method accepted by the Canada Energy Regulator and forming part of our tariff. A 
tariff includes the terms and conditions under which the service of a pipeline is offered or provided, 
including the tolls, the rules and regulations, and the practices relating to specific services. 

 If shipper nominations are less than pipeline capacity, the apportionment percentage to that destination is 
“zero” and all the product volumes nominated by shippers are accepted to be transported that month. 

 If shipper nominations exceed pipeline capacity, the apportionment is a percentage greater than zero. 
Trans Mountain Pipeline apportionment by the numbers 

Apportionment of the Trans Mountain Pipeline system has been a regular monthly occurrence for the past 
decade. The chart below shows the apportionment for 2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020, 2021 and apportionment 
to date for 2022. 

 



When a pipeline experiences significant and prolonged apportionment like in the case of the existing Trans 
Mountain Pipeline, it’s one signal that more capacity is needed. Apportionment can bring with it a discounting 
of prices as producers compete to sell what they can through the pipeline before having to use another pipeline 
or other modes of transport to another, less profitable market. It can also mean the buyers at the end of the 
pipeline are forced to source their shortfall of supply from alternate, less desirable sources. 

Business case for expansion is strong 

There is a strong and clear business case supporting the Trans Mountain Expansion Project. Our shippers have 
made long-term contract commitments ranging from 15 to 20 years that will underpin the cost of construction 
and the operating costs. The additional capacity offered by the expansion will be used to supply more crude oil 
and refined products markets in British Columbia and Washington State and to offshore markets in the Asia 
Pacific. Pipeline design and operations, including emergency response and preparedness for tanker movements 
are world-class, providing a safe and reliable supply of petroleum products to the markets served by the Trans 
Mountain Pipeline. 
 



https://www.agenciapetrobras.com.br/en/business/petrobras-aproves-strategic-plan-2023-2027/  

Petrobras approves Strategic Plan 2023-2027 
Published in 30/11/2022 at 21:38:57 

Petrobras informs that its Board of Directors approved, in a meeting held today, the Strategic Plan for the five-
year period 2023-2027 (SP 2023-27). 

Throughout 2022, Petrobras delivered an operational and financial performance in line with its commitment to 
generate value for society and shareholders and in full adherence with the 2022-2026 Strategic Plan, showing 
the Company's resilience and solidity, and thus increasing the degree of confidence in achieving its goals. 

From an operational standpoint, in the first nine months of 2022, the Company maintained a solid performance 
delivering significant advances in its operations.   

From a financial standpoint, the Company continued on its path of delivering consistent and sustainable results. 
The capital structure was maintained at a healthy level and cash reached a level more compatible with the 
Company’s financial needs. The Company delivered solid financial results, reaching the first and second highest 
quarterly EBITDA and operating cash flow marks in its history, in the second and third quarters of 2022, 
respectively. The generation of operating cash flow associated with stable and controlled indebtedness and solid 
liquidity prospects allowed Petrobras to declare R$13.80 per common and preferred share in shareholder 
remuneration in 2022. It is important to note that the Brazilian government receives about 37% of this total, the 
largest single portion, in addition to being benefited by the payment of taxes, which reached a record for the first 
nine months of the year of R$ 222 billion. 

In this context, the new SP 2023-27 was prepared preserving the Company's vision, values, and purpose. The 
strategies were maintained, with the exception of those related to Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG) 
and Innovation, which were improved. 

With the vision of "Being the best energy company in value generation, focused on oil and gas, sustainability, 
safety, respect for people and the environment," Petrobras preserves its values in the SP 2023-27: 
(i) Respect for life, people and the environment; 
(ii) Ethics and transparency; 
(iii) Overcoming and trust; 
(iv) Market and results orientation. 

Furthermore, the company maintains its purpose of "Providing energy that ensures prosperity in an ethical, safe, 
and competitive manner”. 

The SP 2023-27 proposes a set of strategies aimed at Petrobras' effective contribution to a prosperous and 
sustainable future, such as: (i) deliver sustainable results for a society in transition, by acting in business with 
social and environmental responsibility, safety, integrity and transparency, strengthening its low-carbon 
positioning; (ii) maximize the value of the portfolio, with a focus on deepwater and ultra-deepwater assets; (iii) 
add value to the refining park, with more efficient processes and new products; (iv) strengthen the integration of 



marketing and logistics activities; and (v) innovate to generate value in business, today and in the future, and 
achieve the goals in decarbonization. 

In order to ensure alignment of incentives for achieving corporate goals, SP 2023-27 reaffirms the four top 
metrics from the past plan, which are: 

• Exploration and Production and Refining greenhouse gas emissions target achievement indicator (IAGEE); 
• Volume of oil and oil products leaked (VAZO); 
• Petrobras Delta EVA®; and 
• Total Recordable Injury (TRI). 

The first three metrics directly impact the variable remuneration of executives and all company employees. 

Petrobras reaffirms in the SP 2023-27 the ambition of zero fatalities and zero leakage. Its commitment to life is 
a non-negotiable value, and its recognized culture for safety continues to be reinforced every day to strengthen 
people and operational safety. 

The IAGEE and VAZO targets are aligned with the SP 2023-27 low carbon and environmental sustainability 
commitments, while the Delta EVA® indicator represents a measure of economic value creation. 

The SP 2023-27 consolidates Petrobras as the country's largest investor and includes all the projects that 
presented economic viability according to the company's governance and approval criteria, with no damming of 
projects due to budget restrictions. 

The investments (CAPEX) foreseen for the 2023-2027 period are US$ 78 billion, 15% higher than the last plan 
and is on par with the average of industry peers. This amount is higher than the average of the last six strategic 
plans, which was US$ 72 billion, and signals that investments have returned to the pre-covid level. CAPEX in 
the Exploration & Production (E&P) segment is 83% of the total, followed by Refining, Gas and Power with 12%, 
Trading and Logistics with 2%, and 3% in the Corporate segment. It is worth noting that in addition to these US$ 
78 billion, the Company will also invest about US$ 20 billion in chartering new platforms, thus totaling almost 
US$ 100 billion of resources in projects. This allocation is adherent to the strategic focus of activities in 
Exploration and Production, in which Petrobras has competitive advantage and greater return. 

The total E&P CAPEX is US$ 64 billion, with about 67% going to the pre-salt. The plan also highlights that the 
E&P projects maintain the premise of double resilience - economic and environmental: viable to scenarios of low 
oil prices in the long term (Brent of US$35 per barrel) and low carbon (goal of carbon intensity in the E&P portfolio 
of up to 15 KgCO2e per barrel of oil equivalent by 2030). 

With the objective of seeking new oil and gas frontiers, including opportunities in non-associated gas, the plan 
considers total exploration investment of US$6.0 billion, with approximately 50% in the Equatorial Margin. 

Total CAPEX in the Refining and Natural Gas area amounts to US$ 9.2 billion, with about 50% of the resources 
invested in expanding and improving refining quality and efficiency. Petrobras thus continues to focus on the 



operational and energy efficiency of its refining units and on higher quality products with a lower carbon footprint, 
with the spotlight on investments in biorefining. The plan foresees investments in eight new processing units, in 
addition to six large-scale adaptation works in existing units. With these projects concluded, Petrobras' refining 
processing and conversion capacity is expected to increase by 154,000 barrels per day (bpd), and the the low 
sulfur 10-ppm diesel production capacity will be boosted by more than 300,000 bpd. In the Gas & Power area, 
the SP 2023-27 highlights the continuity of the strategy of own gas commercialization, with commercial actions 
aligned to the increases in capacity, resulting from investments in infrastructure expansion and the own supply 
of natural gas. 

In the 2023-2027 five-year period, the Trading and Logistics area will intensify its operations in strategic markets 
in Brazil while continuing to expand and strengthen its operations in foreign markets by attracting new customers 
and constantly seeking the best opportunities to enhance the value of its oils and products.  Another focus of the 
area is the optimization of the logistics infrastructure with the removal of bottlenecks in the flow of products and 
oils, inventory optimization, and reduction in the fleet's emission indexes. The area's CAPEX foreseen in the 
plan is US$ 1.6 billion. 

An important highlight of the investments of SP 2023-27 also includes the amount of US$ 4.4 billion (6% of total 
CAPEX) in projects directed to the Company's low carbon initiatives. 

 
 
The SP 2023-27 maintains an active portfolio management, with expected divestments between US$10 billion 
and US$ 20 billion over the five-year period, which will contribute to improve operational efficiency, return on 
capital and additional cash generation to make new investments more adherent to the Company's strategy. 
Active management allows the Company to focus on assets that have the potential to raise the expected return 
on its portfolio in a sustainable way and/or reduce the risks perceived by Petrobras. 

Oil, NGL and natural gas production 

The oil and gas production curve projected for the 2023-2027 period indicates continued growth, even 
considering divestments, explained by the entry of new production systems and complementary projects. 



In line with the Company's strategic focus, Exploration & Production activities are concentrated in deep and 
ultradeep waters in Brazil. Production from the pre-salt will account for 78% of the company's total by the end of 
the five-year period. 

The production curve considers the entry of 18 new platforms (FPSOs) in the period 2023-2027, 11 chartered, 
6 owned and 1 non-operated. 

The production target for 2023 was maintained at 2.1 million barrels of oil per day, with a variation of 4% up or 
down, considering the adjustments of the Sepia and Atapu Coparticipation Agreement, which reduced 0.1 million 
boed in relation to the last plan.  The total production target for 2023, including oil and natural gas, was also 
maintained at 2.6 million boed, considering a variation of 4% up or down. 

The oil production projection for 2024 and 2025 was reduced by approximately 0.1 million bpd, in comparison 
with the past plan, due to adjustments in the well interconnection schedule. 

All total and commercial production projections were maintained for the SP 23-2027 horizon. 

 
 
The RES20 program shows consistent delivery throughout the year, supported by its three pillars: (i) intense 
seismic acquisition campaign, (ii) master plans per asset and (iii) better reservoir models. This program will 
continue, but the disclosure of its projections to the market will be discontinued in alignment with the practice 
used by peers. 

ESG - Environmental, Social and Governance 

The SP 2023-27 integrated the ESG elements into a single vision, synthesizing the Company's position 
according to the diagram below. This ESG diagram guides planning and stakeholder engagement and is aligned 
with the Company's strategic elements and objectives. Four key ideas are highlighted: (i) reduce our carbon 
footprint; (ii) protect the environment; (iii) care for people; and (iv) act with integrity.  For each one of these key 
ideas a set of relevant themes that support and guide our actions, projects, programs and related commitments 
was identified. 



 
 
The goals related to each of the four key ideas of the diagram were consolidated into a single list, aligned with 
the concept of integrated ESG: 



 
 
In the SP 2023-27, investments of US$ 4.4 billion are planned for the Company's low carbon initiatives: (i) US$ 
3.7 billion applied in projects that contribute to the decarbonization initiatives of the operations (scopes 1 and 2); 
(ii) US$ 0.6 billion in biorefining initiatives (renewable diesel and bio jet fuel); and (iii) US$ 0.1 billion in Research 
and Development (R&D) for new competencies. 

With the objective of supporting the emissions neutrality trajectory, the Petrobras Carbon Neutral Program and 
the Decarbonization Fund were reinforced in the SP 2023-27, with the objective of financing decarbonization 
solutions that reduce emissions with the lowest cost and greatest impact in carbon mitigation. 

The Fund's budget in SP 2023-27 is US$600 million, representing significant growth over the past plan, which 
was US$248 million. 



Moving forward in the initiatives aimed at profitable diversification, the SP 2023-27 brings as novelty the 
businesses that were indicated by a multicriteria analysis, among several studied, as the most suitable for the 
Company. The new businesses of offshore wind power, hydrogen and carbon capture were indicated, in addition 
to the continuity of the presence in biorefining.   

It is also worth mentioning that the Company is implementing a green recycling policy for platforms undergoing 
decommissioning, in line with the best ESG practices available in the market. 

Financeability 

The main assumptions for the financeability of the SP 2023-27 are:   
(i)    Competitive prices, aligned to the international market; 
(ii)    The reference cash defined in the strategic plan is US$ 8 billion. This amount is higher than the 
Company's minimum cash, which is currently US$ 5 billion; 
(iii)    Dividends in accordance with the current Shareholder Remuneration Policy; 
(iv)    Gross debt reference range of US$ 50 billion to US$ 65 billion; and 
(v)    Liability management: debt lengthening and maintenance around US$ 55 billion. 

The average Brent for the five-year period of the SP 2023-27 is US$ 75/bbl and the average exchange rate for 
the same period is R$ 5/US$. 

It is worth noting that the SP 2023-27 is self-financing for the next 5 years, with approximately 52% of its net 
cash generation going back to society. 

 

The SP 2023-27 demonstrates Petrobras' commitment to being a company focused on generating value, with 
the capacity to invest, generate jobs, pay taxes, and distribute its earnings to its shareholders and society. The 
company plans to build on its trajectory of being an increasingly healthy, solid, and resilient company, contributing 
to generate reliable and efficient energy and to an environmentally sustainable world. 
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Growing production in line with Strategic Plan 2022-26
—

* Total operated production: from 3.8 MM boed (2023) to 4.7 MM boed in (2027)

% Pre-salt74% 72% 74% 76% 78%

Oil production

Natural gas –commercial
production

Total production

TOTAL PRODUCTION
million boed | Work Interest (WI) Petrobras | Post divestments | With variation of +/-4%

• Considers adjustments from the Sepia and Atapu Co-Participation Agreement that reduces 0.1 MM boed per year relative to the Strategic 
Plan 2022-26 

• All projections were maintained for 2023, as well as Total and Commercial Production for the entire horizon
• Reduction of approximately 0.1 MM bpd in oil production in 2024 and 2025 due to adjustment in the wells interconnection schedule
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Lifting cost and total cost remain competitive
—

TOTAL COST OF OIL PRODUCED 2

1 Lifting cost without leasing cost and government taxes
2 Does not include, mainly, exploratory investments and cost of capital 
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Exploration of new oil and gas frontiers according to our value strategy
—

* 16 in the Equatorial Margin, 24 in the Southeast Basins and 2 in Colombia in contracted areas
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Santos Basin concentrates pre-salt assets and boosts 
production growth
—

* Operated production in the Santos Basin in 2027: 3.5 MMboed

Producing assets
Exploratory assets

CAPEX (2023-27)
US$ 38 billion

NEW PRODUCTION UNITS
11

PRODUCTION 2027
2.2 MMboed
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Campos basin still relevant in the long run
—
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* Operated production in the Santos Basin in 2027: 0.9 MMboed

CAPEX (2023-27)
US$ 18 billion

NEW PRODUCTION UNITS
5

PRODUCTION 2027
0.9 MMboed

Producing assets
Exploratory assets
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Chevron CEO predicts gradual relaxation of U.S. sanctions on 
Venezuela 
Reuters 

 
Michael Wirth, Chairman and CEO Chevron Corp., speaks during an interview on CNBC on the 
floor of the New York Stock Exchange (NYSE) in New York City, U.S., March 1, 2022. 
REUTERS/Brendan McDermid/File Photo 
 
Dec 1 (Reuters) - The U.S. approval for Chevron Corp (CVX.N) to expand 
Venezuela's oil production is unlikely to lead the company to add investment in 
the South American country in the next six months, Chief Executive Michael 
Wirth said. 
U.S. President Joe Biden's administration last week issued a six-month license 
allowing Chevron to boost oil output and expand operations in Venezuela. It 
restricted any cash payments to Venezuela pending further progress on political 
talks between the government of Socialist President Nicolas Maduro and the 
country's opposition party. 

Washington could gradually relax sanctions on Venezuela and provide greater 
latitude for Chevron to operate in Venezuela over time, Wirth said in comments 
to the Economic Club of New York on Thursday. 

Chevron is the last major U.S. oil company still operating in Venezuela and is 
owed more than $3 billion from dividends and debts from its joint ventures with 
state-run oil firm PDVSA. 

But he added: "We're not likely to be coming in with investment in a drilling 
campaign that grows production in the next six months. There's a lot of work that 
has to be done...to allow us to move in that direction.' 

After seeing sanctions did not fully stop Venezuelan exports, the Biden 
administration has decided "to loosen some of the sanctions imposed by the 



Trump administration. The primary effect is it allows some of that Venezuelan oil 
to flow back to the U.S., which will help the U.S. refining system," he said. 

Reporting by Gary McWilliams; Editing by David Gregorio 
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Chevron awaits Venezuelan oil cargoes, but PDVSA wants 
payments 
By Marianna Parraga 
HOUSTON, Nov 28 (Reuters) - Chevron Corp (CVX.N) aims to start receiving cargoes of Venezuelan 
oil as early as December after the oil company last week received a U.S. license to do so, but 
Caracas may not be as eager because U.S. sanctions restrict payments, people familiar with the 
matter said. 
The United States on Saturday granted Chevron a six-month license to operate in 
Venezuela, reinstating oil trading privileges it had, while preventing exchanges of cash and requiring 
the crude cargoes go to U.S. refiners. 

Executives at Venezuelan state firm PDVSA initially welcomed the authorization for a partial return to 
the United States, once the country's most important market. They are less enthusiastic after learning 
of license terms that will not allow Chevron to reimburse operational costs or pay taxes and royalties 
in Venezuela, according to the people. 

PDVSA and Venezuela's oil ministry did not immediately reply to requests for comment. 

As of Nov. 23, Chevron's largest joint oil venture in Venezuela had 1.79 million barrels of exportable 
crude in stock, a document seen by Reuters showed. Another oil processing project where it is a 
minority partner halted operations earlier this year due to accumulated inventories that could not be 
exported. 

The hurdles could soon multiply: Another company with an about $1 billion outstanding claim against 
Venezuela said on Monday that it expects similar consideration. 

"If unsecured creditors can be repaid, then the U.S. government should allow Crystallex, which is a 
secured creditor, to be repaid," said Rahim Moloo, an attorney for mining firm Crystallex International. 

Any relaxation of Chevron's license terms depends on progress in political talks between negotiators 
for President Nicolas Maduro and the opposition that began in Mexico last week, a National Security 
Council spokesperson said. 

The White House is "open to further calibrating" sanctions, the person added, but any relaxation 
depends on progress in the acceptance of a Venezuelan electoral calendar, reinstatement of 



excluded candidates, a return of political parties to rightful leaders, and access for international 
electoral observers. 

LIMITED BENEFITS 

Chevron had negotiated an agreement with PDVSA this year establishing that proceeds from oil 
exports would be distributed similar to past terms: About a third each for debt repayment, 
reimbursement of operational expenses to partner PDVSA, and the final third for capital expenses. 

But Washington seemed to have only approved debt reduction and capital expenses made directly by 
Chevron, leaving out taxes and royalty payments. 

Washington also issued a separate six-month renewal for oil service companies to maintain 
operations without authorizing them to drill, repair wells, or to contract for additional personnel or 
services. 

Chevron declined to comment on commercial matters. A U.S. Treasury Department spokesperson 
declined comment. 

The restrictions ultimately could limit any benefit to the South American nation's oil production and 
exports, analysts have said, barring further Washington authorizations from political talks that got 
underway in Mexico. 

Earlier this year, U.S. officials doubled down on their efforts to encourage the political dialogue and 
return some of the OPEC producer's crude to markets affected by cuts to Russian supplies over its 
invasion of Ukraine. 

Those efforts led to the release of Venezuelans convicted of U.S. drug charges and a return of 
Americans jailed in Venezuela. In addition, European oil companies Eni (ENI.MI) and Repsol won 
U.S. approvals to take Venezuelan crude for debt repayment. 

Brokerage house Credit Suisse in a note on Monday said the initial easing of sanctions will have "little 
effect" on Europe's supply risks from sanctions on Russia. 

ARE CARGOES AT RISK? 

Chevron's Venezuelan oil cargoes face potential seizures by creditors that have arbitration claims and 
court judgments, said trading experts and lawyers. 

In additional to Crystallex, ConocoPhillips (COP.N) has a $1.2 billion ruling against Venezuela and 
previously sought to seize PDVSA's Caribbean assets. A spokesperson declined comment, but the 
company has said it would pursue its claims anywhere in the world. 



PDVSA's oil exports to the United States were halted in early 2019, in the aftermath of U.S. sanctions 
designed to oust Maduro, whose 2018 re-election was called a sham by most Western counties. 

Washington recognizes opposition leader Juan Guaido as rightful leader. PDVSA's most important 
foreign asset, Houston-based oil refiner Citgo Petroleum, is controlled by boards appointed by Guaido 
and ratified by a U.S. court. 

But Maduro has retained his grip on power supported by the country's military and allies including 
Russia and Iran. He also controls PDVSA. 

Washington placed tight reins on the oil imports to win support from a Congress skeptical of deals 
with Maduro. U.S. Senator Bob Menendez, chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, on 
Saturday said he supported "a negotiated solution to Venezuela's protracted crisis," but added that if 
Maduro again tries to use negotiations to buy time, the United States and its partners "must snap 
back the full force of sanctions." 

Reporting by Marianna Parraga; additional reporting by Gary McWilliams and David Gregorio 
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Press release3 December 2022Brussels 

G7 agrees oil price cap: reducing Russia's revenues, 
while keeping global energy markets stable 
The international Price Cap Coalition has finalised its work on implementing an oil price cap on Russian 
seaborne crude oil. EU Member States in the Council have also just approved in parallel its implementation 
within the EU. 

The cap has been set at a maximum price of 60 USD per barrel for crude oil and is adjustable in the future in 
order to respond to market developments. This cap will be implemented by all members of the Price Cap 
Coalition through their respective domestic legal processes.   

Ursula von der Leyen, President of the European Commission, said, “The G7 and all EU Member States have 
taken a decision that will hit Russia's revenues even harder and reduce its ability to wage war in Ukraine. It 
will also help us to stabilise global energy prices, benefitting countries across the world who are currently 
confronted with high oil prices.” 

While the EU's ban on importing Russian seaborne crude oil and petroleum products remains fully in place, the 
price cap will allow European operators to transport Russian oil to third countries, provided its price remains 
strictly below the cap. 

The price cap has been specifically designed to reduce further Russia's revenues, while keeping global energy 
markets stable through continued supplies. It will therefore also help address inflation and keep energy costs 
stable at a time when high costs – particularly elevated fuel prices – are a great concern in the EU and across the 
globe. 

The price cap will take effect after 5 December 2022 for crude and 5 February 2023 for refined petroleum 
products [the price for refined products will be finalised in due course]. It will enter into force simultaneously 
across all Price Cap Coalition jurisdictions. The price cap also provides for a smooth transition – it will not 
apply to oil purchased above the price cap, which is loaded onto vessels prior to 5 December and unloaded 
before 19 January 2023. 

  

More Information 

The EU's sanctions against Russia are proving effective. They are damaging Russia's ability to manufacture new 
weapons and repair existing ones, as well as hinder its transport of material. 

The geopolitical, economic, and financial implications of Russia's continued aggression are clear, as the war has 
disrupted global commodities markets, especially for agrifood products and energy. The EU continues to ensure 
that its sanctions do not impact energy and agrifood exports from Russia to third countries. 

As guardian of the EU Treaties, the European Commission monitors the enforcement of EU sanctions across the 
EU. 

The EU stands united in its solidarity with Ukraine, and will continue to support Ukraine and its people together 
with its international partners, including through additional political, financial, and humanitarian support. 

  

 

https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/qanda_22_7469 



Questions and Answers: G7 agrees oil price cap to 
reduce Russia's revenues, while keeping global 
energy markets stable 
What does the oil price cap achieve? 

The price cap – which comes on top of the EU import ban on Russian seaborne crude oil and oil products, and 
the corresponding bans of other G7 partners – will further reduce the revenues Russia earns from oil. The oil 
price cap [60 USD per barrel for crude oil] will also serve to stabilise global energy prices which Moscow's 
illegal war on Ukraine has inflated. 

It will help address inflation and keep energy costs stable at a time when high costs – particularly elevated fuel 
prices – are a great concern to all Europeans. 

How has the cap been set? 

The price cap rate has been set in legislation by the Council and agreed by the international Price Cap Coalition. 
This Price Cap Coalition conducted a technical exercise and reached consensus on the appropriate level at 
which to fix the price cap rate. This rate is a price per barrel. 

The price cap rate has been approved by a unanimous decision of the Council. This decision will introduce the 
price cap in Annex XI to Decision 2014/512/CFSP. In accordance with this Decision, the price cap has been 
inserted into EU law by an amendment of Annex XXVIII to Regulation (EU) 833/2014 via a Commission 
Implementing Act. Any subsequent changes would require the same procedure i.e. a Council Decision and a 
Commission Implementing Act. 

This information will be published in the Official Journal of the EU. 

Is the cap set in stone? 

No. The price cap is fixed for now but adjustable over time. After the initial cap has been set, the price may be 
amended in the future to reflect market developments and technical changes, as agreed by the Price Cap 
Coalition. This review should take into account a variety of factors, which can include the effectiveness of the 
measure, its implementation, international adherence and alignment, the potential impact on coalition members 
and partners, and market developments. 

What sort of exceptions have been agreed? 

The price cap does not affect in any way the full EU import ban on Russian crude and petroleum products and 
the specific exceptions and derogations thereunder which were already agreed in previous sanctions packages. 
These exceptions and derogations allow certain Member States to continue importing crude oil and petroleum 
products from Russia due to their specific situation or to import seaborne crude oil from Russia if the supply of 
crude oil by pipeline from Russia is interrupted for reasons beyond their control. 

Specific projects which are essential for the energy security of certain third countries may be exempted from the 
price cap. The current list of exempted projects referred to in Article 3n(6)(c) are contained in Annex XXIX. 

Are there any transition periods provided for the transport of Russian oil? 

The price cap enters into force as of 5 December 2022 for crude oil and as of 5 February 2023 for petroleum 
products [the price for refined products will be finalised in due course]. These measures apply to Russian crude 
oil falling under CN code 2709 00 and Russian petroleum products falling under CN code 2710. There is a 45-
day wind-down period for seaborne Russian crude oil purchased above the price cap, provided it is loaded onto 
a vessel at the port of loading prior to 5 December 2022 and unloaded at the final port of destination prior to 19 
January 2023. Maritime-related services and maritime transport can be provided during this period.  There is no 
equivalent provision for petroleum products. 



After the initial price cap has been set, the price may be amended by the Price Cap Coalition. Where this occurs 
and the price in Annex XXVIII is changed, there is wind-down period of ninety days (90) for the maritime 
related services and maritime transport of Russian crude oil (and petroleum products). 

What happens if a ship disrespects the price cap? 

If a third country flagged vessel intentionally carries Russian oil above the price cap, EU operators will be 
prohibited from insuring, financing and servicing this vessel for the transport of Russian oil or petroleum 
products for 90 days after the cargo purchased above the price cap has been unloaded. 

If an EU vessel, such as an EU flagged vessel, violates the price cap, it will be subject to the consequences that 
follow under each Member State's national legislation. 

Which countries have agreed to this oil price cap? 

G7 members and other participating countries (‘Price Cap Coalition'), such as Australia.   

What about the risk of circumvention? Surely shipping companies will just reflag? 

EU sanctions apply within the jurisdiction (territory) of the EU, to EU nationals in any location, to companies 
and organisations incorporated under the law of a Member State – including branches of EU companies in third 
countries, as well as on board aircraft or vessels under Member States´ jurisdiction. 

The prohibition to transport Russian seaborne oil applies to all EU vessels, i.e. EU flagged vessels, and also 
vessels that are owned, chartered and/or operated by EU companies or nationals. This would also cover agents 
acting on their behalf. The EU refrains from adopting sanctions having extra-territorial application in breach of 
international law. For the oil price cap, all countries are currently being invited by the G7 to join the Price Cap 
Coalition. 

If they agree to join, this means they agree to purchase oil at or below the price cap. This will allow them to 
benefit from transport and other related services (insurance and financing) provided by EU operators, and a 
lower price. 

If they do not join the Coalition, meaning that they purchase the oil above the price cap, EU operators will not 
be able to transport such oil to those countries, nor provide financing or insurance to them. 

The goal of the price cap is thus two-fold: to keep low-priced Russian oil flowing onto global markets and to 
reduce the Russia's revenues to be able to wage war. 

With the price cap, there are clear incentives for Russia, oil importing countries and market participants to 
maintain the flow of Russian oil. This will achieve both objectives at the same time. 

The United States, the EU, and other G7 countries have already committed to phasing out imports of Russian 
oil. That will not change. Instead, the price cap allows our service providers to support shipments of Russian oil 
to other countries, if purchased below the price cap. This means that the main beneficiaries of this lower-priced 
oil will be third countries, including developing countries in Africa, Asia, and Latin America, which in turn 
serves global market stability. 

Does this involve a weakening of EU sanctions? 

No. The price cap does not change our EU oil import ban. It involves amending EU sanctions (the maritime 
services ban) to allow the provision of these services under the strict condition that the Russian oil is 
purchased below the cap. Services for transport and transport above the cap remain fully sanctioned. This 
amendment will actually help strengthen the overall impact of global sanctions against Russia, by creating 
incentives for a coalition of third countries to trade at or below the cap, thereby pushing down prices and 
reducing Russia's revenues. 

What does this mean for the maritime industries of certain Member States? 

The full import ban into Union of Russian crude oil and refined petroleum products, already agreed by the 
Council in June, is not affected – so nothing changes for Member States on this front. 



As regards maritime services and maritime transport by Member States' providers covering Russian oil, there is 
no impact as long as the trades concerned remain at or under the set cap. 

The Commission will continuously monitor the possible broader economic impact on Member States and will, 
together with allies, continue to strive for the largest possible price capping coalition, to render this system as 
effective as possible. 

  

General 

What is the rationale of imposing such sanctions? 

Sanctions are targeted at the Kremlin. They aim to weaken the Russian government's ability to finance its 
aggression against Ukraine and are calibrated in order to minimise the negative consequences on the Russian 
population. 

Sanctions are imposing a direct cost on Russia for its war of aggression and damaging Russia's industrial and 
economic ability to wage war, manufacture more weapons, and repair existing weapons systems. The sanctions 
also deprive the Russian army and its suppliers of the goods and equipment needed to wage its war on sovereign 
Ukrainian territory. 

In addition, sanctions are designed to maximise the negative impact for the Russian economy, while limiting the 
consequences for EU businesses and citizens. We welcome EU companies' diligence in complying with the 
sanctions framework in place.  

Ensuring an effective and diligent implementation of sanctions is key to prevent circumvention. This is 
primarily the responsibility of Member States. 

In this process, the European Commission is fully committed to assisting them and ensuring a consistent 
implementation across the Union. 

Are EU sanctions causing a food crisis? 

No. It is Russia's unprovoked invasion of Ukraine and Russia's deliberate actions - such as blocking grain 
exports from Ukraine, burning crops and silos, stealing Ukrainian cereals, and complicating trade - that is 
provoking a global food crisis. 

None of the EU's sanctions adopted against Russia prevent the supply of agri-food, medical equipment or 
medicines for the general population. 

None of the sanctions adopted by the EU in view of Russia's war of aggression in Ukraine target the trade in 
agricultural and food products, including cereals and fertilisers, between third countries and Russia. 

If third countries wish to buy Russian fertilisers, there are no EU sanctions that would prohibit this. 

On 19 September 2022, the EU issued updated guidance to clarify the situation in which EU operators transport 
a sanctioned item to a third country. It makes it clear that the transfer of Russian fertilisers to third 
countries via the EU is permitted. 

In a very challenging environment with rising production costs for farmers, we need to become less dependent 
on inputs for fertilisers production from unreliable trade partners. We must diversify our sources of supply. The 
Commission proposed legislation for this diversification, notably the suspension of import tariffs on fertilisers 
inputs that originate in countries other than Russia or Belarus. 
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The Russian authorities will create a mechanism to 
ban the use of the oil price ceiling 

5K1 min. | ... 

Russian Deputy Prime Minister Alexander Novak said that the government is 
currently working on a mechanism to ban the use of the ceiling on Russian oil 
prices, which the EU and G7 countries have recently agreed on. According to the 
official, the Russian authorities are ready to reduce oil production in the event 
that European importers begin to apply the price limit. 

"We believe that this instrument is non-market, inefficient, grossly interfering in 
market instruments, contrary to all the rules, the same WTO, for example. In our 
practice, we are not going to use tools related to the price cap (price ceiling.-
"Kommersant"). To do this, we are now working on mechanisms to ban the use 
of the price cap tool, regardless of what level will be set, "said Mr. Novak on the 
air of the TV channel "Russia 24". 

On December 2, the EUcountries approvedthe introduction of a ceiling on 
Russian oil prices at $60 per barrel. The decision of European countries was 
criticized by Russian officials as contrary to market principles, and the press 
Secretary of the President of Russia Dmitry Peskov said that the 
Kremlinrefusesto accept the energy restriction. 

Read more about the price ceiling in the material "It is not low, not high". 

Andrey Sapozhnikov 
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34th OPEC and non-OPEC Ministerial Meeting 
No 33/2022   Vienna, Austria   04 Dec 2022 
The 34th OPEC and non-OPEC Ministerial Meeting took place by videoconference on Sunday, 4 December 2022. 

In line with the decision of the OPEC and non-OPEC Participating Countries in the Declaration of Cooperation at the 33rd OPEC and 
non-OPEC Ministerial Meeting on 5 October 2022, which was purely driven by market considerations and recognized in retrospect by 
the market participants to have been the necessary and the right course of action towards stabilizing global oil markets; and adhering to 
the approach of being proactive and pre-emptive, the Participating Countries reiterated their readiness to meet at any time and take 
immediate additional measures to address market developments and support the balance of the oil market and its stability if necessary. 

The Participating Countries decided to: 

1. Reaffirm the decision of the 10th OPEC and non-OPEC Ministerial Meeting on 12 April 2020 and further endorsed in 
subsequent meetings, including the 19th OPEC and non-OPEC Ministerial Meeting on 18 July 2021 and the 33rd OPEC 
and non-OPEC Ministerial Meeting on 5 October 2022, including the adjustment of the frequency of the monthly 
meetings to become every two months for the Joint Ministerial Monitoring Committee (JMMC) and the authority of the 
JMMC to hold additional meetings, or to request an OPEC and non-OPEC Ministerial Meeting at any time to address 
market developments if necessary. 
  

2. Reiterate the critical importance of adhering to full conformity and compensation mechanism taking advantage of the 
extension approved on the 33rd OPEC and non-OPEC Ministerial Meeting. 
  

3. Hold the 35th OPEC and non-OPEC Ministerial Meeting on 4 June 2023. 
 

From OPEC Oct 5, 2022 Press Release 

 



 
http://politics.people.com.cn/n1/2022/1201/c1001-32578163.html  

Sun Chunlan emphasized 
Give full play to the advantages of experts from all parties to continuously 

optimize and improve prevention and control measures 
01 December 2022 at 05:50 | Source: People's Daily - People's Daily 

 
Beijing, 30 Nov -- Vice Premier Sun Chunlan of the State Council held a forum at the National Health Commission 

on 30 November to listen to the opinions and suggestions of experts in relevant fields on optimizing and 

improving prevention and control measures. She pointed out that in the past three years of epidemic prevention 

and control, the Party Central Committee and the State Council have always put the people's life safety and 

physical health first, optimized and improved prevention and control measures according to the situation, 

successively issued nine versions of prevention and control plans, and introduced 20 optimization measures, 

the stability of prevention and control strategies, the flexibility of prevention and control measures effectively 

coped with the uncertainty of the epidemic situation, and coordinated epidemic prevention and control and 

economic and social development to achieve major positive results. With the weakening of the pathogenicity of 

Omicron virus, the popularization of vaccination, and the accumulation of prevention and control experience, 

China's epidemic prevention and control is facing a new situation and new tasks. It is necessary to deeply 

implement the spirit of General Secretary Xi Jinping's important instructions, implement the decision-making and 

deployment of the Party Central Committee and the State Council, take the people as the center, seek progress 

in prevention and control work in a stable manner, continuously optimize prevention and control policies, take 

small steps without stopping, constantly improve measures such as diagnosis, testing, admission and treatment, 

and isolation, strengthen the immunization of the entire population, especially the elderly, accelerate the 

preparation of treatment drugs and medical resources, and implement the requirements of "epidemic prevention, 

economic stability, and development security". 

 

At the forum, eight experts, Zhang Boli, Shen Hongbing, Wang Junzhi, Liang Wannian, Du Bin, Feng Zijian, 

Yang Weizhong, and Dong Xiaoping, made speeches, spoke highly of China's major achievements in national 

defense control, and put forward opinions and suggestions on optimizing and improving the 20 measures. Sun 

Chunlan fully affirmed the important contributions of experts in prevention and control, and hoped to continue to 

give full play to professional advantages, carry forward the scientific spirit, deepen research on key issues, and 

contribute to the prevention and control of the epidemic. 
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OIL DEMAND MONITOR: China’s Covid Woes Subdue Flying, Driving

Road congestion eases in major cities including Beijing
Protests prompt government to step up vaccination efforts

By John Deane

China’s ongoing battle with Covid-19, which sparked street protests and conciliatory moves from the
government after citizens balked at the latest lockdowns, continues to crimp oil demand in the world’s biggest importer.

Congestion in major Chinese cities including the capital Beijing, Chengdu and Chongqing dipped in the week to Nov.
21, and slid markedly on a month-on-month basis, according to calculations by BloombergNEF, based on Baidu data.
An aggregate measure across 15 centers with the most cars also eased. 

Chinese air travel has struggled all year to attain normal levels. In October it sank just beneath 16 million passengers, a
five-month low and well shy of the five-year average, according to monthly data from the Civil Aviation Administration
of China.

Combined domestic and international seat capacity for northeast Asia -- which includes China -- continues to trail the
equivalent period of 2019 by about 32%, according to latest estimates by OAG Aviation. That’s the biggest deficit out of
all of the 17 large geographical areas measured by OAG; the global deficit is slightly less than half that.

China’s economic struggles were one of the main factors, along with elevated prices and Europe’s energy crisis, that
prompted the International Energy Agency to conclude that global oil demand will contract 240,000 barrels a day this
quarter compared with a year ago, and to slow year-on-year in 2023.

Read More: OPEC+ Oil Cuts Spell Tight Stockpiles Despite Demand Headwinds
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The Bloomberg oil-demand monitor uses a range of high-frequency data to help identify emerging trends. Following
are the latest indicators. The first three tables shows fuel demand and road congestion, the next shows air travel globally
and the fifth is refinery activity:

Demand Measure Location

% 

y/y

% vs

2020

% vs

2019

% 

m/m
Freq

Latest

 Date
Latest Value Source

Gasoline product supplied US -11 +2.4 -9.4 -6.8 w Nov. 188.33m b/d EIA

Distillates product supplied US -12 -7.9 -11 -0.8 w Nov. 183.85m b/d EIA

Jet fuel product supplied US +0.3+30 -8.6 -10 w Nov. 181.51m b/d EIA

Total oil products supplied US -8.6 +3.8 -6.6 -3.4 w Nov. 1819.88m b/d EIA

All motor vehicle use index UK -2.1 +22 -5 -1 w Nov. 2195 DfT

Car use UK -2.2 +25 -10 -1.1 w Nov. 2190 DfT

Heavy goods vehicle use UK -3.6 unch +7 +4.9w Nov. 21107 DfT

Gasoline (petrol) avg sales per filling station UK +1.9+10 -8.4 -2.8 m Oct. 24-306,582 liters/d BEIS

Diesel avg sales per station UK -4.1 -2.9 -15 -3.3 m Oct. 24-308,860 liters/d BEIS

Total road fuels sales per station UK -1.6 +2.3 -12 -3.1 m Oct. 24-3015,442 liters/d BEIS

Total Products India +3.4+3.6 +5.9 +6.7m October 18.4m tons PPAC

Gasoline India +8.8      2.99m tons PPAC

Diesel India +5.5      6.98m tons PPAC

LPG India -3.3      2.4m tons PPAC

Toll roads volume France -6.2  -4.2  m October n/a Atlantia
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Toll roads volume Italy -1.4  -0.7  m October n/a Atlantia

Toll roads volume Spain -8.9  -8  m October n/a Atlantia

Toll roads volume Brazil +0.3  +1.4  m October n/a Atlantia

Toll roads volume Chile -5.7  +20.1  m October n/a Atlantia

Toll roads volume Mexico +3.6  +12.4  m October n/a Atlantia

Gasoline Spain +4.4   -4.5 m October 509k m3 Exolum

Diesel (and heating oil) Spain -2.5   -2.4 m October 2230k m3 Exolum

Jet fuel Spain +29.6   -4 m October 570 m3 Exolum

Total oil products Spain +2.6   -3 m October 3309 m3 Exolum

Road fuel sales France -3   +8m October 4.173m m3 UFIP

Gasoline France -1.1    m October n/a UFIP

Road diesel France -3.7    m October n/a UFIP

Jet fuel France +39  -16.8 +1.45 m October 631k m3 UFIP

All petroleum products France -4.3   -9.1 m October 4.744m tons UFIP

All vehicles traffic Italy unch   -5 m October n/a Anas

Heavy vehicle traffic Italy -2   -7 m October n/a Anas

Gasoline Portugal -0.8 +13.5 +6 -4.2 m October 92k tons ENSE

Diesel Portugal -2.7 +1.1 -6.3 +4.5m October 409.5k tons ENSE

Jet fuel Portugal +39 +163 -0.4 -6.5 m October 143.7k tons ENSE

Notes: Click here for a PDF with more information on sources, methods. The frequency column shows w for data
updated weekly, 2/m for twice a month and m for monthly. The column showing “vs 2020” is used for some data, such
as comparing Portuguese jet fuel sales for October 2022 vs October 2020.

In DfT UK daily data, which is updated once a week, the column showing versus 2019 is actually showing the change
versus the first week of February 2020, to represent the pre-Covid era.

In BEIS UK daily data, the column showing versus 2019 is actually showing the change versus the average of Jan. 27-
March 22, 2020, to represent the pre-Covid era. The publication frequency switched from weekly to monthly, after July
28.

Atlantia is publishing toll road data on a monthly basis, rather than the weekly format seen in 2021, and the US DoT also
switched to monthly data after the week ended April 3, 2022.

City congestion:

Measure Location

% chg

vs avg

2019

% chg

m/m

Nov

28

Nov

21

Nov

14

Nov

7

Oct

31

Oct

24

Oct

17

Oct

10

Oct

3

Sept

26

  (for Nov. 28) Congestion mins added to 1 hr trip at 8am* local time

Congestion Tokyo unch +9 37 47 37 37 34 39 37 8 34 38

Congestion Taipei +5 -17 37 34 34 35 45 35 52 4 34 37

Congestion Jakarta -12 -3 34 31 33 40 35 36 37 37 36 34

Congestion Mumbai -58 -3 20 23 23 19 21 2 31 25 21 28

Congestion New York -4 +14 30 32 33 35 26 37 29 5 31 16

Congestion Los Angeles -22 -6 28 21 36 35 29 35 35 26 37 27

Congestion London +25 +23 47 40 45 57 38 22 47 53 41 49
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Congestion Rome -2 +464 47 49 50 58 8 51 49 53 56 40

Congestion Madrid -20 +1075 28 26 29 26 2 35 32 31 31 29

Congestion Paris +11 +531 49 51 49 49 8 33 43 39 49 44

Congestion Berlin -20 +45 27 35 30 31 19 26 28 29 1 26

Congestion Mexico City -28 +5 35 0 29 45 34 40 39 38 39 40

Congestion Sao Paulo -50 -46 22 35 10 34 40 33 34 31 29 38

Source: TomTom. Click here for a PDF with more information on sources, methods.

* 9am statistics are used for Mumbai. All other cities use 8am.

NOTE: m/m comparisons are Nov. 28 vs Oct. 31. Public holidays on Tuesday Nov. 1 in several European countries
probably led to some commuters taking off Monday Oct. 31 as well, which likely decreased traffic that day in Rome,
Madrid, Paris and Berlin, boosting m/m comparisons for Nov. 28. TomTom has been unable to provide data on most
Chinese cities since April 2021. Taipei and Jakarta were added to the table in December 2021.

Chinese City Congestion:

Measure Location

% chg vs

Jan. 2021

% chg 

m/m

% chg

w/w

Nov

21

Nov.

14

Nov.

7

Oct.

31

Oct.

24

Oct.

17

Oct.

10

Oct.

3

Sept

26

Sept.

19

Sept.

12

Sept.

5

  (compare vs Nov. 21)             

CongestionBeijing -6 -14 -8 94 102 103 96 109 108 105 117 128 121 124 127

CongestionChengdu unch -10 -4 100 104 106 93 111 106 105 102 121 79 73 77

CongestionChongqing -37 -38 -9 63 69 90 99 102 88 96 108 122 109 107 100

CongestionGuangzhou -15 -21 +6 85 80 92 94 108 118 101 115 118 120 118 118

CongestionShanghai +30 +12 +3 130 126 113 101 116 106 101 121 131 142 128 140

CongestionChina-15 unch -5 -1 100 101 102 100 105 104 102 108 116 111 107 107

Source: BNEF calculations based on Baidu congestion data, showing a seven-day moving average indexed against a
January 2021 baseline of 100. China-15 is the weighted average of the 15 cities with the highest number of vehicle
registrations. M/m comparisons are Nov. 21 vs Oct. 24.

Air Travel:

Measure Location y/y

 vs 2 

yrs ago
vs 2019 m/m w/w Freq.

Latest 

Date

Latest

Value
Source

  changes shown as %     

All flights Worldwide +0.8 +29 -3.6 -14 -0.9 d Nov. 28 172,879 Flightradar24

Commercial flights Worldwide +8.3 +46 -13 -7.2 -0.2 d Nov. 28 97,506 Flightradar24

Seat capacity per week Worldwide +11 +63 -15  +0.8w  Nov. 28 week 90.1m OAG

Air traffic (flights) Europe   -14 -15 +0.9d Nov. 28 23,773 Eurocontrol

Air passenger traffic per month China -59 -68 -72 -21  m October 2022 15.9m CAAC

Heathrow airport passengers UK +94 +373 -16 +1.95  m  October 2022 5.89m Heathrow
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NOTE: Comparisons versus 2019 are a better measure of a return to normal for most nations, rather than y/y comparisons. 

FlightRadar24 data shown above, and comparisons thereof, all use 7-day moving averages, except for w/w which uses single day
data.

Refineries:

Measure Location y/y chg vs 2019 m/m chg

Latest as

of Date
Latest Value Source

  Changes are in ppt unless noted    

Crude intake US +4.9% -0.2% +6.3% Nov. 18

16.4m

b/d
EIA

Utilization US +5.3 +4.4 +5 Nov. 18 93.9 %EIA

Utilization US Gulf +6.6 +3.5 +6.2 Nov. 18 95.9 %EIA

Utilization US East +14.5 +37 +0.4 Nov. 18 103 %EIA

Utilization US Midwest -0.2 +0.9 +2.7 Nov. 18 91.8 %EIA

Utilization (indep. refs) Shandong, China -4.8 -2.6 -2 Nov. 25 65.8 %Oilchem

NOTE: US refinery data is weekly. China Shandong utilization is updated twice a month. Changes are shown in percentages for the
row on crude intake, while refinery utilization changes are shown in percentage points. SCI99 data on Chinese refinery run rates
was discontinued in late 2021.

Previous versions:

Click here for prior versions of the OIL DEMAND MONITOR or run NI OILDEMON

Nov. 7: OIL DEMAND MONITOR: China Still Holding Back Global Travel

Read More, Nov. 14: India Is Bright Spot for Oil Demand: Elements by Javier Blas

--With assistance from Stephen Voss, Julian Lee, Debjit Chakraborty and Joao Lima.
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Caixin China General Manufacturing PMI™
Manufacturing conditions deteriorate slightly in November

Ongoing COVID -19 containment measures continued to weigh on the 
per formance of China's manufacturing sector during November. Firms 
registered a further fall in output, with the rate of contraction picking up slightly 
from October, amid a sustained reduction in sales. That said, the latest drop in 
new work was the weakest recorded in four months. 

Pandemic restrictions and reduced production requirements also led firms 
to cut back on purchasing activity and contributed to a further drop in staff 
numbers. At the same time, there was a notable deterioration in supplier 
performance, which declined at the fastest rate since May. Looking ahead, 
optimism around the 12-month outlook for production remained subdued in 
the context of historical data, but improved to a three-month high. Prices data 
meanwhile signalled a slight acceleration in the rate of input cost inflation, 
while output charges fell fractionally. 

The headline seasonally adjusted Purchasing Managers’ Index™ (PMI™) – a 
composite indicator designed to provide a single-figure snapshot of operating 
conditions in the manufacturing economy – rose from 49.2 in October to 49.4 in 
November, to signal a deterioration in the health of the manufacturing sector 
for the fourth month in a row. That said, the rate of decline was the slowest seen 
since August and only slight. 

Factory output in China fell for the third month running in November, with 
the rate of reduction quickening from October, but remaining mild overall. 
Companies frequently linked the decline to the impact of COVID-19 restrictions 
on operations and customer demand. 

New orders likewise fell further, though the rate of contraction eased to 
a marginal pace that was the weakest in four months. The pandemic, and 
subsequent difficulties in transporting goods, also weighed on foreign demand, 
which fell for the fourth month in a row. There were also reports that softer 
global economic conditions had dampened export sales. The rate of reduction 
was only slight, however. 

Softer demand conditions and containment measures also weighed on 
employment in November. Though modest, the rate of job shedding was the 
quickest seen since the initial wave of the pandemic in February 2020, with 
some companies highlighting that workers were unable to return to work due 
to restrictions. Backlogs were stable, however, as muted sales helped to ease 
capacity pressures.

The latest survey also showed a renewed fall in buying activity, as firms looked 
to cut back on purchasing due to lower production requirements. Inventories 
of inputs subsequently declined slightly, while stocks of finished items fell 
fractionally. 

Average vendor performance deteriorated at a solid and accelerated rate, with 
companies often blaming longer lead times on transportation delays and low 
inventory levels at suppliers.

At the same time, the rate of input cost inflation picked up in November. Though 
mild, the latest upturn in expenses was the quickest seen since June amid 
reports of higher costs for some raw materials such as metals and oil. Selling 
prices meanwhile declined at the slowest rate for seven months and only 
slightly, as firms tried to remain competitive. 

Companies generally anticipate output to rise in the next year, with optimism 
underpinned by expectations that the pandemic will recede, allowing operations 
to normalise and a subsequent rebound in customer demand. Notably, the 
degree of positive sentiment reached a three-month high.

Key findings:

COVID-19 restrictions continue to constrain output

New orders fall, albeit at softest rate in four months

Supply chain delays worsen

Sources: Caixin, S&P Global
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Commenting on the China General Manufacturing PMI™ data, Dr. Wang 
Zhe, Senior Economist at Caixin Insight Group said:

“The Caixin China General Manufacturing PMI in November rose 0.2 points 
from the previous month to 49.4, remaining in contractionary territory for the 
fourth consecutive month, as Covid-19 outbreaks curtailed manufacturing 
activity in many parts of China.

“Both manufacturing supply and demand continued to shrink last month due 
to the spreading Covid outbreaks and subsequent containment measures. 
The subindices for output and total new orders remained below 50 for a 
third and fourth straight month respectively, with output weakening at a 
faster pace. Due to Covid controls at home coupled with rising recession risks 
overseas, the reading for new export orders remained in contraction for the 
fourth consecutive month.

“Employment took a dive. The related subindex remained in contractionary 
territory for the eighth month running, and logged its worst performance 
since February 2020. The Covid outbreaks made it difficult for some workers 
to return to their factory jobs, and businesses were less willing to hire due to 
weaker demand. As the contraction in output offset the weakness in demand, 
backlogs stayed unchanged in November.

“The gauges for input and output prices diverged for the second consecutive 
month. As prices of bulk commodities like metals and crude oil ticked up, 
input costs rose at a slightly faster pace. Given the weakness in demand, 
it was difficult for manufacturers to pass on their rising input costs. In 
November, the gauge for surveyed manufacturers’ output prices came in 
below 50 for the seventh straight month.

“Suppliers’ delivery times grew significantly as Covid controls took a big toll 
on logistics. The weakness in the market was also reflected in purchases and 
inventories. In November, measures for quantity of purchases, stocks of raw 
materials, and inventories of finished products all fell into contraction.

New Export Orders Index

Sources: Caixin, S&P Global

Employment Index

Sources: Caixin, S&P Global

“Businesses were more optimistic. In November, the gauge for manufacturers’ 
expectations for future output picked up even though economic activity was 
under pressure from the Covid outbreaks. Although the gauge remained 
below its long-term average, businesses remained confident that the 
outbreaks would soon subside.

“Overall, the pandemic continued to take a toll on the economy. Output 
contracted, total demand was under pressure, overseas demand remained 
weak, employment deteriorated, logistics was sluggish, and manufacturers 
faced growing operating pressure. As the measure for suppliers’ delivery 
times is negatively correlated to the PMI, the fall in the measure partially 
offset the drop in the PMI, leading the decline in November manufacturing 
activity to be underestimated.

“Covid outbreaks have been spreading across China since October, and 
their impact on the economy has grown more and more obvious. How to 
balance Covid controls and economic growth has once again become a core 
issue. Top policymakers recently issued clear requirements on how to further 
optimize Covid prevention and control. How local governments implement 
these instructions has thus become crucial. 

“Under pressures from shrinking demand, weakening expectations and a 
supply shock, the employment index has remained low for a long time. The 
downturn in employment coupled with the triple pressures have created a 
negative feedback loop. The market is in urgent need of policies to promote 
employment and stabilize domestic demand. Beijing should further 
coordinate fiscal and monetary policies to expand domestic demand and 
boost incomes of the poorer parts of the population.”
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The Caixin China General  Manufacturing PMI™ 
is  compiled by S&P Global  f rom responses  to 
questionnaires sent to purchasing managers in a panel 
of around 650 private and state-owned manufacturers. 
The panel is stratified by detailed sector and company 
workforce size, based on contributions to GDP. For the 
purposes of this report, China is defined as mainland 
China, excluding Hong Kong SAR, Macao SAR and 
Taiwan.

Survey responses are collected in the second half of each 
month and indicate the direction of change compared 
to the previous month. A diffusion index is calculated 
for each survey variable. The index is the sum of the 
percentage of ‘higher’ responses and half the percentage 
of ‘unchanged’ responses. The indices vary between 0 
and 100, with a reading above 50 indicating an overall 
increase compared to the previous month, and below 
50 an overall decrease. The indices are then seasonally 
adjusted. 

The headline figure is the Purchasing Managers’ Index™ 
(PMI). The PMI is a weighted average of the following five 
indices: New Orders (30%), Output (25%), Employment 
(20%), Suppliers’ Delivery Times (15%) and Stocks of 
Purchases (10%). For the PMI calculation the Suppliers’ 
Delivery Times Index is inverted so that it moves in a 
comparable direction to the other indices. 

Underlying survey data are not revised after publication, 
but seasonal adjustment factors may be revised from 
time to time as appropriate which will affect the 
seasonally adjusted data series.

For more information on the survey methodology, please 
contact: economics@ihsmarkit.com.

Survey methodology

Purchasing Managers’ Index™ (PMI™) surveys are now 
available for over 40 countries and also for key regions 
including the eurozone. They are the most closely 
watched business surveys in the world, favoured by 
central banks, financial markets and business decision 
makers for their ability to provide up-to-date, accurate 
and often unique monthly indicators of economic 
trends.

https://ihsmarkit.com/products/pmi.html

About PMI

S&P Global (NYSE: SPGI) S&P Global provides essential 
intelligence. We enable governments, businesses 
and individuals with the right data, expertise and 
connected technology so that they can make decisions 
with conviction. From helping our customers assess 
new investments to guiding them through ESG and 
energy transition across supply chains, we unlock new 
opportunities, solve challenges and accelerate progress 
for the world.

We are widely sought after by many of the world’s 
leading organizations to provide credit ratings, 
benchmarks, analytics and workflow solutions in the 
global capital, commodity and automotive markets. 
With every one of our offerings, we help the world’s 
leading organizations plan for tomorrow, today. 

www.spglobal.com

About S&P Global

Data were collected 11-22 November 2022.

Data were first collected April 2004.

Survey dates and history

Caixin is an all-in-one media group dedicated to 
providing financial and business news, data and 
information. Its multiple platforms cover quality news 
in both Chinese and English. Caixin Insight Group 
is a high-end financial research, data and service 
platform. It aims to be the builder of China’s financial 
infrastructure in the new economic era.

Read more: https://www.caixinglobal.com/index/

For more information, please visit 

www.caixin.com

www.caixinglobal.com

About Caixin Contact

The intellectual property rights to the data provided 
herein are owned by or licensed to S&P Global and/
or its affiliates. Any unauthorised use, including but 
not limited to copying, distributing, transmitting or 
otherwise of any data appearing is not permitted 
without S&P Global’s prior consent. S&P Global shall 
not have any liability, duty or obligation for or relating 
to the content or information (“data”) contained herein, 
any errors, inaccuracies, omissions or delays in the 
data, or for any actions taken in reliance thereon. In 
no event shall S&P Global be liable for any special, 
incidental, or consequential damages, arising out of the 
use of the data. Purchasing Managers’ Index™ and PMI™ 
are either registered trade marks of Markit Economics 
Limited or licensed to Markit Economics Limited and/or 
its affiliates.
This Content was published by S&P Global Market 
Intelligence and not by S&P Global Ratings, which 
is a separately managed division of S&P Global. 
Reproduction of any information, data or material, 
including ratings (“Content”) in any form is prohibited 
except with the prior written permission of the 
relevant party. Such party, its affiliates and suppliers 
(“Content Providers”) do not guarantee the accuracy, 
adequacy, completeness, timeliness or availability of 
any Content and are not responsible for any errors or 
omissions (negligent or otherwise), regardless of the 
cause, or for the results obtained from the use of such 
Content.  In no event shall Content Providers be liable 
for any damages, costs, expenses, legal fees, or losses 
(including lost income or lost profit and opportunity 
costs) in connection with any use of the Content.

Disclaimer

Dr. Wang Zhe
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https://www.energyvoice.com/oilandgas/north‐sea/465658/windfall‐tax‐totalenergies‐to‐slash‐north‐sea‐investment‐
by‐25‐in‐2023/ 

Windfall Tax: TotalEnergies to slash £100m of 
North Sea investment in 2023 
The head of TotalEnergies’ North Sea business says the supermajor will slash investment by a quarter next year in light 
of the UK Government’s windfall tax, and expressed concern over the lack of a price floor built into the policy. 

By Andrew	Dykes 

t  

TotalEnergies UK country chairman Jean-Luc Guiziou. 

Register here for the Energy Voice daily newsletter, bringing you key news and insight from across the global 
energy landscape. 

Email addressSIGN UP 

The head of TotalEnergies’ North Sea business says the supermajor will slash 
investment by a quarter next year in light of the UK Government’s windfall tax, 
and expressed concern over the lack of a price floor built into the policy. 

In a statement, UK country chairman Jean-Luc Guiziou told Energy Voice that the move would see 
the company cut tens of millions of pounds from its North Sea investment plans for 2023. 

TotalEnergies (PAR:TTE) said the cut investment for next year alone equates to £100m. 

The Autumn Budget saw chancellor Jeremy Hunt hike the Energy Profits levy (EPL) – also known as 
the windfall tax – by 10% to a total of 35%, and extend its reach until 2028. 

Oil and gas firms will now pay 75% total on profits through to the end of that year, even if oil prices 
fall, raising some £40bn for the Treasury. 

While oil and gas companies decried the move, some MPs too warned the approach risks “crippling” 
companies if their profits fall, as oil prices slump back to 2021 levels as lockdown fears slash demand 
in China. 

Mr Guiziou said the lack of a price floor was particularly concerning. 

“Following another change to the fiscal environment for energy investors in the UK, we are now 
evaluating the impact of this change on our current and planned projects. We note that without a price 



floor to the EPL, the current regime will affect short-cycle investments, in particular infill wells,” he 
noted. 

“For 2023 alone, our investments will be cut by 25%.” 

Investment 
TotalEnergies had committed an annual average of around half a billion pounds into its gas assets over 
the last four years, the executive said earlier this year, and described the UK as one of the “key 
countries for development of our company strategy.” 

Mr Guiziou reiterated this week that a competitive and stable fiscal and regulatory regime is “vital to 
investment in critical energy and infrastructure projects” that will help meet the UK’s energy security 
needs and net zero ambitions. 

“The energy industry operates in a cyclical market and is subject to volatile commodity prices. We 
believe that the Government should remain open to reviewing the energy profits levy if prices reduce 
before 2028,” he continued. 

© Total 

TotalEnergies’ Culzean platform. 

Waves rock Harbour 
It follows similar concerns voiced by Harbour Energy (LON: HBR) boss Linda Cook, who warned in a 
letter last month that many producers had already seen significant slumps in share price as a result of 
the levy. 

She said: “The average UK independent producer has seen their share price fall by more than 20 per 
cent since the EPL announcement. In the same period, the share price of the UK-listed majors has 
increased by almost 10 per cent and US independents have seen an increase of over 25 per cent. 

“Increased pressure from our global providers of capital for geographic diversification should surprise 
no one.” 

Although the company is the UK’s largest producer and oversees a vast North Sea portfolio, it has 
modest new projects to offset the EPL against investment allowances – making it particularly hard hit 
by the policy. 

Following Mr Hunt’s announcement last month, a Harbour spokesperson warned that the EPL, as 
currently designed, “disproportionately impacts independent UK oil and gas companies and does not 
target genuine windfall profits.” 



Indeed, the full effects of the move were brought to the fore this week with Harbour’s demotion from 
the FTSE 100 index to the 250. The changes will take effect from the start of trading on Monday, 
December 19. 
In the meantime, Ms Cook has said the company intends to accelerate efforts to diversify into other 
regions of development in light of the increased burden of UK operations. 
 



https://www.noaa.gov/news-release/damaging-2022-atlantic-hurricane-season-draws-to-close  
Damaging 2022 Atlantic hurricane season draws to a close 
NOAA science and services yield improved forecasts 

Print 
November 29, 2022 

 
Hurricane Ian as seen from NOAA’s GOES-East satellite on Sept. 27, 2022 at 4:26 p.m. (EDT) in the 
Gulf of Mexico. (NOAA) 
The 2022 Atlantic hurricane season officially ends on November 30, but the impact of Hurricanes Ian, 
Nicole and Fiona — which brought extensive damage to Florida’s coast and Puerto Rico, respectively 
— will continue to be felt long after the season is over.  
In total, this hurricane season produced 14 named storms (winds of 39 mph or greater), of which 
eight became hurricanes (winds of 74 mph or greater) and two intensified to major hurricanes with 
winds reaching 111 mph or greater. An average hurricane season has 14 named storms, seven 
hurricanes and three major hurricanes. 

 
The list of 14 named storms that have occurred during the 2022 Atlantic Hurricane Season. The 
season officially ends November 30. (NOAA) 
Download Image 
The 2022 season saw three hurricane landfalls along the coast of the U.S. mainland. Hurricane Ian 
made landfall first as a Category 4 storm in Cayo Costa, Florida, and again as a Category 1 in 



Georgetown, South Carolina. As a Category 4 with 150 mph maximum sustained winds, Hurricane 
Ian tied for the fifth-strongest hurricane ever to make landfall in the U.S. Hurricane Nicole made 
landfall as a Category 1 in north Hutchinson Island, Florida.  
Hurricane Fiona made landfall outside of the mainland U.S. as a Category 1 near Punta Tocon, 
Puerto Rico.   
“I commend NOAA’s dedicated scientists, hurricane hunter pilots and forecasters who worked 
diligently to help American communities become hurricane resilient and Climate-Ready for the 
impacts of this hurricane season and the years to come,” said Secretary of Commerce Gina 
Raimondo.  
This unique season was defined by a rare mid-season pause in storms that scientists preliminarily 
believe was caused by increased wind shear and suppressed atmospheric moisture high over the 
Atlantic Ocean. After a quiet period in August, activity ramped up in September with seven named 
storms, including the two major hurricanes — Fiona and Ian — seen this season. The season also 
included a rare late-season storm with Hurricane Nicole making landfall on November 10 along the 
east coast of Florida. 
“Forecasters at NOAA’s National Weather Service and its National Hurricane Center issued earlier 
forecasts with increasing accuracy this season,” said NOAA Administrator Rick Spinrad, Ph.D. “These 
improved forecasts coupled with critical NOAA data and services undoubtedly led to the better 
protection of life and property.” 
National Hurricane Center forecasts were aided by the experimental peak storm surge graphic, which 
allowed forecasters to more accurately communicate the severity of expected storm surge levels 
produced by landfalling storms, such as Hurricane Ian. Additionally, NOAA’s intensity 
forecasts showed Hurricane Ian as a major hurricane impacting the coast of Florida from the initial 
advisory on September 23 through landfall five days later. This advanced lead time gave those in 
threatened areas more time to prepare and respond.  
“The 2022 seasonal activity fell within NOAA’s predicted ranges for named storms and hurricanes in 
both our pre-season outlook and updated outlook,” said Matthew Rosencrans, lead hurricane 
forecaster at NOAA’s Climate Prediction Center. “La Niña conditions remained robust throughout the 
season while the West African Monsoon was only slightly above normal, which both largely aligned 
with conditions anticipated by the team at NOAA.” 
Video summary of all the named storms that formed during the 2022 Atlantic hurricane season. 
(NOAA) 

NOAA’s hurricane research and response 

This season, NOAA Hurricane Hunter aircraft flew over 582 mission hours to collect atmospheric data 
that is critical to hurricane forecasting and research, passing through the eye of a hurricane 65 times 
and deploying over 1,700 scientific instruments. NOAA’s Gulfstream IV-SP also flew a research 
mission from Cabo Verde, Africa, in August. This historic mission was the furthest east NOAA’s 
Hurricane Hunter airplanes have flown to investigate a developing storm.  
Another major first included the successful launch of the Altius 600 small uncrewed aircraft system by 
scientists from NOAA’s Atlantic Oceanographic and Meteorological Lab. Scientists launched the 
instrument from NOAA’s P-3 Hurricane Hunter into the core of Hurricane Ian hours before landfall, 
transmitting back data of wind speeds as high as 216 mph at an altitude of 2,150 feet.  
NOAA's National Ocean Service captured thousands of aerial overflight images after Hurricane Ian. 
The images helped identify and record more than 6,200 potential pollution risks and assisted the U.S. 
Coast Guard in clearing pollution from the environment and facilitating marine debris cleanup efforts. 
A NOAA King Air and Twin Otter aircraft flew over 41 mission hours to support aerial imagery 
collection for emergency response after Hurricanes Ian and Nicole.  



 
Forecasters and researchers relied on this invaluable data coupled with NOAA’s advanced 
geostationary and polar-orbiting weather satellites, NOAA's weather buoys and other sources before, 
during and after storms throughout this destructive hurricane season. 
While the 2022 season is drawing to a close, now is not the time to let your guard down. The 2023 
hurricane season will officially begin on June 1. Take the time to ensure your family is Weather-
Ready for the season ahead. NOAA’s Climate Prediction Center, a division of the National Weather 
Service, will issue its initial 2023 seasonal outlook in May. 
  
Media contact 
Jasmine Blackwell, (202) 841-9184 
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United Airlines Invests in Battery-Maker Natron Energy With Eye 
Toward Further Electrifying Ground Operations 
November 30, 2022Corporate Social Responsibility 

 

Natron Energy's high-performance sodium-ion batteries outperform lithium-ion counterparts 
in power density, recharging speed, and safety 
United becomes the first major airline to invest in a battery manufacturer, based on publicly 
announced investments 

CHICAGO, Nov. 30, 2022 /PRNewswire/ -- United Airlines today announced a strategic equity investment in 
Natron Energy, a battery manufacturer whose sodium-ion batteries have the potential to help United electrify 
its airport ground equipment like pushback tractors and operations at the gate. United has made substantial 
investments in companies developing technology to reduce aircraft emissions, but Natron is the first that has 
the potential to reduce the greenhouse gas footprint from United's ground operations. 

"United Airlines Ventures was created to identify companies spearheading the next generation of innovative 
and emissions-reducing technology," said Michael Leskinen, President of United Airline Ventures. "Out of the 
gate, we primarily focused on technology designed to help reduce carbon emissions from our airplanes. 
Natron's cutting-edge sodium-ion batteries presented an ideal opportunity to both potentially expand our 
sustainability investment portfolio to our ground operations, and to help make our airport operations more 
resilient. United is looking forward to future opportunities to work with our airport partners on sustainable 
technology initiatives." 

United has more than 12,000 pieces of motorized ground equipment across its operations, of which about one 
third are currently electric. Natron's batteries could potentially be deployed in support of a number of uses, 
including: 

 Charging electric ground equipment 
 Charging anticipated future electric aircraft such as electric air taxis 
 Allowing airport operations to manage electricity demand 
 Greatly improving resiliency related to inclement weather 

"Natron's sodium-ion batteries will help the aviation industry achieve its decarbonization and EV goals," 
said Colin Wessells, CEO of Natron Energy. "Our batteries provide the high power over short distances that 
ground service equipment needs, and unlike lithium-ion, Natron's batteries are completely nonflammable and 
can be safely deployed into ground service operations." 



The sodium-ion batteries contain several features that distinguish them from existing battery technology. In 
addition to better output and cycle life than their lithium counterparts, testing performed by an independent 
testing service has shown these batteries to be nonflammable, a critical safeguard for the high usage and 
power that would be required for certain operations. The minerals used in sodium-ion batteries are abundant 
worldwide and are easily sourced, unlike lithium which is in short supply with demand expected to triple by 
2025. 

Natron plans to use the funds to accelerate production at its manufacturing facility in Holland, Michigan, where 
it will scale operations to begin mass production of UL-listed sodium-ion batteries in 2023.  

Launched in 2021, UAV is a first-of-its-kind sustainability-focused ventures fund that targets startups, 
upcoming technologies, and concepts that will complement United's goal of net zero emissions by 2050 – 
without relying on traditional carbon offsets such as planting trees. UAV's portfolio now includes SAF 
producers and other technologies including carbon utilization, hydrogen-electric engines, electric regional 
aircraft, and urban air mobility. 

About United 

United's shared purpose is "Connecting People. Uniting the World." From our U.S. hubs 
in Chicago, Denver, Houston, Los Angeles, New York/Newark, San Francisco and Washington, D.C., United 
operates the most comprehensive global route network among North American carriers. United is bringing 
back our customers' favorite destinations and adding new ones on its way to becoming the world's best airline. 
For more about how to join the United team, please visit www.united.com/careers and more information about 
the company is at www.united.com. United Airlines Holdings, Inc., the parent company of United Airlines, Inc., 
is traded on the Nasdaq under the symbol "UAL". For further information about our environmental impact, 
review United's Corporate Responsibility Report and Annual Report on Form 10-K, available at 
crreport.united.com and ir.united.com. 

 About Natron Energy 

Natron Energy manufactures sodium-ion battery products based on a unique Prussian blue electrode 
chemistry for a wide variety of industrial power applications ranging from critical backup power systems to EV 
fast charging and behind-the-meter applications. Natron's mission is to transform industrial and grid energy 
storage markets by providing customers with lower-cost, longer-lasting, more efficient, safer batteries. Natron's 
products are UL 1973 listed, offer higher power density, faster recharge, and significantly longer cycle life than 
incumbent technologies. Natron builds its batteries using commodity materials on existing cell manufacturing 
lines in Michigan, USA. Learn more about Natron and its sodium-ion technology at Natron.energy. 

 



https://www.axios.com/2022/12/01/united-airlines-batteries 
14 hours ago - Energy & Environment 

Airlines' next struggle? Where to plug in their planes 
 

 Joann Muller, author of Axios What's Next Axios on facebook 
Axios on twitter 
Axios on linkedin 

Travelers know how hard it can be to find a plug at the airport to charge a phone or laptop. Now 
airlines are facing a similar challenge as they electrify their ground and air operations. 

Why it matters: Even the largest airports don't have enough juice to quickly charge all the electrified 
planes, flying taxis and ground equipment that airlines intend to roll out over the coming years. 

 Stationary power storage — meaning, gigantic industrial batteries — will help fill the gap. 

Driving the news: United Airlines this week bought an undisclosed stake in energy storage company 
Natron Energy, making it the first airline to invest directly in a battery manufacturer. 

 Natron makes trailer-size sodium-ion batteries that can charge electric airport ground vehicles, such as 
baggage tractors and pushback tugs. 

 These batteries can recharge vehicles more quickly than today's lithium-ion batteries — an advantage 
at busy airports, where vehicle uptime is key. 

 Longer term, United expects such batteries to power short-range electric aircraft, such as regional 
planes and urban air taxis. 

Where it stands: United has electrified about 30% of its ground equipment, but is running into power 
constraints at some hubs. 

 "These airports weren't built for electrifying at this scale," says Mike Leskinen, president of United's 
investment arm, United Airlines Ventures (UAV). 

 Airports will eventually build a more robust infrastructure using renewable energy, he predicts. "But 
when the wind is blowing and when the sun is shining isn't always exactly when you need the peak 
load." 

 Natron's battery storage system helps solve that problem. 

Zoom out: Aviation accounted for more than 2% of global energy-related CO2 emissions in 2021, 
and its share is growing faster than road, rail or shipping, according to the International Energy 
Agency. 

 Many big airlines have set ambitious sustainability goals to achieve net zero emissions by 2050. But 
traditional carbon offsets, such as planting trees, won't be enough to meet those targets. 

Most are looking to replace jet fuel with sustainable aviation fuel (SAF) made from agricultural or 
forest waste, algae or even used cooking oil. 

 UAV, which invests in sustainability and customer experience startups, has stakes in or has agreed to 
purchase fuel from several SAF producers. 

 United was also the first airline to invest in a biofuel refinery, NEXT, which plans to open a facility in 
Oregon in 2026. 

Yes, but: SAF is still a long way from widespread commercial availability — which is why airlines are 
looking for other ways to meet their goals, such as electrifying smaller planes and ground equipment. 



What to watch: United has also invested in newfangled aircraft companies like Boom Supersonic, 
which is designing super-fast planes meant to run on SAF, and Heart Aerospace, which is developing 
a 30-seat hybrid electric aircraft to serve smaller markets within 200 miles of United's hubs. 

 And it has stakes in a couple of electric air taxi companies: Archer Aviation and Eve Air Mobility, a 
spinoff of Embraer. 

The bottom line: Electrifying ground vehicles is a heck of a lot easier than building a cleaner airplane 
— so airlines like United are starting on terra firma. 
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IV. Conclusion and Implications

A typical highway site will eventually need 20+ fast-chargers to serve expected traffic. As 
a result, these sites will see drastic increases in power demand compared to usage today.

Figure 21. Comparative Peak Loads for Illustrative Sites and Other Major Users35Figure 21. Comparative Peak Loads for Illustrative Sites and Other Major Users35

A typical highway site will eventually need 20+ fast-chargers to serve expected traffic. 



alone

Figure 22. Average Daily Energy Demand Across All Sites Figure 22. Average Daily Energy Demand Across All Sites



Anticipated levels of demand will require transmission interconnection at many highway 
fast-charging sites. 

Figure 23. Example Interconnection 
Location with Two Large Charging Sites  

Anticipated levels of demand will require transmission interconnection at many highway 
fast-charging sites. 



Where feasible, we should bring chargers to the higher capacity wires that already overlap 
with the highway system. 

 

Build the grid infrastructure once, and build it right.



The electric highway future is happening now.
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CFO JIMMY PATRONIS: FLORIDA TREASURY DIVESTING FROM 
BLACKROCK 
12/1/2022 

TALLAHASSEE, Fla. – Today, Florida Chief Financial Officer (CFO) Jimmy Patronis announced that 
the Florida Treasury will begin divesting $2 billion worth of assets currently under management by 
BlackRock. The State Treasury will immediately have Florida’s custody bank freeze approximately 
$1.43 billion worth of long-term securities and remove them as the manager of approximately $600 
million worth of short-term overnight investments. These taxpayer funds are invested by asset 
managers as part of Florida’s Treasury Investment Pool. By the beginning of 2023, the State 
Treasury will have divested from BlackRock’s management of all short and long-term investments 
and relocated investment responsibilities to other fund management entities. 

CFO Jimmy Patronis said, “As Florida’s Chief Financial Officer, it’s my responsibility to get the best 
returns possible for taxpayers. The more effective we are in investing dollars to generate a return, the 
more effective we’ll be in funding priorities like schools, hospitals and roads. As major banking 
institutions and economists predict a recession in the coming year, and as the Fed increases interest 
rates to combat the inflation crisis, I need partners within the financial services industry who are as 
committed to the bottom line as we are – and I don’t trust BlackRock’s ability to deliver. 

“BlackRock CEO Larry Fink is on a campaign to change the world. In an open letter to CEOs, he’s 
championed ‘stakeholder capitalism’ and believes that ‘capitalism has the power to shape society.’ To 
meet this end, the asset management company has leaned heavily into Environmental, Social, and 
Governance standards – known as ESG – to help police who should, and who should not gain access 
to capital. 

“Whether stakeholder capitalism, or ESG standards, are being pushed by BlackRock for ideological 
reasons, or to develop social credit ratings, the effect is to avoid dealing with the messiness of 
democracy. I think it’s undemocratic of major asset managers to use their power to influence societal 
outcomes. If Larry, or his friends on Wall Street, want to change the world – run for office. Start a non-
profit. Donate to the causes you care about. 

“Using our cash, however, to fund BlackRock’s social-engineering project isn’t something Florida ever 
signed up for. It’s got nothing to do with maximizing returns and is the opposite of what an asset 
manager is paid to do. Florida’s Treasury Division is divesting from BlackRock because they have 
openly stated they’ve got other goals than producing returns. As Larry Fink stated to CEOs ‘[A]ccess 
to capital is not a right. It is a privilege.’ As Florida’s CFO I agree wholeheartedly, so we’ll be taking 
Larry up on his offer. There’s no lack of companies who will invest on our behalf, so the Florida 
Treasury will be taking its business elsewhere.” 

BlackRock managed $1.43 billion of Florida’s Long Duration Portfolio, which manages investments 
such as corporate obligations, asset backed securities, and municipal bonds. Unlike the externally 
managed portfolios which are managed by 12 different asset managers, BlackRock exclusively 
managed Treasury’s $600 million Short Term Investment Fund (STIF), which is a cash sweep vehicle 



Treasury uses to assist long duration, intermediate duration, and short duration managers in 
managing their cash on a daily basis. This fund uses any excess cash that a portfolio manager may 
have at the end of the day and invests that cash into very short, very liquid type securities. 

The Florida Department of Financial Services manages approximately $60 billion in taxpayer money. 

 



October 5, 2022 

Mr. Laurence D. Fink 
CEO  
BlackRock, Inc.  
55 East 52nd Street  
New York, NY 10055 

Dear Mr. Fink: 

I write today on behalf of the hardworking citizens of the great state of Louisiana. Thank 
you for the opportunity to visit with members of your team at the National Association of State 
Treasurers (NAST) conference. While I appreciate the meeting and look forward to further 
discussion, I found that the statements your representatives made contradicted most of the public 
messaging I have read in your annual letters to CEOs or heard you say in the media. 

Your blatantly anti-fossil fuel policies would destroy Louisiana’s economy. 

Therefore, Louisiana Treasury will liquidate all BlackRock investments by the end of 
2022. To date we have divested $560 million. We are strategically divesting over a period of 
time so state money is not lost to the detriment of our citizens. Once complete, this divestment 
will reflect $794 million no longer entangled in BlackRock money market funds, mutual funds or 
exchange-traded funds (ETFs) holdings. 

This divestment is necessary to protect Louisiana from actions and policies that would 
actively seek to hamstring our fossil fuel sector. In my opinion, your support of ESG investing is 
inconsistent with the best economic interests and values of Louisiana. I cannot support an 
institution that would deny our state the benefit of one of its most robust assets. Simply put, we 
cannot be party to the crippling of our own economy. 

In addition, according to my legal counsel, Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG) 
investing is contrary to Louisiana law on fiduciary duties, which requires a sole focus on 
financial returns for the beneficiaries of state funds. Focusing on ESG’s political and social goals 
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or placing those goals above the duty to enhance investors’ returns is unacceptable under 
Louisiana law. A letter signed by 19 state attorneys general sent to you recently emphasized this 
same point.  

I fully realize, as your representatives noted during our recent meeting, that BlackRock 
currently invests in oil and gas companies. Nonetheless, your consistent public messaging has 
made very clear what BlackRock is demanding from fossil fuel company CEOs and every other 
company they invest in. 

BlackRock has been a champion for ESG investing. Your 2021 letter to CEOs clearly 
specified that BlackRock’s goal is an economy “that emits no more carbon dioxide than it removes 
from the atmosphere by 2050,” which you acknowledge will require “a transformation of the entire 
economy.” You call for a “transformation” of our entire economy that will not be made through a 
democratic process. Instead you talked about how,"[b]ehaviors are going to have to change and 
this is one thing we are asking companies. You have to force behaviors. And at Blackrock, we are 
forcing behaviors." So much for democracy. 

You have admitted that your ESG agenda of forcing behaviors will not increase investor 
returns. Your 2022 letter to CEOs stated plainly that “We need to be honest about the fact that 
green products often come at a higher cost.” High cost/low return environmental policies will 
reduce a company’s profits...and investors’ returns.  

BlackRock applies this model to its ESG products, exploiting investor’s social conscience 
to extract higher fees. A recent study of U.S. fund fees referred to investors in so-called 
sustainable funds paying “greeniums” compared to conventional funds.  

Then there is the matter of returns. Recently Blackrock set a record for “the largest 
amount of money lost by a single firm over a six-month period” having “lost $1.7 trillion of 
clients’ money,” associated with ESG accounts, according to a July 20, 2022 Bloomberg article 
titled “BlackRock Is Breaking the Wrong Kind of Records.” Such huge losses would seem to 
indicate that BlackRock is either not focused on investor returns or that its ESG investment 
strategy is flawed. Neither bodes well for investors. 

Under Louisiana law, investors’ returns take precedence. 

I’m convinced that ESG investing is more than bad business; it’s a threat to our founding 
principles: democracy, economic freedom, and individual liberty. It threatens our democracy, 
bypasses the ballot box and allows large investment firms to push political agendas. It threatens 
our economic freedom because these firms use their massive shareholdings to compel CEOs to 
put political motivations above a company’s profits and investors’ returns. Finally, it threatens 
our personal liberty because these firms are using our money to push their agendas contrary to 
the best interests of the people whose money they are using! There is a difference between 
offering an ESG investment option for those investors so inclined, and using other peoples’ non-
ESG investments to promote ESG shareholder initiatives. 

https://www.blackrock.com/corporate/investor-relations/2021-larry-fink-ceo-letter
https://www.blackrock.com/corporate/investor-relations/larry-fink-ceo-letter?cid=ppc:blk_us:sem_us_larry%20letter_defensive_bmm:bing:brand_nonprod:ei&gclid=76cf452be8781538dd692619f428ab4a&gclsrc=3p.ds&
https://www.morningstar.com/content/dam/marketing/shared/pdfs/Research/annual-us-fund-fee-study-updated.pdf
https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/energy/blackrock-is-breaking-the-wrong-kind-of-records/2022/07/20/a208b11e-07e9-11ed-80b6-43f2bfcc6662_story.html
https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/energy/blackrock-is-breaking-the-wrong-kind-of-records/2022/07/20/a208b11e-07e9-11ed-80b6-43f2bfcc6662_story.html
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As State Treasurer, I oversee $64.8 billion in cash flow and $16 billion in trust funds on 
behalf of the citizens of Louisiana. I refuse to invest a penny of our state’s funds with a company 
that would take food off tables, money out of pockets and jobs away from hardworking 
Louisianans. My top priority is the monetary best interests of Louisiana’s citizens and the funds I 
am responsible for investing on their behalf. This requires responsible, financially-sound 
decision making.  

 
The investment firms we utilize must practice that same fiduciary duty to make their 

clients’ financial success their paramount priority rather than political and social agendas 
embodied in ESG investing. Period. 
 
        Sincerely,  
          
        

       
      John M. Schroder 
      State Treasurer 
 
JMS/ec  
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https://www.fao.org/worldfoodsituation/foodpricesindex/en/ 

FAO Food Price Index 
The FAO Food Price Index (FFPI) is a measure of the monthly change in international prices of a basket of food 
commodities. It consists of the average of five commodity group price indices weighted by the average export shares of 
each of the groups over 2014-2016. A feature article published in the June 2020 edition of the Food Outlook presents the 
revision of the base period for the calculation of the FFPI and the expansion of its price coverage, to be introduced from 
July 2020. A November 2013 article contains technical background on the previous construction of the FFPI. 

FAO Food Price Index in November virtually unchanged for the second month 
Release date: 02/12/2022 

 

» The FAO Food Price Index* (FFPI) averaged 135.7 points in November 2022, virtually unchanged from 
October, with month-on-month decreases in the price indices for cereals, dairy and meat, nearly offsetting 
increases in those of vegetable oils and sugar. At this level, the index stood only marginally above (0.3 
percent) its corresponding value in November 2021. 

» The FAO Cereal Price Index averaged 150.4 points in November, down 1.9 points (1.3 percent) from 
October, but still 9.0 points (6.3 percent) above its value a year ago. World wheat prices registered a 2.8-
percent decline during the month of November, mostly driven by the rejoining of the Russian Federation in the 
Black Sea Grain Initiative and the extension of the agreement, subdued import demand for supplies from the 
United States of America due to uncompetitive prices, and greater competition in global markets with increased 
shipments from the Russian Federation. International prices of coarse grains also eased in November, down 
1.0 percent from October. Maize prices declined by 1.7 percent month-on-month, also influenced by 
developments in the Black Sea Grain Initiative, while improved transport on the Mississippi River in the United 
States of America weighed on prices as well. International prices of sorghum declined by 1.2 percent in 
November in tandem with maize prices, while those of barley increased by 2.5 percent. International rice prices 
moved up by another 2.3 percent in November, influenced by currency appreciations against the United States 
dollar for some Asian suppliers and good buying interest. 

» The FAO Vegetable Oil Price Index averaged 154.7 points in November, up 3.4 points (2.3 percent) after 
declining for seven consecutive months. The increase was driven by higher international palm and soy oil 
prices, more than offsetting lower rapeseed and sunflower oil quotations. International palm oil prices 
rebounded in November, supported by renewed global import demand owing to competitive prices relative to 
those of other edible oils, as well as concerns over lower production potentials due to excessive rainfall in parts 
of major growing regions in Southeast Asia. Meanwhile, world soyoil values rose slightly, chiefly underpinned 
by persistent, robust demand from the biodiesel sector, particularly in the United States of America. By 
contrast, international rapeseed and sunflower oil prices dropped in November, weighed by, respectively, 
expected ample global supplies and the extension of the Black Sea Grain Initiative. 



» The FAO Dairy Price Index averaged 137.5 points in November, down 1.7 points (1.2 percent) from 
October, marking the fifth consecutive monthly decline, but remained 11.6 points (9.2 percent) above its value 
a year ago. In November, international price quotations for skim milk powders fell the most, reflecting lower 
import demand, as buyers were well covered for their near-term needs coupled with increased export 
availabilities in Europe. Whole milk powder prices dropped substantially, principally due to lower buying 
interest from China, only partially compensated by higher purchases by Southeast Asian countries. Meanwhile, 
world butter prices declined on weak import demand, impacted by high retail prices and market uncertainties 
about consumer purchases in the months ahead. By contrast, international cheese prices increased, 
underpinned by a steady import demand and less buoyant export availabilities from leading producing 
countries in Western Europe. 

» The FAO Meat Price Index* averaged 117.1 points in November, down 1.1 points (0.9 percent) from 
October, also marking the fifth consecutive monthly decline, but remained 4.6 points (4.1 percent) above its 
value a year ago. In November, international bovine meat prices fell for the fifth month in a row, as increased 
export supplies from Australia added to already high supplies from Brazil, notwithstanding China’s continuing 
strong import demand.  By contrast, world prices of all other meat types rebounded, with the price of ovine 
meat rising the most, driven by solid import demand, despite seasonally rising supplies from Oceania. 
International poultry meat prices also recovered, reflecting tighter global export supplies amid production 
setbacks in many large producing countries due to intensified avian influenza outbreaks. Meanwhile, pig meat 
prices rose on a surge in demand ahead of the upcoming holiday period and the impact of currency 
movements. 

» The FAO Sugar Price Index averaged 114.3 points in November, up 5.7 points (5.2 percent) from October, 
marking the first increase after six consecutive monthly declines. The November rebound was mostly related to 
strong buying amid prevailing tight global sugar supplies due to harvest delays in key producing countries and 
the announcement by India of a lower sugar export quota. Higher ethanol prices in Brazil, raising concerns 
over a greater use of sugarcane to produce ethanol, exerted further upward pressure on world sugar prices. 
Despite the November increase, international sugar price quotations remained 5.9 points (4.9 percent) below 
their levels in the same month of last year, weighed down by prospects of ample global supplies in the 2022/23 
season. 

* Unlike for other commodity groups, most prices utilized in the calculation of the FAO Meat Price Index are not 
available when the FAO Food Price Index is computed and published; therefore, the value of the Meat Price 
Index for the most recent months is derived from a mixture of projected and observed prices. This can, at 
times, require significant revisions in the final value of the FAO Meat Price Index which could in turn influence 
the value of the FAO Food Price Index. 
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• Natural catastrophes caused an estimated USD 115 billion of 
insured losses in 2022 to date, coming in well above the 10-year 
average of USD 81 billion 

• Hurricane Ian was the single largest loss-causing event of the 
year to date, with an estimated insured loss of USD 50–65 
billion  

• Secondary perils such as floods and hail storms caused over 
USD 50 billion insured losses, yet again affirming their 
significant contribution to the global total  

Zurich, 1 December 2022 – Hurricane Ian and other extreme 
weather events such as the winter storms in Europe, flooding in 
Australia and South Africa as well as hailstorms in France and in the 
US resulted in an estimated USD 115 billion of natural catastrophe 
insured losses this year to date, according to Swiss Re Institute. 
2022 is the second consecutive year in which the estimated insured 
losses total more than USD 100 billion, continuing the trend of a 5–
7% average annual increase over the past decade. The re/insurance 
industry covered roughly 45% of the economic losses this year, 
indicating a large protection gap across the world. 

Thierry Léger, Group Chief Underwriting Officer, said: "2022 has been 
another year of increased natural catastrophe loss activity, and demand 
for insurance is growing as the protection gap remains vast. To enable the 
insurance industry to keep up with increasing volatility and demand, it will 
be key to model evolving frequency and severity trends. Pricing needs to 
reflect the effective risk. In this complex environment, Swiss Re is ready to 
support clients with our strong balance sheet, risk capacity and expertise." 

Hurricane Ian is this year's costliest natural catastrophe with estimated 
preliminary insured losses of USD 50–65 billion. The category 4 
hurricane made landfall in western Florida in late September with extreme 
winds, torrential rain and storm surge. Swiss Re Institute estimates it to be 
the second-costliest insured loss ever on sigma records after Hurricane 
Katrina in 2005. This highlights the threat potential of a single hurricane 
hitting a densely populated coastline, in an otherwise benign hurricane 
year. Furthermore, in February, a series of winter storms hit Europe and 



 

  

 

 

2/3 

prompted estimated insured losses of USD over 3.7 billion, bringing this 
key peril back on the insurance industry's agenda.  

This year also confirms the importance of secondary perils: In February 
and March, torrential rains led to widespread flooding in Australia that, at 
currently estimated USD 4 billion, is the country's costliest-ever natural 
catastrophe. Next to numerous small to medium-sized hail- and 
thunderstorms in the US, France experienced the most severe series of 
hailstorms ever observed, with insured market losses reaching an 
estimated EUR 5 billion according to Swiss Re Institute. 

Martin Bertogg, Head of Catastrophe Perils at Swiss Re, said: "Extreme 
weather events have led to high insured losses in 2022, underpinning a 
risk on the rise and unfolding on every continent. Urban development, 
wealth accumulation in disaster-prone areas, inflation and climate change 
are key factors at play, turning extreme weather into ever rising natural 
catastrophe losses. When Hurricane Andrew struck 30 years ago, a 
USD 20 billion loss event had never occurred before – now there have 
been seven such hurricanes in just the past six years. At Swiss Re, we are 
continuously adapting our natural catastrophe models to anticipate trend 
risks explicitly, enabling us to stay ahead of the curve and provide 
sustainable cover to our clients – such as with our new hurricane model." 

The insurance industry is managing natural catastrophe risk, building on 
state-of-the-art simulation-based modelling for many perils. However, the 
2022 loss experience, compounded by the previous five years, 
emphasizes a need to adopt a more forward-looking approach for all 
perils. Model and data availability need to be upscaled for secondary 
perils such as flood and hail particularly, as they are on the rise but still 
receive less industry attention. 

Swiss Re continuously updates its proprietary models to embed new 
insights from science, while also tracking macro risk trends like 
urbanization, inflation and climate change. For example, flooding from 
hurricane-induced rainfall is now explicitly modelled based on a forward-
looking view of rainfall characteristics rather than long term historic 
rainfall averages. Furthermore, improved predictive methods were 
introduced to enable Swiss Re and its clients to better quantify the 
present-day risks. 

Table1: Estimated total economic and insured losses in 2022 and 2021 

USD billion (in 2022 
prices) 

2022 2021 Annual 
change 

Previous 10-y 
average 

Economic losses (total)  268 303 -12% 219 

 Nat cat  260 292 -11% 207 

 Man-made  8 11 -27% 12 

Insured losses (total) 122 130 -7% 90 

 Nat cat  115 121 -5% 81 

 Man-made  7 9 -24% 10 
Note: Preliminary and, due to rounding, some totals may not correspond with the sum of the separate 
figures. Source: Swiss Re Institute  
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These sigma catastrophe loss estimates refer to property damage and 
exclude claims related to COVID-19. Loss estimates in this press release 
are preliminary and are subject to change as not all loss-generating events 
have been fully assessed yet. 

Further risk knowledge 
Severe 2022 hail damage in France sets new benchmarks, underscores shift of risk and 
calls for pricing adjustments | Swiss Re 
Natural catastrophe underwriting in Asia: Turning a lost decade into a sustainable future | 
Swiss Re 
The new normal in hurricane modeling | Swiss Re 
 
About Swiss Re 
The Swiss Re Group is one of the world's leading providers of reinsurance, insurance and 
other forms of insurance-based risk transfer, working to make the world more resilient. It 
anticipates and manages risk – from natural catastrophes to climate change, from ageing 
populations to cyber crime. The aim of the Swiss Re Group is to enable society to thrive and 
progress, creating new opportunities and solutions for its clients. Headquartered in Zurich, 
Switzerland, where it was founded in 1863, the Swiss Re Group operates through a network 
of around 80 offices globally. 

Disclaimer  
Although all the information discussed herein was taken from reliable sources, Swiss Re 
does not accept any responsibility for the accuracy or comprehensiveness of the information 
given or forward-looking statements made. The information provided and forward-looking 
statements made are for informational purposes only and in no way constitute or should be 
taken to reflect Swiss Reʼs position, in particular in relation to any ongoing or future dispute. 
In no event shall Swiss Re be liable for any financial or consequential loss or damage arising 
in connection with the use of this information and readers are cautioned not to place undue 
reliance on forward-looking statements. Swiss Re undertakes no obligation to publicly revise 
or update any forward-looking statements, whether as a result of new information, future 
events or otherwise. 

https://www.swissre.com/risk-knowledge/mitigating-climate-risk/hail-damage-risk-france-2022.html
https://www.swissre.com/risk-knowledge/mitigating-climate-risk/hail-damage-risk-france-2022.html
https://www.swissre.com/reinsurance/conference-season/apac-sirc-2022/natural-catastrophe-underwriting-in-asia.html
https://www.swissre.com/reinsurance/conference-season/apac-sirc-2022/natural-catastrophe-underwriting-in-asia.html
https://www.swissre.com/risk-knowledge/risk-perspectives-blog/new-normal-hurricane-modeling.html
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