
 

Chair: Marny Daal-Vogelland   Chair Advisory Board: Hon. Min. Mohamed Amin Adam   Executive Director: Dr Valérie Marcel   
Charity Registration Number: 1208629  Company Number: 15558027   www.newproducersgroup.online  

 

Meeting Summary  

2024 Annual Meeting of the New 
Producers for Sustainable Energy 
 
 
Paramaribo, 3-4 June 2024 

 
  



2  Meeting Summary: 2024 Annual Meeting of the New Producers for Sustainable Energy  

 

 

Executive Summary 

• The New Producers for Sustainable Energy 2024 annual meeting addressed the challenges and 
opportunities faced by emerging producers in developing natural gas resources and managing 
greenhouse gas emissions. 
 

• The global investment mood in oil and gas is bullish, but capital expenditure is unevenly 
distributed, favouring North America and Latin America.  
 

• Equity issues are central for member countries, with the Global North discouraging new oil and 
gas projects in the Global South, while increasing their own production. 
 

• The Global South members of the NP4SE emphasised the need for energy access to alleviate 
poverty and drive development. 
 

• Lock-in risks associated with gas infrastructure investments are lower for downstream projects 
and can be mitigated for upstream projects by lowering costs and execution time, notably 
through small-scale and modular approaches. 
 

• Monetizing associated gas and methane presents challenges due to immature markets and 
infrastructure but offers significant economic and environmental benefits. 
 

• Growing focus on GHG emissions has led to increased pressure on operators to reduce 
emissions, particularly methane. 
 

• Financing decarbonization and gas projects remains a challenge, with limited public finance 
available and commercial banks hesitant to invest. 
 

• New producers are exploring alternative financing options, such as climate bonds and 
partnerships with Asian importing countries and institutions like the African Energy Bank. 
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Introduction  
 
The New Producers for Sustainable Energy’s 2024 annual meeting brought together 50 producer 
country representatives from around the world, subject matter experts, and participants from industry 
for peer-to-peer exchanges under the Chatham House Rule of non-attribution. The national oil 
company Staatsolie hosted the annual meeting in Suriname for the second time. The context had 
changed significantly in Suriname since the 2017 meeting, thanks to nine offshore discoveries in the 
last six years. However, Suriname is not yet a producer. Petronas operates the offshore project closest 
to production, with an expected production of 100,000 barrels. TotalEnergies and partners are expected 
to make a final investment decision in 2024 on their project in Block 58, with possible production in 
2028. For a country with a small population of 623 236 inhabitants (World Bank, 2023), oil and gas 
export revenues will alleviate the budgetary pressures related to the country’s public debt and could 
have a significant impact on the economy. And yet, as officials from Suriname emphasised during the 
meeting, the country intends to remain carbon neutral. It “will be a low emissions producer”. 
Government agencies and parastatals intend to exchange and collaborate with peer countries to achieve 
this.  
 
The meeting included a two-day international roundtable on 3-4 June focused on the incentives and 
obstacles involved in developing natural gas and managing greenhouse gas emissions, followed by 
interactive training sessions on ‘Contracts and fiscal systems in the transition’ and ‘Emissions 
management’ on 5 June.  
 
Ensuring that gas resources are developed, and they benefit producer countries is an issue of great 
importance to the member countries of the NP4SE. Obtaining these benefits is not easily achieved. If it 
were, NP4SE member countries would reach final investment decisions more quickly for oil projects 
with high associated gas, those with offshore gas discoveries would be able to obtain financing to direct 
gas to shore for domestic use, and the gas would be affordable to consumers. The two-day discussion 
provided opportunities to hear member countries' ambitions for gas development and to unpack the 
challenges that often prevent gas development and the closely associated issue of emissions 
management.  
 

 

The context 
 
Over the 12 years of the New Producers for Sustainable Energy’s history1 the tone of discussions at each 
annual meeting has been marked by an investment sentiment. The group began its discussions during 
an exploration boom, a time when there were many independent companies active, and companies 
competed for acreage. There was a rush to support emerging producer governments with technical 
assistance as soon as deals were negotiated, well before discoveries. After prices dropped, the first 
session of our 2015 annual meeting in Tanzania was titled “Adjusting to a new price reality”. Price 
fluctuations create ebbs and flows in state control of the sector, notably affecting the approach to 
licensing, local content requirements, and many other state priorities.  
 
Judging by an informal survey of governments around the table in June 2024, all the governments 
represented were actively seeking exploration investment and the investment mood was more bullish 
than at the last meeting in October 2022. Indeed, the International Energy Agency (IEA) estimates that 
upstream oil and gas investment increased globally by 9% in 2023 and is expected to rise 7% in 2024, 
though most increases come from Middle East and Asian NOCs, while investment by private companies 
fell by almost 20% in the last 7 years. This growth in upstream spending is not benefiting all countries 
in the NP4SE, with some struggling to attract foreign investors. Much of the capital expenditure for 
upstream oil and gas in 2024 is to be made in North America (taking one third of investments) and 
Latin America (IEF). To increase attractiveness to foreign investors an industry participant commented 
that  a safe business environment was essential (including a respect for the sanctity of contracts), as was 

 
1 Under the banner of the New Producers Group from 2012 to 2023; https://www.chathamhouse.org/about-
us/our-departments/environment-and-society-centre/new-producers-group  
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an attractive fiscal and contractual regime (noting the benefits of an R Factor model, to get investments 
with a long-term focus).  
 
In terms of what investment new producers should expect in future, an energy expert noted that there 
is a wide variation in oil and gas demand forecasts. They are broadly guided by a desired end point and 
work their way back from that point. In this sense, they do not necessarily reflect where demand is likely 
to be. A common outlook across forecasts, however, is a peak in oil demand, but not gas demand (apart 
from IEA scenarios).  
 
In response to forecasting limitations, an African NOC participant highlighted the importance of 
disaggregating the data, to see the demand patterns per region and type of energy. Demand for gas and 
oil is indeed projected to grow in emerging economies, and notably in Africa where demand will also 
grow for refined products.  
 
 

Equity issues 
 
The IEA’s Net Zero to 2050 report in 2021 caused a profound shift in the external environment of 
emerging producers. The report was a theoretical pathway based on expected demand if the world 
moved to meet the 1.5-degree warming target. Nevertheless, the report had a deep impact on policy. 
Significantly, it stated that no new oil and gas projects were needed if the world was to meet the 1.5-
degree warming target set at the Paris COP. An international norm emerged as a result in the Global 
North that no new oil and gas projects should be sanctioned in order to contain global warming  – in 
effect leaving the remaining carbon budget to legacy producers (Marcel et al, 2023). In the years that 
followed, Global North capitals withdrew technical assistance programmes for the governance of the 
sector and instructed multilateral development banks to stop financing new petroleum projects. This 
has particularly disadvantaged low-income prospective producers and favoured legacy producers, 
which have already extracted resource rents and can self-finance projects. But these capitals have also 
approved many new oil and gas projects within their own borders. Interest and investment in new 
projects have in fact stepped up since the Ukraine war. These contradictory policy signals tend to 
support investment in short-cycle supplies. 
 
Meanwhile, the Global South’s voices have grown louder, galvanising around COP27 and COP28 to 
express the need for energy to raise citizens out of poverty and darkness. The result is a greater focus 
on energy affordability. This policy priority emerged very clearly from the discussions in Suriname, with 
government representatives from a range of agencies overseeing petroleum, energy, climate and 
environment. Several governments noted their critical local challenges, including dealing with the 
influx of refugees, deforestation, energy poverty, and the need for gas for cooking (especially where 
most households continue to use firewood for cooking). They expressed their desire to develop their 
economies by using their natural resources, including both renewable and fossil.  
 
Several participants noted that the NP4SE countries could counter the opposition to new oil and gas 
based first on justice considerations, since the members of the group have contributed very little to 
global historical emissions, second on the need to for oil and gas to address poverty and boost 
development, and third on the proposition that the projects will produce cleaner oil and gas. However, 
this proposition needs to be credible, with significant, measurable emissions intensity improvements, 
and benefit citizens. This proposition was previously articulated in an article by Marcel et al in 2023 
and in a pre-COP28 Discussion Paper circulated to the members of the group.  
 

 

Managing lock in risks 
 
As Thurber et al explain, energy-poor, low-income countries hope that developing their gas will enable 
them to balance their expanding but variable renewable power generation, to power industrial and 
manufacturing processes, to produce petrochemicals and fertilisers, and to meet cleaner cooking needs. 
An important counter to the proposition that new producers will benefit from producing their gas 



5  Meeting Summary: 2024 Annual Meeting of the New Producers for Sustainable Energy  

 
resources is the notion that investments in gas infrastructure and markets risk delaying a transition to 
a clean energy system by making alternative investments less attractive. And conversely, debt in gas 
infrastructure presents risks for the State related to stranded assets if demand declines or costs increase. 
The roundtable reviewed what circumstances amplify lock-in risks and approaches to mitigate these.  
 
As Thurber et al explain, many downstream gas investments meet domestic needs and present lower 
risks of lock-in and stranding: gas distribution lines, open cycle gas turbine power plants, flexible fuel 
generators, and factories using gas to process heat. In contrast, upstream investments in gas fields and 
especially big liquid natural gas (LNG) projects present high initial costs, a long payback time and have 
a lower potential for adaptation to a zero-carbon future and therefore have a higher risk of stranding 
and lock-in. The roundtable offered an opportunity to review means of reducing these risks.  
 
While there is a focus on large LNG projects, the cost and execution time of gas projects can be lowered, 
thus shortening the payback period of upstream gas projects. Tanzania is notably proposing mini-LNG, 
to supply gas to small cities as an alternative to expensive and infrastructure-heavy gas pipeline 
transport through its large territory. Mini-LNG is also developed in Trinidad and Tobago, where small 
LNG vessels are only 20 square foot containers on fixed platforms and offshore. Floating LNG (FLNG) 
is the emerging solution for larger gas fields in deep water or far offshore where pipelines are not 
economic. Participants noted that the cost of FLNG was falling. In Gabon, a FLNG project led by an 
independent oil company is designed to reduce costs, using a converted multipurpose vessel and an 
LNG carrier to provide storage. It will be the smallest LNG export facility on the continent and will 
enable Gabon to become self-sufficient in butane gas (LPG). 
 
The solutions devised by National Gas Company of Trinidad & Tobago Ltd (NGC) to reduce climate 
risks have been to decarbonise operations, identify lower emission alternatives, and introduce flexibility 
and interoperability where possible. To reduce stranding risks, the national gas company has taken a 
modular approach to LNG development, so LNG trains are approved in sequence, with the first train 
funds the next. An energy expert noted that gas is well suited to a modular, gradual approach, and 
suggested new producers adopt this approach to mitigate risks.  
 
An emerging gas producer discussed the stranding risks surrounding gas infrastructure investments, 
which prompted the government to engage in private-public partnerships to secure private finance for 
the projects. The government offers private investors fiscal incentives and gas.  
 
A participant from a national gas company noted the important role of the gas aggregator, which collects 
gas and can avoid transfer pricing (which increases costs). Ghana, Nigeria, Malaysia and Trinidad and 
Tobago have gas aggregators. NGC, for example, is the sole purchaser, transporter and seller of natural 
gas in Trinidad and Tobago. It pools supply from all upstream producers to service downstream demand 
and invests in infrastructure and processors to get value from the wet gas, dry gas, and methane. 
 
The regulator can also encourage operators to share their infrastructure to avoid duplication and reduce 
costs. Norway introduced Third-Party Access Regulations, which support an efficient utilisation of 
pipeline infrastructure. Its regulatory agency’s influence over operators is bolstered by full access to 
operational information, a relationship built on trust and cooperation, clear rules and competition for 
its acreage.  
 
In addressing lock-in risks, several African governments noted that their industrialisation and energy 
development plans relied on rapidly growing hydroelectric power, geothermal, wind and solar power. 
Supporting growing investments in clean energy is key to preparing new producers for a carbon-
constrained world with low demand for gas.  
 
 

Domestic gas monetisation 
 
Domestic gas monetisation is a key policy priority for countries with limited access to reliable energy 
and seeking to substitute the use of biomass or heavy fuel oil in their energy mix. This has been voiced 
clearly in the African continent, notably in the run up to COP27 and in the years that followed. And yet, 
investments in domestic gas value chains remain limited. Gas development is also becoming a key 
priority for emerging Caribbean producers, which are dependent on imported heavy fuel oil for 
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electricity generation. The roundtable reviewed key obstacles to gas monetisation and possible policy 
incentives to unlock investment. 
 
The following obstacles to domestic gas monetization were noted by producers around the table: 

- A gas “anchor project” is necessary to ensure adequate supply. Some gas resource holders noted 
that their domestic gas obligation (DMO) affected the commerciality of the LNG projects (and 
thus put supply in jeopardy). 

- Many countries lack a gas master plan that clarifies the scale of domestic demand at various 
price points.  

- Underdeveloped facilities and infrastructure to supply, process, and transport gas.  
- Low availability of funding for domestic gas, specifically pipeline infrastructure and facilities. 

Limited local and private sector participation. Government representatives noted that pipelines 
were more easily funded by oil and gas revenues. Chinese interest in Africa was highlighted as 
a potential source of foreign investment.  

 
An African petroleum regulator explained that his government wants a pipeline to bring a share of the 
yet-to-be-developed offshore gas to shore as a DMO. He described how the above obstacles compound 
each other: infrastructure needs to be in place to use the gas domestically, but investments in gas 
infrastructure do not proceed without a gas market. In this instance, it has become clear to the regulator 
that the viability of the upstream gas project is in question due to costs, availability of finance and the 
DMO. The government is offering fiscal incentives such as tax breaks, encouraging operators to share 
pipeline infrastructure to reduce costs and working to minimise the project’s GHG emissions. Faced 
with uncertainty about domestic gas demand, they are negotiating a variable DMO to reduce investor 
risks. The government narrative needs to change, he explained, and it is evolving. The country is not 
waiting for domestic gas supply to expand clean energy sources in the energy mix, adding wind, solar, 
geothermal, and hydroelectricity.  
 
Regional integration of gas projects and markets helps address many barriers to gas development. 
Marginal or smaller gas resources can be pooled to reduce costs. The NP4SE member countries’ 
typically smaller economies would benefit from regional integration of gas transport and processing. 
The Southern African Development Community (SADC) has a regional gas master plan project and 
plans to build the infrastructure required to deliver gas to the SADC. Guyana, Suriname and Brazil have 
indicated their intent to develop integrated energy networks, with gas from the coast sent to Brazil’s 
power plants in the Arco Norte project. Despite the shared vision for integration and its benefits, some 
participants noted that implementation is difficult. Considering the multiple failures of regional 
integration attempts in South America, a former regulator concluded it would be easier to integrate in 
a smaller scale FLNG project than to “go big with pipelines”.  
 
 

Monetising associated gas and methane 
 
Natural gas and methane emitted during oil production can be captured as valuable resources. Methane 
can be marketed to chemical manufacturers and converted to propane, for instance. Associated gas can 
be used for power. But, as we saw in the previous section, new producers typically have immature 
markets and infrastructure for gas and methane capture and use. This makes monetisation more 
difficult. And yet, most oil companies have committed to end routine flaring and venting. The practice 
is banned in more and more countries. Those companies will see oil fields with high levels of associated 
gas as less attractive if the capture and productive use of the gas is not assured.  
 
An industry speaker explained that monetisation of associated gas requires both volume and steady 
flow. Due to associated gas’ innate variability, there is a need to mix gas from various fields. Angola is a 
rare example of blended associated gas reaching a scale enabling LNG sales. Associated gas is commonly 
mixed with dry gas from another project to provide viable volumes and flow. Because of associated gas’ 
erratic volume, sales are complicated, and gas buyers are reluctant to commit. Spot market sales can 
help manage the risk, but good market conditions are required.  
 
Another industry participant noted that supportive policies, transparency, and political and policy 
stability are key to incentivizing gas monetisation. Several participants mentioned new policies that 
create incentives. Nigeria, for instance, introduced bidding rounds to collect and market associated gas. 
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Some industry players have created hubs for carbon capture, utilisation and storage (CCUS) through 
which the company collects emissions from any third party in the country and processes them for a fee. 
The European Union’s recent ‘You collect, We buy’ scheme will incentivise companies to capture and 
commercialise gas that would otherwise be flared or vented. The IMF is proposing an emissions rebate 
fee. This would require all companies to pay the rebate upfront based on barrels produced. One year 
later, companies demonstrate their emissions levels, validated by a third party, and any reduction in 
emissions results in a rebate. 
 
While associated gas is free for the State at the Jubilee field in Ghana and in Angola, some countries 
have set specific terms to incentivise the development of associated gas. The group considered whether 
the absence of gas specific clauses in contracts and policy is a hindrance for countries discovering gas. 
The companies around the table felt it was a positive factor because it created more flexibility to set 
favourable investment terms. An experienced regulator felt countries needed specific terms for each 
type of oil and gas, but low policy and regulatory capacity made that difficult to get right. 
 
 

Growing focus on GHG emissions 
 
As discussed, oil companies have faced increased pressure to reduce their Scope 1 and 2 emissions from 
the production, processing and transport of oil and gas. For the past 4 years there have been continuous 
reductions of flaring and methane, and emissions intensities are falling. However, absolute emissions 
are rising because production volumes are increasing, and improvements are not keeping pace (Wood 
Mackenzie, December 2023). But new regulations and corporate pledges are expected to increase the 
focus on decarbonisation. 50 oil and gas companies committed to net-zero targets by joining the Oil & 
Gas Decarbonisation Charter (OGDC) at the COP28 (and 19 companies have signed up since).  
 
Many international organisations acting on climate change have identified eliminating methane as 
'mission critical'. It is a potent greenhouse gas with a global warming potential up to 80 times greater 
than carbon dioxide, which remains in the atmosphere for around a decade. 150 countries have signed 
the Global Methane Pledge. Governments in Africa, Asia and Latin America are expected to follow 
Nigeria and Colombia in issuing methane abatement rules. Moreover, tougher new regulations have 
been introduced in importing countries: 

- The US and Canada have introduced methane rules with fines above defined levels of emissions. 
This will lead measurement to become much more important and transparent. 

- The UK North Sea Transition Authority proposed new requirements for electrification and flare 
reduction. 

- Japan introduced new methane rules for LNG imports 
- The European Union’s methane regulations will take effect, mandating monitoring, reporting 

and leak repairs, and paving the way for methane intensity limits on imported products. With 
CBAM, if the company selling to Europe can show that it was already charged a levy on its 
methane intensity by the producer country then it wouldn't be subject to those penalties. So, 
we should expect producers to start imposing methane penalties of their own. 

 
Climate action on methane is broadly stepping up pressure on investors and operators, requiring new 
levels of operational and financial disclosures and setting higher targets for abatement. Pressure also 
comes from insurers, with Chubb expecting its major oil company clients to achieve 0.2% methane 
intensity across operations by 2030.  
 
Meanwhile, the practice of flaring associated gas has not been adequately addressed globally. Large 
amounts of gas continue to be flared today. As an expert noted, the failure to harness associated gas 
represents immense lost opportunities. If all associated gas were collected it would be 6th largest 
producer in the world, equivalent to $50bn worth in traded LNG per year (a figure disputed by another 
expert, who estimated the volumes being worth $120bn per year). This wasted gas involves big losses 
in economic opportunities for the energy-poor countries involved. The World Bank estimates that  if 
this amount of gas were used for power generation, it could provide about 750 billion kWh of electricity, 
or more than the African continent’s current annual electricity consumption. As such, one 
environmental regulator expressed the view that preventing flaring is “about the improvement of life. 
Not having power is a big issue in Africa. (Flaring is) not a climate issue; it’s a moral issue. We have a 
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moral obligation to have a clear policy of no flare. That gas is needed for power and to bring us out of 
darkness.” 
 
Part of the problem is that associated gas has long been viewed as waste and nuisance to oil development 
(as exemplified in this industry explainer). But perceptions are changing, and gas is increasingly viewed 
as a valuable resource. Still, there are obstacles to ending routing flaring practices. Associated gas is 
more complex to process and difficult to transport than oil and requires millions of dollars to build 
facilities. It is also frequently difficult to know how much is there to produce.  
 
To some extent, the history of squandered gas is an established producer story because oil projects are 
now unlikely to proceed without a plan to deal with associated gas and prevent flaring. But there have 
been instances of flaring in new producers, notably Ghana, Guyana and Democratic Republic of Congo. 
Fast-tracked oil developments, which are increasingly common, can lead to flaring because the gas 
monetisation side of the project can’t keep pace with the oil development. High levels of associated gas 
also mean that there can be too much gas for reinjection needs, resulting in flaring. A focus on lowering 
costs can limit redundancies, in compressors for instance, that increase risks of emergency flaring.  
 
A clear message from the discussion was that new producers need to send strong signals to operators 
about expectations regarding emissions, supported by a clear policy, and a focus on its implementation. 
The government can also use the field development plan review to require companies to submit an 
emissions management plan. The United States notably required companies to develop a plan to use 
associated gas. This approach drove company innovation and the deployment of modular structures to 
make less expensive electricity. Countries also need a clear strategic view of what they will do with the 
associated gas at the national level (and not by block or asset).2 Penalties and incentives should be 
introduced, to obtain the desired operator behaviour, including flaring fees. Very few jurisdictions have 
mandatory penalties for flaring, but a World Bank Global Gas Flaring Reduction Partnership (GGFR) 
analysis shows flaring fees are effective if systematically collected. In Nigeria, all gas flared or vented is 
always subject to a substantial payment of $2 per thousand cubic feet and under all circumstances. An 
expert noted that penalties should be high enough to incentivise company change and should not be 
seen as a government revenue stream.  
 
An environmental regulator described the challenges of introducing penalties. His advice to other new 
producers was to anticipate a penalty regime in contracts. His country imposed flaring penalties once 
in production and the oil companies “pushed back hard” because contracts did not allow levies to be 
imposed. Stabilisation clauses can indeed be a significant hurdle when introducing environmental or 
climate rules that have commercial implications. While there is a need to reduce risks for investors tied 
to changing terms, environmental issues may need to be excluded from stability clauses because rules 
on emissions management will need to evolve in the coming years.  
 
Oil companies increasingly welcome governments developing a clear decarbonisation strategy, and 
having its implementation bolstered by interagency coordination. Nor are oil companies against high 
fines because they indicate that the government is serious about tackling emissions and they are on the 
same page. However, some government participants highlighted that companies sometimes appeal to 
the country leadership to remove fines or weaken rules, and this creates confusion and paralyzes the 
agencies’ work. Such problems emphasize the importance of having a strong leadership commitment 
on emissions. A key factor in successfully imposing penalties is the support given by the ministries of 
energy and finance to the environmental regulator in discussions with oil companies. Similarly, for 
countries with joint or shared fields, a collaborative discussion among ministries of environment and 
petroleum from both countries helps to adopt a common position.  
 
 

The role of transparency 
 
Regulators need accurate data to oversee operations. Thus, good project design should include 
monitoring and reporting requirements. And transparent disclosure of operations puts the right 
pressure on operators. Requiring companies to self-report places the burden more squarely on the 
company side, which participants noted was a good regulatory hack for low-capacity settings. The self-

 
2 Further guidance is available from IPIECA and the World Bank on flaring management.  
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reported data can be validated by satellite data. Cases of good use of transparency in emissions 
management were highlighted: Guyana, Trinidad & Tobago and the UK. All have introduced emissions 
reporting dashboards. In Guyana, oil operators report operational data (such as production volumes, 
flared gas, and other activities). The Trinidad National Gas Company was the first to report emissions 
and environmental indicators as part of the EITI reporting framework. The UK’s North Sea Transition 
Authority introduced an emissions dashboard in 2023, which provides aggregated data. More granular 
transparency is a powerful regulatory tool. Producers can show disaggregated data, at the asset level, to 
encourage operators to improve their environmental performance.  
 
Satellite data and measurement at source (which is then validated) are generating better measurement 
of GHG emissions from the oil and gas sector. As an expert noted, “no one trusts inventories now” - a 
GHG inventory is a list of estimated emissions quantified using standardised methods and simplified 
emissions factors. Thanks to the IEA’s methane tracker, for instance, we know that venting (the direct 
release of natural gas into the atmosphere) accounts for an estimated average of 60% of methane 
emissions in the oil and gas value chain; fugitive emissions (leaks that can go undetected without regular 
inspection) for 20%; flaring (95% of which could be avoided) for 10%; and the remainder is picked up 
by satellites and comes from other sources. 
 
 

Financing decarbonisation and gas 
 
Public finance has not been available to complement private financing of gas-related infrastructure or 
decarbonisation of the petroleum sector. COP27 increased global understanding of Africa’s energy 
needs and COP28 led to a new focus on how to finance decarbonisation. But emerging producers still 
struggle to attract finance for both gas for domestic use and decarbonisation.  
 
The boards of multilateral development banks (MDBs) are controlled by the leading global economies, 
which have given instructions to end financing of oil and gas projects abroad, except in very limited 
circumstances for gas where there is no alternative. It is unlikely that MDBs will change policies to 
finance oil and gas projects. In practice this means that public investments to support decarbonisation 
could not extend to capturing and processing associated gas.  
 
Export credit agencies have backed finance for gas by commercial banks, but these have largely pulled 
out. However, Guyana successfully negotiated a loan from the EXIM bank to support the construction 
of a 300 MW natural gas to power complex, which will replace the current heavy fuel oil dependent 
facilities, while developing a national low carbon development pathway. This approach may prove 
successful for emerging producers if projects can demonstrate a credible emissions reduction or 
avoidance plan (including zero-methane emissions), they tie capturing and using associated gas to a no 
flaring campaign, they quantify the expected development and prosperity gains and set the gas projects 
within a Paris-aligned development plan (committing to a pathway to phase out gas before they even 
start producing).  
 
Decarbonisation investments have so far been shouldered by the treasuries of producer countries as 
cost-recoverable expenditure by companies. It is in the state's interest to pay for investments that are 
cost neutral or deliver more gas and methane to the national market. Decarbonisation investments also 
reduce the carbon intensity of the oil and gas produced and make more “advantaged barrels” that will 
find markets for longer. But State financing of company-selected decarbonisation opportunities is 
unlikely to be as ambitious as they could be. The willingness of treasuries of low-income countries to 
forego export revenues to fund the hard to abate or avoid emissions is indeed questionable.  
 
An alternative taking shape is climate bonds for methane abatement. Climate bonds have not included 
oil and gas until now, but experts reported a high level of interest in methane abatement for the sector. 
The Methane Abatement Finance Taskforce is an initiative currently defining terms for such bonds. A 
capital seeker would establish an ambitious key performance indicator (KPI), such as a methane 
reduction target, with an interim performance target to demonstrate progress. If the capital seeker 
achieves the target the interest rate of the bond or loan stays low, if it fails the rate increases. The NP4SE 
has proposed some of its member countries as pilots for testing the climate bond, as part of its Emissions 
Labs in collaboration with MiQ. 
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The Just Energy Transition Partnership (JETP) negotiated with Senegal offered hope that a new 
producer could produce oil and gas and receive funding for its transition. However, a significant 
difficulty in implementation has been that the JETP only covers renewables and doesn't align with 
Senegal’s transition plan that includes gas. The JETP is, however, supporting the development of a gas 
master plan. The Senegalese government is reportedly keen to avoid some of the problems facing South 
African JETP and wants funding secured before funding before the investment plan is developed. 
 
Considering the challenges of securing private or public finance to invest in gas to power, several 
participants noted that new producers should turn to new partners. Asian importing countries were 
seen as likely investors in international oil and gas projects and the BRICS’ New Development Bank as 
a new funder. Emerging producers also concluded they would need to fund their own projects. This is 
challenging before production revenues start, but the African Energy Bank (AEB) officially launched in 
June 2024 with a focus on financing oil and gas projects in Africa. The founding institutions are 
Afreximbank and the African Petroleum Producers Organization (APPO). AEB begins with an initial 
capital of $5 billion and aims to address the financing crisis in Africa’s energy sector. Additionally, the 
bank will consider financing renewable energy projects, supporting the continent’s journey towards 
energy independence.  
 
As the roundtable discussions showed, projects that are simpler, modular, lower costs and have a 
shorter execution time are more likely to secure financing. Developing a transition plan that maps out 
how the country will eventually phase out oil and gas and boost its green economy will reduce lock-in 
and stranding risks to State.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This meeting was made possible thanks to support from Staatsolie Maatschappij Suriname N.V., RMI, 
SEOGS, and the Commonwealth Secretariat, as well as the many government participants funding their 
own travel to the event.  
    


