UH

Application of Bridging Document between
RF2013 and UNFC for comparison of Russian
classification of reserves and PRMS

Tyumen
A.V. Shpilman
17 September 2019



United Nations Framework Classification
for Fossil Energy and Mineral Reserves
and Resources 2009
incorporating Specifications for its Application

UNITED NATIONS ECONOMIC COMMISSION FOR EUROPE

United Nations Framework Classification
for Fossil Energy and Mineral Reserves and Resources 2009
incorporating Specifications for its Application

=
L)
=
<2
=
(=]
=
:
S
o
o
n

%
UNITED NATIONS




Bridging document between the Oil and Gas Reserves and Resources Classification of the Russian
Federation of 2013 and the United Framework Classification for Fossil Energy and Mlneral Reserves and
Resources 2009 has been endorsed at the 25 th session of the Committee on |
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Bridging Document

between

the Oil and Fuel Gas Reserves and Resources
Classification of the Russian Federation of 2013

and
the United Nations Framework Classification for Fossil

Energy and Mineral Reserves and Resources 2009
(UNFC-2009)

Done in Geneva, 30 September 2016




Bridging Document between UNFC-2009 and RF-2013.
Adapting to national or local needs

Comparison of RF2013 and UNFC-2009 in geological knowledge

. UNFC-2009 Categories RF-2013 Categories

A, B1,
A*, B1*
A**, B1**, C1**

Quantities associated with a known deposit that
can be estimated with a high level of confidence

Quantities associated with a known deposit that

can !:)e estimated with a moderate level of B2, C2
confidence B2*

Quantities associated with a known deposit that B2**, C2**
can be estimated with a low level of confidence

DO, DL, D1, D2
DO**, DL**, D1**,
D2**

Estimated quantities associated with a potential
deposit, based primarily on indirect evidence

Reserves are also defined for the unprofitable parts of deposit, which is denoted by “*” symbol (A*, B1%,
B2*). The profitability factor has no effect on the geological confidence scale, thus, A* and B1* estimates
have a high level of confidence while B2* has a lower level of confidence.

The same logic is applied to technically unrecoverable quantities A**, B1**, B2**, C1** and C2**.
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Mapping of RF2013 and UNFC-2009 Classes and Categories

UNFC-2009 “minimum”
RF2013 Categories UNFC-2009 Class
Categories

A, B1, B2 F1 G1,G2,G3 Commercial Projects

Potentially Commercial

A*, B1* B2* C1, C2 G1,G2,G3 .
Projects

C1, C2 G1.G2.G3 Non-Commercial Projects
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A** B1**, B2**, C1**, C2 G1.G2.G3 Additional Quantities in
(Non-recoverable) Place

DO, DL, D1, D2 G4 Exploration Projects

DO**, DL**, D1**, D2** Additional Quantities in
(Non-recoverable) Place

Undiscovered




LBH  Mapping of the E-F Matrix to RF2013 classes and categories

Sub-class

RF2013 Category

Commercial
Projects

On Production

A

Approved for Development

Bl

Justified for Development

B2

Potentially
Commercial
Projects

Development Pending

Non-Commercial
Projects

Development Unclarified

4

Development on Hold -

6

A* Bl1* B2*
Cl.C2

A* Bl1* B2*
Cl.C2

Cl.C2

Development Not Viable

7

Cl.C2

Additional Q

uantities in Place

A**, Bl:t:t_ Bz**
Cl:t:t_ CE**

Exploration Projects

Prospect

DO

Lead/High Risk Prospect

DL

Play

D1.D2

Additional Q

uantities in Place

DOEX:_ DL**,DIXZ&_ D23=3:

Produced Not Sold

In many cases, RF2013
categories map to more than
one location in the E-F matrix
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DMDC DN C 0 UU
Bridging Dao ent allo 0 map R 0 0 009, 3 ell as to PR as an alighec
F1.1 F1.2 F13 F2.1 F2.2 F2.3 F3i.l F3.2 F33 F4 F1.1 | F1.2 | F1.3 | F2.1 | F2.2 | F2.3 ] F3.1 3. F3.3 F4
El.l 1 2 3 4 El.1l 3 4
El.2 1 2 3 El.2 3
E2 4 4 - E2 4 4 5
E3.1l 12 12 12 12 12 12 E3.1 12 12 12 12 12 12
E32 6 6 1] 8 9 10 E3.2 10
E33 i T 7 7 11 E3.3 11
Class Sub-class Code RF2013 Category 7 On Production
v
. 3
On Production 1 A g Approved for Development
Commercial ]
i i 2 age
Projects Approved for Development - Bl = Justified for Development 3
] ] -
Justified for Development 3 B2 % Development Pendlng a
) . A* Bl1* B2* 2 £ o
Potentially Development Pending * cLc2 2 g & | Development On Hold 5
Commercial o e a s 3 Unclarified or
Projects Development on Hold A®.BI°%. B2 S o On Hold Unclarified
C1.C2 S
Non.C . Development Unclarified 6 CL.C2 Development Not Viable
on-Commercial
Projects Development Not Viable 7 c1.c2 Unrecoverable 11
*k % B E =3 v w
Additional Quantities in Place 11 A C’IE&I_ c'z?; T 2 Prospect
ead 9
Prospect 8 Do 3 3 g
2 & | Play 10
Exploration Projects Lead/High Risk Prospect 9 DL 'g
>
Play n D1.D2 Unrecoverable 11
Additional Quantities in Place 11 DO** DL** D]#* D2** Special Defined but not classified in PRMS 12
Produced Not Sold 12 Cases Less Common Mappings
2 0 DOS PR DOS




Case Studies development and recommendation by TAG / PWG

* Petroleum Case Study 1 - Field A in West Siberia
* Petroleum Case Study 2 - Structure S in West Siberia

* Petroleum Case Study 3 -...

The full TAG has completed its review of the first petroleum case study (CS#1) developed
by a TAG sub-group and recommended it to the Bureau and for publication on the EGRC
website.

CS#1 explains the thought process for the UNFC and RFC classifications. The proposed
E & F & G classifications were recognized to be consistent with UNFC and the RFC

bridging document.



Top structure depth map of discovery / Net oil thickness map
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Mapping of the UNFC E-axis to RFC classes and categories

--------

= o SR

v' The discovery is not in a licensed area and no owners have committed themselves to
any development. The project should currently be placed in the maturity class “Non-
Commercial Projects”.

v'  The information from analogous fields indicates that a future field development project
could potentially be made economically and socially viable. This supports the assertion
that the project should not be mapped as Code 7

v'  E3.2 has the definition: Economic viability of extraction cannot yet be determined due
to insufficient information (e.g. during the exploration phase).

v' The project is at the exploration stage, consequently is the most preferable
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Potential future field development schemes with either
vertical or horizontal wells
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Mapping of the UNFC F-axis to RFC classes and categories

-------

---___----

v’ Currently there is no confirmed development project. Project definitely does not
qualify for Category F1

v There is no available information, that any activities to justify development are ongoing. The
project should not be qualified as Sub-Category F2.1

v" The most suitable Sub-Category currently appears to be (Project activities are on hold
and/or where justification as a commercial development may be subject to significant delay)
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Mapping of the UNFC E-F Matrix to RFC classes and categories

| R R R Rl p2 Rs Bl B2 B
----------
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Commercial

- Approved for Development
Projects PI ' I

Potentially Development Pending -

Commercial

Projects

Development on Hold

[ ————T —
{ ; Tnclarifi 1, €2
Non=Conercial De\ elopment Unclarified »

n

Exploration Projects Lead/High Risk Prospect

Additional Quantities in Place - DO**, DL**D]1*¥ D2%**
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Mapping of the UNFC E-F Matrix to RFC classes and categories
for associated petroleum gas

- Approved for Development Z 2.2
Projects PP P:
£ :{:‘ :'(:‘ -7:5:
2

Potentially Development Pending

Commercial
Projects Development on Hold

Y. . * oL
. U: 2

C1%*, g -----------

Additional Quantities in Plac

Depending on the details of the future field development plan, the produced gas volumes might be
flared, used towards electricity production, or used directly as fuel, etc. Thus, the recoverable
associated gas volumes should be mapped to Code 12. The E-axis Category E3.1 has been applied to

the RFC C1 and C2 gas volumes.
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UNFC Resource volume estimates

The development of Field A is regarded as one project and only the processed oil
could be sold.

Cumulative values (oil volumes):

onwoton

Recoverable E3.2, F2.2, G2+G3

Total Recoverable E3.2, F2.2, G1+G2+G3
Non-recoverable E3.3, F4, G1+G2+G3 1996

Cumulative values (gas volumes):

Recoverable E3.1, F2.2,G1

Recoverable E3.1, F2.2, G2+G3
Total Recoverable E3.1, F2.2, G1+G2+G3
Non-recoverable E3.3, F4, G1+G2+G3
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Case Studie 2

Structural map with 4 traps
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Case Study 2.

Kaace
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Case Studies
PRMS - RF 2013

PDP — Proved Developed Producing

PDNP — Proved Developed Non-Producing
PUD — Proved Undeveloped

PRB — Probable

PSB — Possible
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Case Studies
PRMS - RF 2013

PDP — Proved Developed Producing

PDNP — Proved Developed Non-Producing
PUD - Proved Undeveloped

PRB — Probable

PSB — Possible
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PaspabotKa Case Studies

PRMS - RF 2013

PDP — Proved Developed Producing

PDNP — Proved Developed Non-Producing
PUD — Proved Undeveloped

PRB — Probable

PSB — Possible
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Thank you for your attention!



