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Kritikk av USA satsingen: Berettiget eller etterpåklokskap?

Var det riktig av Statoil å satse internasjonalt i 2005?

Var det i så fall riktig å satse på Mexico Gulfen i USA?

Var det riktig å satse på skifergass i 2008?

..og skiferolje i 2010?

Var det riktig å tro på en oljepris over 100 dollar fremover i 2011?

Investerte Statoil nok i administrativ kapasitet i USA i 2008-2014?

2020: 

Nei

Er det en årsakssammenheng mellom administrativt rot og tapet på 200 mrd?

2005-2014: 

Ja
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2005: The world is screaming for oil after 20 years of low prices low spare capacity

*Measured as percentage of global production in every year
Sources: IEA WEO 2006, EIA, Cube; Rystad Energy research and anlysis

Brent oil price 

Dollar per barrel (Real Dec. 2005)

OPEC spare capacity

Brent oil 

price

OPEC spare 

capacity

Percent*

Liquids demand history and IEA projections (WEO 2006)

Million barrels per day

Liquids 

demand

WEO2006 projections 

with 1.7% annual growth

Oil 

prices 

rising

OPEC spare 

capacity 

eroded

High GDP growth 

expectations for:

- China

- India

- Brazil

“The easy oil 

is gone”

• Following the oil price collapse in 1986, where OPEC decided to increase their market shares by utilizing their large spare capacity (25% of the worlds 

production in 1985), the industry saw 20 years of low oil prices.

• Over the same period oil demand grew at 1.7% per year. Over these years the OPEC spare capacity gradually eroded to serve the increase in demand.

• 20 years of very low oil prices had led to underinvestment in the non-OPEC world. With steady demand growth expectations and very limited OPEC capacity 

to deliver these volumes, it was up to the non-OPEC world and largely offshore oil to deliver these volumes. The stage was set for production growth outside 

OPEC and higher oil prices.
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2005: Production growth was seen as the key challenge in the upstream industry

Source: CERA; November 19, 2005: Oil Industry’s Growth Challenge, Shell annual report 2006; OPEC presentation March 2005 … 

2005: 

• “All” industry players, at this page 

illustrated by CERA, Shell and OPEC, 

expected oil demand to far exceed 100 

Mmboe by 2020, driven by Asia

• A supply shortage was expected

• Oil from the North Sea and other OECD 

regions expected to decline

• Deepwater, oil sands and OPEC were 

seen as key growth areas

• Oil companies focused on growth in 

their capital market communication 



2005: Liquids production on the NCS was expected to decline rapidly

Legend: “Uoppdagede ressurser”=Undiscovered resources, “Betingede ressurser i funn”=Contingent resources in discoveries, “Betingede ressurser i felt”= Contingent resources in producing fields, 
“Reserver”=Reserves
Source: Rystad Energy research and analysis, NPD resource report 2005

Liquids production on the NCS as seen from 2005
Million Sm3 liquids per year                                                                                                             
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• The chart on the left shows the 

expected liquids production as 

published in the 2005 resource 

report by NPD.

• On the NCS in 2005 peak oil 

production was expected to be 

behind us – the Norwegian 

government was preparing for 

reduced oil production outputs in 

the future.

• Even with sanctioning of contingent 

resources and expected 

exploration success, the result was 

still that the annual production 

towards 2010 would be reduced by 

20%. Towards 2020, the same 

production levels compared to 

2005 was expected to be halved.

Resource report 

from 2005



2020: Actual liquids production has outperformed the 2005 forecast since 2013

Legend: “Uoppdagede ressurser”=Undiscovered resources, “Betingede ressurser i funn”=Contingent resources in discoveries, “Betingede ressurser i felt”= Contingent resources in producing fields, 
“Reserver”=Reserves
Source: Rystad Energy research and analysis, NPD resource report 2005 and 2019

Liquids production on the NCS as seen from 2020
Million Sm3 liquids per year                                                                                                             
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• The chart on the left shows the 

expected liquids production as 

published in the 2005 resource 

report by NPD compared to what 

really happened (black line).

• Between 2005 and 2013, liquids 

production underperformed 

compared to the expectations in 

2005. However, actual liquids 

production has exceeded 

expectations since 2013.

• Between 2005 and 2020 the liquids 

production has exceeded the 

forecast from 2005 with 2% in total.
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RP-ratio* as of 31.12.2004 by company

Oil and gas production divided by 1P reserves

RP-ratio as of 31.12.2004 by company**

Oil production divided by 1P reserves

RP-ratio as of 31.12.2004 by region

Oil production divided by 1p reserves
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2005: Statoil had among the lowest RP ratio in the industry and recieved a price discount

* Reserve to Production Ratio; **Only oil RP ratio in the six regions to the right included; *** Companies as shown to the left
Source: SEC Edgar database; 10-K / 20-F reports; Annual reports  2004
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• In 2005, Norway was at peak 
production and Norwegian players 
Statoil and Hydro with high production 
and relatively low on proven reserves, 
thus low RP ratio

• Analysts looked for growth through 
higher RP ratio and Statoil shares 
were traded with discount due to low 
RP ratio and limited production 
growth outlooks.

• Seen as important to get “out of the 
Norwegian corner” and achieve 
growth internationally.
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2005: Strong drive to look for opportunities outside NCS and outside Africa/Middel East

Sources: St.meld.38  2001-2002 Om olje- og gassvirksomheten; Aftenposten 9.11.2002; DN 20.1.2004;   

• Norwegian oil and gas production was peaking over the period 2001-2005

• The sentiment was then, as expressed by the government and in the 

press as shown here, that production will 30%-50% by 2020  

• For Statoil, having an aggressive strategy for internationalization was 

seen as natural and correct.  

• However, two issues was associated with current international portfolio; 1) 

risks associated with corruption and political stability, 2) issues with PSA 

regimes – typically in Africa and Middle East - limiting financial upside and 

production growth at high oil prices.

• Thus, pursuing growth in United States, with recent breakthrough in the  

geological potential and attractive fiscal systems, was seen as attractive
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2005: Where to go? Deepwater GoM was sought out for resource potential and economics

Source: Rystad Energy research and analysis

12

Discovered deepwater offshore liquids resources (deeper than 125m)
Billion boe

North 

Sea

Large 

resource 

potential

Political 

stability

Attractive 

fiscal terms 

6%

49%22%

9%

14%

West 

Africa

US 

GoM

Other

Brazil

“The Gulf of Mexico is a highly prolific hydrocarbon 

province where giant fields are still being discovered. . . 

The fiscal regime in the GoM is simple and profitable, and 

the leasing system allows competitors of all sizes to 

participate. Fiscal incentives like royalty free periods were 

introduced to help commercialise the smaller deep water 

finds.” - 2002

"This acquisition creates a new international core area for 

Statoil. It gives us the opportunity to utilize and further 

build on our capabilities in exploration, reservoir 

management and subsea technology. US production, with 

its attractive fiscal regime and stable political environment, 

provides an attractive balance to our overall international 

portfolio.“ – 2005 

“The Gulf of Mexico was identified early as a focus area 

as it offered significant growth potential (estimated 

undiscovered resources of 15 billion barrels of oil and 100 

Tcf of gas), established infrastructure and market, 

politically stable area and good fiscal terms.” – 2002 

US GoM investment rationales:
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Executive summary

The need to go out – US GoM deepwater was the best initial choice

*M&A, capex and expex
Source: UCube; EIA; NPD; Rystad Energy research and analysis

• Macro environment called for non-OPEC production 

growth and improved oil price

• IOCs were priced on growth outlooks

• NCS production appeared to have peaked with 

NCS players' value penalized due to low R/P ratios

• NCS players were leading in deepwater/subsea 

technologies and had organizational capacity

Strong strategic reasons to seek international 

opportunities for a NCS player in 2005

• Steep creaming curve, low political risk, attractive 

fiscal regime and no privileges to NOCs

• All significant deepwater operators entered GOM

• Statoil was the largest deepwater operator globally 

and entered early with an attractive Encana deal

• Statoil was an aggressive explorer in US GoM, but 

underestimated geological and business challenges

US GoM deepwater was the rational choice
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US GoM investment* 2005-19

Billion USD real 2020

Statoil + Hydro
Petrobras

ExxonMobil
BP
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Total

Chevron
Eni

Freeport
CNRL

CNOOC
Anadarko

TAQA
Santos

Hess
CoP

Murphy Oil
Woodside



Exploration
[# exploration wells]

Development
[BUSD capex]

Production
[mmboe/d]
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Since 2005, nearly $220 billion of capex has been spent in the deepwater Gulf of Mexico, 
bringing recent production to all-time highs above 2 million boe/d

Source: UCube; Rystad Energy research and analysis
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exploration and lease 

sales 

2014 oil price 

crash and shifted 

investments 

towards shale

Increase in production 

following the development 

wave in 2011-2015
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drilling 
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Capital investment 

from 2003 – 2014 in 

the Gulf of Mexico 

grew on average 14% 

per annum, peaking at 

over $20B USD

Hurricane Katrina Macondo
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After Statoil’s initial M&A entry followed significant investments in new developments

Source: Rystad Energy research and analysis
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Statoil signed an agreement 

with Chevron Texaco to 

secure interest in a small 

number of deepwater

exploration opportunities. 

Statoil purchased Encana’s 

deepwater GoM portfolio for 

$2 billion. Included stake in 

Chevron-operated Tahiti 

and a number of 

discoveries.

Sold all former Spinnaker 

asset on the shelf to 

Mariner Energy for $243 

million

Merged with Norsk Hydro to 

become StatoilHydro, 

inheriting former Spinnaker 

Exploration shelf and 

deepwater assets.

Acquired 40% interest in 

North Platte from Cobalt’s 

bankruptcy auction, in $339 

million joint bid with Total.

Exercised preferential right 

to acquire 22.45% interest 

in Caesar Tonga from Shell 

for $965 million.

Acquired Anadarko’s 

interest in two discoveries 

(Knotty Head and Bigfoot) 

and one prospect for $901 

million.

Acquired Plains E&P’s 

working interest in two 

discoveries (Caesar and 

Bigfoot) and one prospect 

for $700 million.

Developments

Exploration

Acquisition

Lease sales

Total spend in the period:

• M&A 4.9 BUSD

• Lease Sale 1.0 BUSD

• Exploration 2.1 BUSD

• Development 21.4 BUSD

Statoil’s historical investments in US GoM

BUSD nominal
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Equinor has struggled with GoM exploration, with a commercial success rate of 17%

Equinor exploration history in the Gulf of Mexico
Number of wells drilled

Source: Rystad Energy research and analysis
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Blacktip (125 mmboe)

Monument (95 mmboe)

Vito (252 mmboe)

Heidelberg (46 mmboe)

Julia (75 mmboe)

17%

8%

25%

48%

Statoil

Statoil operated

Statoil non-op

DW GoM Avg

Commercial success rate

Avg. US GoM deepwater

Equinor has struggled to source its own prospects –only 6 of its 31 wells have come from licensed acreage from Lease Sales. Furthermore, 

Equinor struggled to find commercial discoveries (17%), significantly lower than compared to the GoM average, which is high at 48% in part 

because many smaller discoveries in GoM can be commercialized via tieback to existing facilities and pipelines. After more than a decade 

exploring deepwater GoM, Equinor made its first operated commercial (RE estimate) discovery at Monument in 2020. 
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Statoil has been unable to create value in GoM exploration, but has avoided large value 
destruction that has plagued peers such as BHP, XOM, and BP from 2005-2019

Source: Rystad Energy research and analysis

Analyzed E&A Spend (real)
$ Billion, 2005-19
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• Despite a lackluster 
performance as an 
operator, Equinor’s non-op 
exploration was able to 
limit value destruction 
overall in the GoM

• Equinor was not 
successful in ventures 
they chose to take a larger 
stake and more risk on 
such as Heidelberg, Julia, 
and Pony. 

• These prospects were 
more typically in remote 
areas of the Gulf of Mexico 
with little to no previous 
infrastructure to fast-track 
development

• Large discoveries such as 
Appomattox, Whale, 
Power Nap and Vito that 
were easily able to be tied-
back to exiting 
infrastructure created 
tremendous and quick 
value for Shell



0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

Regional supply/demand 

imbalance increasing

18

2005: US natural gas imbalance established and improving Henry Hub prices

*Includes CBM and tight gas
Source: EIA; UCube; Equinor press releases 

US natural gas consumption and production
Trillion cubic feet

L48 conventional production*

US GoM production 

Gas from US shelf 

assets on decline

Statoil places a bet on the US gas market with the 

sanctioning of the Snøhvit field, Melkøya LNG 

terminal and Cove Point regas terminal on the US 

East Coast
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2008: Emergence of shale gas with still favorable macro conditions in the US

*Includes CBM and tight gas
Source: EIA; UCube; Equinor press releases 

US natural gas consumption and production
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2019: Shale gas revolution yielded net gas exports from the US and low gas prices

*Includes CBM and tight gas
Source: EIA; UCube; Equinor press releases 
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Statoil’s deals in the US were part of a global strategy of leading in unconventionals

Source: Rystad Energy research and analysis

YPF, 2017

JV with YPF to jointly 

explore Vaca Muerta shale

Sasol & CHK, 2010

JV with Sasol and 

Chesapeake, acquired 

permit to explore Karoo 

basin

Sonatrach & Shell, 2014

Jointly acquired Timissit 

permit license, Illihizi 

Ghadames basin

PetroFrontier, 2012

JV with PetroFrontier in 

Australia’s Northern 

Territory

Valeura Energy, 

2012

JV with Valeura for 

Banali license in 

northern Turkey

CNPC, 2011

Joint study and test 

drilling with CNPC

Statoil shale initiatives outside of North America

“At the time we announced the Marcellus deal, we 

said that we were also forming a joint group with 

Chesapeake to look at deals outside of North 

America, and we have had a joint team looking at 

those things for the last two years. There is about 

2000 people.”

“We have done a very extensive review of 

opportunities around the world, but particularly in 

Europe, and we have been into around 1000 data 

rooms”

“As a matter of public record, we are looking at 

opportunities in China, and we have been scanning 

opportunity the last two years in Europe. We are 

going to be very choosy about this and find just the 

right place. But I'm sure that we will continue to 

divert our exposure to this type of investment.

John Knight, SVP Business Development 

and Global Unconventional Gas

21
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2000 people at Statoil have been staffed looking at international opportunities in shale

Source: Rystad Energy research and analysis
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Executive summary

Shale – a true revolution early understood by Statoil 

Source: UCube; Rystad Energy research and analysis

• US screaming for gas, attractive prices expected –

as confirmed in Snøhvit and Shtokman studies

• Potential global revolution – important to master

• Statoil picked the right play early, and cheap 

• All relevant players entered at similar conditions as 

Statoil or worse

• Statoil underestimated need to align contract 

incentives and take-away capacity

Shale gas was the natural choice in 2008

• World still screaming for oil, “the easy oil is gone” –

tight oil break-through could take off globally

• Statoil early in acquiring acreage and organization 

in Bakken - the most attractive basin in 2011

• Statoil missed the tight oil revolution in Permian

• All relevant players entered US tight oil, but Statoil’s 

bet was high relative to company size

• Statoil underestimated need for midstream access 

and complexity of land management

Tight oil was the natural choice in 2010

Selected companies and the bet taken in shale gas and tight oil (Net M&A + Capex)

BUSD real 2020
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Pure play shale companies
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Diversified Gas & Oil Plc

Ascent Resources, LLC

Encino Energy

24

The Marcellus position is large, highly productive and among the best in Appalachia

*Operators with no new completions are excluded 
Source: Rystad Energy research and analysis; ShaleWellCube

Top 10 producing operators in the Appalachia
Million cubic feet per day (2019)

$1.44

$0.91

$1.32

$0.90

$1.50

$0.72

$0.73

No 2019 wells

No 2019 wells

No 2019 wells

12.1

22.3

17.4

14.3

11.1

12.2

7.8

14.9

21.1

14.8

Wellhead gas price BE*, 2019
Dollars per mcf

Initial production 90 days, 2019
Million cubic feet per day

Despite the overall macro adversity, Chesapeake and Statoil have one of the most material, economically robust Appalachia 

acreage positions, evidenced by low breakevens, the plays most productive wells and the 2nd largest production. 
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Median Marcellus wellhead breakeven by completion year
USD per million Btu

Median Marcellus initial 90-day production by completion year
Million cubic feet per day

Chesapeake operated highly productive and low-breakeven wells

Source: Rystad Energy research and analysis
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Statoil partnered with one of the top performing operators in 

the basin in Chesapeake, at the early stages of the 

Marcellus’s development.

Chesapeake has maintained one of the lowest breakevens

since Statoil entered the Marcellus, well below the average.

Statoil enters 

Marcellus in JV 

with Chesapeake 

for $3.375 B 

Statoil adds an 

additional 59,000 

acres from 

Chesapeake

Marcellus

Marcellus

Chesapeake

Chesapeake
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11/11-2008: StatoilHydro acquires 32.5% in Chesapeake’s Marcellus assets for 3.4 BUSD

Source: Rystad Energy research and analysis

“The strategic shift into secure 

reserves in North America is a good 

one and a right one, in our view, as 

this one has missed in their total 

portfolio”

“In our view these are quality assets, 

even though they are drilling 

intensive”

“Reasonable price, good strategic 

move”

“We think this deal makes good 

strategic sense to Statoil as it 

provides the company with a foothold 

in North American unconventional 

gas, close to consuming areas and at 

a reasonable price”

“We have a number of key 

reservations, namely production (may 

be too aggressive), US gas prices 

and infrastructure”

“Well, well, well…”

“The Marcellus development is 

complex, and the reserve estimates 

employed by Statoil are ambitious. 

Hence the price paid is well in excess 

of our prior estimates”

“On simple metrics the deal looks 

good but….”
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Chesapeake was a highly sought-after partner, but cost carries created misalignment 

Source: Rystad Energy Ucube, Chesapeake Energy press releases

Company Deal Year
Total Deal 

Value 

Cost 

carry
Shale Play Comments

2008 $3.375 B $2.1 B Marcellus

Statoil acquired 32.5% of Chesapeake’s Marcellus assets, equating to 0.6 million 

acres. The transaction involved $1.25B in cash upfront. Chesapeake received the 

remaining $2.1 billion via Statoil funding 75% of Chesapeake drilling costs from 2009 

to 2012. Both companies noted ongoing discussions around a future international 

strategic alliance geared towards unconventional gas

2010 $2.25 B $1.4 B Barnett

Total acquired a 25% interest in Chesapeake’s upstream Barnett shale assets, a total 

of 270,000 acres. The asset included 700mcfd of production and 3 trillion cubic feet of 

reserves with possible vast unproved reserves. Transaction included $800 million in 

upfront cash as well as Total funding 60% of Chesapeake drilling until the remaining 

$1.45B is recouped. 

2010 $2.16 B $1.08 B Eagle Ford

CNOOC acquired a 33.33% stake in Chesapeake’s Eagle Ford acreage, equivalent to 

200,000 acres overall. The JV was reviewed by CFIUS, the US congressional 

authority on foreign direct investment, due to CNOOC’s affiliation with the Chinese 

government. CNOOC paid $1.08B upfront and financed Chesapeake’s drilling and 

completion costs to pay the other $1.08B.

2012 $2.32B $1.42 B Utica
Total acquired a 25% interest in 619,000 acres owned by Chesapeake and EnerVest 

in the Utica shale. Total paid $610 million upfront and the other $1.42B by financing 

Chesapeake’s drilling and completion costs. EnerVest received $290 million.

2013 $1.02B $0
Mississippi 

Lime

Sinopec acquired a 50% stake in Chesapeake’s Mississippi Lime venture which 

included 850,000 acres in northern Oklahoma. Chesapeake received 93% of the 

purchase price upfront. Sinopec did not pay for Chesapeake’s drilling and completion 

costs to finance the deal like had been normal in previous transactions. 

A features that Chesapeake often built into its JV agreements was the “cost carry” in which the new partner would agree to pay for future 

drilling up to a certain amount of capex. In the Statoil deal, the carry accounted for $2.2 billion out of the $3.4 billion deal consideration. During 

a cost carry, the JV partners are usually facing misaligned incentives. Chesapeake, which had a high debt load in 2008-09 at the time of the 

deal, had an incentive to keep drilling wells even if they were not NPV-positive because Statoil would be paying the well costs and 

Chesapeake needed the cash flow. Notably, the last of these deals, in 2013, did not include a cost carry.
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2010: Talisman and Statoil form $1.3B Eagle Ford JV

2012: Devon and Sinopec form JV for five unconventional plays in US

2009: Total acquires 25% interest in Chesapeake's Barnett Shale portfolio for $2.25b

2014: AEP acquires Permian assets from Enduring Resources for $2.5B

2014: Baytex Energy acquires Aurora for $2.59B

2012: Apache acquires Cordillera Energy for $2.85B

2014: Encana acquires Eagle Ford assets from Freeport for $3.1B

2008: Plains E&P acquires Louisiana and Texas acreage from Chesapeake Energy for $3.3B

2008: StatoilHydro acquires 32.5% interest in Chesapeake’s Marcellus Shale assets for $3.4b

2010: CONSOL Energy acquires Dominion's E&P business for $3.5B

2010: Chevron acquires Atlas Energy for $4.3B

2011: Statoil acquires Brigham Exploration for $4.7B

2010: Shell acquires Marcellus acreage from East Resources for $4.7B

2011: Chesapeake divests Fayetteville assets to BHP Billiton for $4.8B

2014: Chesapeake sells Marcellus and Utica assets to Southwestern Energy for $5.38B

2014: Whiting Petroleum acquires Kodiak Oil & Gas for $6B

2013: Devon acquires Eagle Ford assets from GeoSouthern for $6B

2014: Encana acquires Athlon Energy for $7B

2011: BHP Billiton acquires Petrohawk Energy for $15B

2009: ExxonMobil acquires XTO Energy for $41B

Equinor were part of a very active period of M&A in the onshore US

Top 20 US onshore deals by deal value, 2008 - 2014
Billion USD

Note: Equinor’s Eagle Ford transaction falls outside the top 20 
Source: UCube; Rystad Energy research and analysis
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10/10-2010: Acquisition of 50% stake in Eagle Ford JV together with Talisman for 0.8 BUSD

Source: Rystad Energy research and analysis

“Statoil entering Eagle Ford at fair 

price”

“First foray into Eagle Ford liquid rich 

shale play”

“Eagle Ford has become one of the 

hottest shale plays in the USA thanks 

to a high liquid content (~50%). 

Prices clearly favors liquids over gas”

“Statoil is virtually recycling its Statoil 

Fuel and Retail mid-point proceeds 

$752m investing $843m into the 

Eagle Ford play in Texas”

“In for a penny, in for a pound”

“Deal price seems reasonable and 

will provide valuable experience”

“We expect the transaction to create 

value, and view the acquisition as 

positive”

“Transaction prices have increased 

already as many majors have entered 

Eagle Ford”



Statoil bought into gassy acreage on the southern end of the Eagle Ford condensate window

Eagle Ford JV acreage and wells

Source: Rystad Energy ShaleWellCube, Rystad Energy research and analysis 
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• Statoil and Talisman formed a JV in the 
Eagle Ford in 2010, in which Statoil spent 
more than $800 million. The JV went onto 
to acquire more acreage from SM 
Energy.

• In 2015, Repsol acquired Talisman and 
Statoil became the operator of the entire 
JV’s portfolio. Later, in 2019, Equinor 
divested their entire Eagle Ford portfolio 
to Repsol, leaving the basin. 

• By the time Statoil entered the Eagle 
Ford in 2010, the geology of the basin 
was well known, including the different 
resource windows. 

• Overall, Statoil ended up having much 
“gassier” acreage than average in the 
Eagle Ford. Statoil expected a significant 
portion of revenue from NGLs and 
condensate, but oversupplies in the Gulf 
Coast depressed prices. 

JV acreage

JV wells 

. . . this acreage is located in an attractive, 

liquids rich area of the Eagle Ford 

play. Statoil expects that a significant 

proportion of the revenue from Statoil’s 

Eagle Ford acreage will come from gas 

liquids and condensate which are 

competitively located to be sold into the 

petrochemical and refinery centres in 

Texas. – 2010 press release

Statoil JV 

Eagle Ford Average

Statoil JV wells completed



Prior to 2013, nearly all Statoil Eagle Ford crude and condensate was trucked to market

Lease disposition of Statoil’s Eagle Ford oil Percent of oil trucked  
Barrels of energy equivalent per day Percentage

• In 2010, over 95% of crude and 
condensate production in the 
Eagle Ford was trucked from the 
lease as production exceeded 
pipeline capacity. Most was 
trucked to refineries in Corpus 
Christi. 

• In 2012, trucking began to decline 
as new pipelines entered service. 

• The Statoil JV entered into long-
term agreements with the Double 
Eagle Condensate Pipeline in H1 
2012. It is possible that acquiring 
undeveloped acreage may have 
delayed Statoil’s process of 
arranging for firm pipeline 
transportation, as the prior owners 
were unlikely to have had 
midstream arrangements in place

• Following the completion of the 
Double Eagle pipeline in mid-
2013 the JV’s trucking began to 
decrease rapidly.

• By 2015, the JV averaged 18% 
trucking while the basin averaged 
50%. 

• The basin-average trucking rate 
remains high as many areas do 
not have high enough production 
density to merit crude gathering 
systems

Source: Rystad Energy ShaleWellCube
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The Brigham acquisition in 2011 – two main areas of activity pre-acquisition

Source: Rystad Energy UCube

Rough Rider Area
Completions by 2011: 84 wells

Avg. 30-d IP 2010-11:888 boe/d

Ross Area
Completions by 2011: 34 wells

Avg. 30-d IP 2010-11:1205 boe/d

Non-core acreage
Completions by 2011: 15 wells

Avg. 30-d IP 2010-11:458 kboe/d
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Statoil’s initial production target has been reached despite unfavorable market conditions

Source: Rystad Energy research and analysis

Equinor/Brigham Bakken production

kboe/d

acquires

Current equity production is approximately 21,000 

boe per day, and the acreage has potential to 

ramp up to 60,000-100,000 boe per day equity 

production over a five-year period.

Ross Area

Rough Rider Area

Production target: 60-100kboe/d
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Pre-transaction: - Brigham with best in class in IPs and worst in class in well cost

All data from wells completed in 2010-2011
Source: Rystad Energy ShaleWellCube
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Discount to WTI for Bakken crude at Clearbrook
USD/bbl

Bakken oil production and takeaway capacity
Thousand barrels per day

Post transaction: Up to 25 USD/bbl discount to WTI for Clearbrook, closest hub to Bakken

*Pipeline takeaway capacity includes local refining
Source: Bloomberg; UCube; North Dakota Pipeline Authority (takeaway capacity); Rystad Energy research and analysis
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• The Bakken faced acute pipeline constraints from 2011 to 

2017, when the Dakota Access Pipeline came into service 

following a series of delays.  

• Due to pipeline constraints and reliance on expensive crude-

by-rail, Bakken discounts to WTI reached $25/bbl at the 

nearby Clearbrook pricing hub.

• Infrastructure constraints led to low realized prices by 

Bakken operators – a $10/bbl realized price discount to WTI 

from 2012-2014.
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Statoil’s Brigham acquisition did not compare unfavorably on a per acreage pricing

Consider to reduce range on 

deal value/boe, creates more 

dynamics in deal value

Source: Bloomberg, Rystad Energy research and analysis

kUSD/acre WTI, USD/bbl

Corporate deal

Asset deal

Statoil’s Brigham deal

Selected deals for comparison

2010-2014
Bubble size equals 500 MUSD
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Positive long-term commodity price outlooks at the time of the transactions were expected to 
increase

*For the analysts price outlooks, the longest time horizon provided has been used. 
Source: Research reports, Rystad Energy research and analysis

11/11-2008: 32.5% stake in Marcellus 10/10-2010: JV in Eagle Ford

17/10-2011: Acquisition of Brigham 7/11-2019: Divestment in Eagle Ford
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08/25/2020

Analyst avg: 

8 USD/mmbtu

Analyst avg: 

109 USD/bbl

Analyst avg: 

102 USD/bbl

Analyst avg: 

69 USD/bbl

None ofthe analysts predicted the 

Henry Hub collapse a few months 

after the transaction
Bullish long-term oil 

price outlooks

Bullish long-term oil 

price outlooks



Acreage (kUSD/acre) Production (kUSD/boe)* 1P reserves (USDboe)

38

Metrics per Bakken deal completed 2010-2014

*Production at time of transaction
Source: Rystad Energy research and analysis
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Shale valuation metrics is largely a 

function the maturity of the acreage 

acquired. Statoil bought in early at 

in Bakkens evolution and paid fairly 

cheap per acreage acquired, but 

high for the relative small amount 

existing production and proved 

reserves compared to later 

transactions of more matured 

acreage positions
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Growth in tight oil plays was unexpected, as evidenced by the EIA’s 2012 forecast

EIA lower 48 oil production forecasts
Million barrels per day 

• The graph shows reported oil
production from the US outside
of Alaska. The US government
(EIA) strongly missed on these
projections due to the shale oil
revolution.

• In January 2012, the EIA
expected a slight increase over
the next two years to 5.5 million
barrels per day in 2014. The
actual figure was 7.65 mmbbl/d.
Overall, we can conclude that
almost no one saw the shale oil
revolution that came and
caused dramatic demand for
rigs.

. 

Source: Rystad Energy Ucube, Rystad Energy research and analysis; EIA, IEA
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the shale oil revolution
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Growth in tight oil plays was unexpected, as evidenced by the EIA’s 2012 forecast

EIA lower 48 oil production forecasts
Million barrels per day 

• The graph shows reported oil
production from the US outside
of Alaska. The US government
(EIA) strongly missed on these
projections due to the shale oil
revolution.

• In January 2012, the EIA
expected a slight increase over
the next two years to 5.5 million
barrels per day in 2014. The
actual figure was 7.65 mmbbl/d.
Overall, we can conclude that
almost no one saw the shale oil
revolution that came and
caused dramatic demand for
rigs.

. 

Source: Rystad Energy Ucube, Rystad Energy research and analysis; EIA, IEA
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Source: Bloomberg, Rystad Energy research and analysis 
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Source: Bloomberg, Rystad Energy research and analysis 
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Source: Bloomberg, Rystad Energy research and analysis 
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Source: Bloomberg, Rystad Energy research and analysis 

44

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

Jul-
10

Jul-
11

Jul-
12

Jul-
13

Jul-
14

Jul-
15

Jul-
16

Jul-
17

Jul-
18

Jul-
19

Jul-
20

Jul-
21

..og lite skjedde, og igjen i oktober 2014

Oil Price

USD per fat



45

Petoro porteføljen redusert med 410 mrd fra 2014 til 2016

Kilde: Som vist over, rapport fra Rystad Energy for Olje og Energidepartementet om verdien av SDØE
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Verdien av de 8 største oljeselskap ned fra 1350 mrd dollar i 2011 til 630 nå

Topp 8 oljeselskap: 
2011: 
- 1350 mrd dollar 
2020 November: 
- 630 mrd dollar
Fall på 54 %. 

Equinors har falt 40 
% i samme periode
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Post transaction: Three severe disappointments in oil price development

Source: Bloomberg; Rystad Energy research and analysis
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A. WTI discount to Brent due to light oil surplus in US
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2008-2019: Equinors bet in the US was high compared to other INOCs

Source: Rystad Energy research and analysis
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2008-2019: Several companies struggled to captured value from their US bets

*10% nominal discount rate, 2% inflation rate  
Source: Rystad Energy research and analysis
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Det ble granskning…
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Operasjonell kompleksitet i USA – kostet selskapet USD 100 mill (0.5% av tapene)
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Nedskrivninger fra oljevirksomhet i USA: 

Nedskrivninger

• Land: 10 b, 

• Offshore: 8 b

• Annet: 3.5 b

• 90% fra oljeprisfall

• 9.5% fra leting og

reservoar/utbygging

• 0.5% fra regnskapsmessig rot
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Kritikk av USA satsingen: Berettiget eller etterpåklokskap?

Var det riktig av Statoil å satse internasjonalt i 2005?

Var det i så fall riktig å satse på Mexico Gulfen i USA?

Var det riktig å satse på skifergass i 2008?

..og skiferolje i 2010?

Var det riktig å tro på en oljepris over 100 dollar fremover i 2011?

Investerte Statoil nok i administrativ kapasitet i USA i 2008-2014?

2020: 

Nei

Er det en årsakssammenheng mellom administrativt rot og tapet på 200 mrd?

2005-2014: 

Ja

Nei


