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Abstract. Confidence in publicly disclosed reserves and resources is critical to the investment community and the
reputation of the oil and gas industry. This paper introduces a commonly utilised industry concept for reviewing reserve
estimates in a format that non-professionals can use with confidence. Surveys (McMillan 2014) have indicated a perception
that the Society of Petroleum Engineers – Petroleum Resources Management System (SPE-PRMS) lacks consistency and
repeatability and treats conventional and unconventional resources differently. This is discussed in detail in this paper,
along with an explanation of the confusion caused by these differences. The oil and gas industry is still endeavouring to
understand how to treat unconventional resource estimations and this paper endeavours to capture areas of contention and
risks in relation to reported reserves.

Reserves ConfidenceMetric (RCM) is presented as a method for rating confidence in publicly disclosed reserves. RCM,
which is derived from the reserves to production ratio, can be used for any reserves standard or guideline. It is a simple
metric, which any organisation or individual with limited knowledge of reserves can apply to identify reserves that require
further information or should be used with caution.

As an example, RCM is applied to Queensland’s publicly disclosed 2P reserves for all conventional and unconventional
Coal Seam Gas (CSG) resources.
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Introduction

Publicly disclosed oil and gas reserves are used by governments,
industry and the public for various purposes. How confident can
we be in these estimates? This paper presents a simple Reserves
Confidence Metric (RCM), which anyone can use as a guide to
rank the reported reserves as either good or poor confidence.
Poor confidence ranking does not mean the reserve’s estimate is
wrong or misleading, it means that either additional information
is required or caution is needed when using the estimate. As an
example, this paper applies RCM ranking to the Queensland
conventional and unconventional Coal SeamGas (CSG) publicly
disclosed 2P reserves as of 31 December 2015 (Department of
Natural Resources and Mines Queensland Government 2015).

TheRCMmetric is the number of years duringwhich reserves
are depleted at the current production rate. To be classified as
good confidence status, RCM of 1P and 2P reserves should
be equal to or less than 10 and 20 years, respectively. Poor
confidence ranking can be upgraded if the reserves originator
discloses the expected date so that its RCM becomes compliant
with the good confidence criteria (Table 1).

RCMempowers stakeholders to identify reserve estimates that
require further information or are to be used with caution. RCM

can be applied to any reserve and resource guideline or standard.
In Australia, the Society of Petroleum Engineers – Petroleum
Resources Management System (SPE-PRMS) (SPE-PRMS
2007) is the basis for reserves and resource classification, and
its application is discussed in this paper.

Background to the SPE-PRMS

In Australia, the SPE-PRMS is used for estimating oil and gas
reserves and resources. The SPE-PRMS was issued in March
2007 and a further document, Guidelines for Application of
the Petroleum Resources Management System (GA-PRMS),
was issued in November 2011 (GA-PRMS 2011). Confidence
in the SPE-PRMS is fundamental to its credibility. In November
2013, in conjunction with the 2013 SPE Unconventional
Resource Conference, a SPE-PRMS workshop was held
attracting 83 participants from nine countries. At this workshop
a survey was performed to indicate potential issues that may
undermine the SPE-PRMS standing if not addressed (McMillan
2014).

The first survey question addressed the perception that the
SPE-PRMS treats conventional and unconventional reserves
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differently and that there is inconsistency between reserve
estimators:

It is expected that different reserve estimators estimating
reserves for a conventional reservoir would have similar
results (e.g. +/�10%).

It is expected that different reserve estimators estimating
reserves for an unconventional reservoir would have similar
results (e.g. +/�10%).

The survey indicates that there is a difference in confidence
between unconventional and conventional reserves reporting and
that there is a lack of consistency between reserve estimators in
the interpretation of the SPE-PRMS’ unconventional reserves.
This inconsistency between reserve estimators highlights
the need for a mechanism independent of the SPE-PRMS to
gauge confidence in the reported reserve estimates. Here, a brief
overview of the SPE-PRMS Resource Classification Framework
is explained before introducing the RCM.

Society of Petroleum Engineers – Petroleum Resource
Management System

The SPE-PRMS endeavours to capture the size, maturity and
range of uncertainty of petroleum-estimated volumes from a
given date. The SPE-PRMS audience, or sphere of influence,
is the project or company’s management. Beyond this stage,
regulatory frameworks are introduced to satisfy reporting
requirements to governments, stock exchanges, etc.

The Society of Petroleum Engineers (SPE) has developed
guidelines for auditing reserves and independence tests for reserve
auditors (SPE 2007). The test of an auditor’s independence is
assessed on a case-by-case basis, and therefore, the estimator
and auditor can come from the same entity under certain
circumstances. The effectiveness of auditing should be
measured by the jurisdiction’s legislative power and willingness
to prosecute for alleged negligence.

SPE-PRMS Resource Classification Framework

Figure 1 is a graphical representation of the SPE-PRMSResource
Classification Framework. The SPE-PRMS endeavours to
capture the range of possibilities regarding size and maturity
of the project.

Table 1. Reserves Confidence Metric (RCM) for 1P and 2P reserves

RCM Formula Good confidence Poor confidence

RCM [1P] 1PReserves
Current ProductionRate

Volume
Volume�

Time
�10 years >10 years

RCM [2P] 2PReserves
Current ProductionRate

Volume
Volume�

Time
�20 years >20 years

Fig. 1. SPE-PRMS Resource Classification Framework (SPE-PRMS 2007).

Sample Agree Neutral Disagree

37 70% 19% 11%

Sample Agree Neutral Disagree

37 35% 32.5% 32.5%
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The y-axis is the project’s time line from exploration, appraisal,
development and finally production. The arrow on the y-axis
indicates the levels of project maturity, increasing from bottom
to top. The x-axis represents the range of uncertainty with the
arrows pointing in both directions. This means that uncertainty
does not increase from Proved, to Probable, to Possible Reserves,
but shows the range of possibilities for each level of project
maturity. In my opinion, the way this figure is presented by the

projectmaturityor timelineon the y-axis is confusing.Thebestway
to explain theconceptof theSPE-PRMSClassificationFramework
is to rotate this figure so that the timeline is now on the x-axis, as
shown in Fig. 2.

If we pick a moment in time, e.g. exploration (Prospect,
Lead, or Play project levels), the Prospective Resource has a
best estimate plus or minus a quantity, indicating a range of
uncertainty from a low estimate to a high estimate. This is the

Fig. 2. SPE-PRMS Resource Classification Framework rotated 90�.
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same for Contingent Resources and Reserves. A project’s chance
or probability of progressing through the project maturity sub-
classes is not quantified within the SPE-PRMS. This makes
valuation very difficult, for example, when a project with a
high risk of progressing from Contingent Resources to Reserves
is treated equallywith a project with a low risk. Jurisdictions such
as the London Stock Exchange AIM stipulate disclosure of this
risk factor for resource estimates (AIM 2009).

Figure 3 shows the ideal progression from Prospective
Resources, to Contingent Resources, to Reserves and finally
production. Ideally, the Prospective Resource estimate range
will convert to Contingent Resources if discovery parameters
are met. If Contingent Resources satisfy all the predicted
contingencies, it will be converted to Reserves. During the
production period, the range of uncertainty of reserves plus
production will converge.

SPE-PRMS conventional and unconventional resource
definition

SPE-PRMS, Section 2.4, page 12, defines conventional and
unconventional resources as follows:

‘Conventional resources exist in discrete petroleum
accumulations related to a localised geological
feature and/or stratigraphic condition, typically
with each accumulation bounded by a downdip
contact with an aquifer, and which is affected
by hydrodynamic influences such as buoyancy of
petroleum in water.’
‘Unconventional resources exist in petroleum
accumulations that are pervasive throughout a
large area and that are not significantly affected
by hydrodynamic influences.’ (SPE-PRMS 2007)

The main differences between conventional and unconventional
resources are based on the resource boundaries definition.
Conventional resource boundaries are usually defined by
seismic and an aquifer (if present), whereas unconventional
resources, which are pervasive over a large area, are defined
by technical or economic limits. In the case of CSG, gas content
increases and permeability decreases with depth. There will be
a depth where the resource is uneconomic even with high gas
content.

The predominant method used by Queensland exploration
and production companies for estimating the range of uncertainty
in CSG reserves is the deterministic method commonly referred

to as the grid method. This method is described in GA-PRMS
(2011, section 8.5, page 141) and divides the project acreage into
a grid, emulating well spacing. Proved Developed Reserves are
located where a productionwells have been drilled, while Proved
Undeveloped Reserves are at one or more locations adjacent to
these drilled well locations. The well spacings beyond Proved
Reserves are categorised subsequently as Probable, Possible and
Contingent Resources. Although the method implies that the
range of uncertainty increases from Proved to Possible Reserves,
it is permitted in the SPE-PRMS.

The number of well spacings for each category is at the
discretion of the reserve estimator, making direct comparisons
between companies’ reserves and resources difficult. To gauge
if disclosed reserves are reliable, the 2013 workshop survey
asked participants for their confidence in publicly reported
estimates of Reserves, Contingent Resources and Prospective
Resources:

PRMS Reserve estimates presented by public companies are
believable.

PRMS Contingent Resource estimates presented by public
companies are believable.

PRMS Prospective Resource estimates presented by public
companies are believable.

The main observation is that believability in the estimates
declines with decreasing chance of commerciality (Fig. 1). This
result highlights that reported estimates are less believable when
a project is more immature. With only 32% of the surveyed
participants expressing confidence in the public companies’
disclosed reserves, and 68% participants are either neutral or
disagree, there is clear doubt with publicly disclosed reserves.

The least mature project status is Prospective Resources
(Fig. 1); since these qualify as undiscovered volumes, there is
no demonstration of recovery and therefore estimations are, at
best, subjective. The concept of what defines unconventional
discovery is also unclear. This is demonstrated with the results
of the 2013 SPE-PRMS workshop survey:

Definition of an unconventional resource discovery is clearly
defined.

The main key to commercialising an unconventional
discovery is the extraction technology rather than identification
of the resource. The concept of discovery focuses on potentially
recoverable quantities. In the case of CSG, the coal mining
industry knowledge of the location and gas content of coal
deposits has accumulated over many decades, so discovery
of the existence of the resource if often well understood.
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Fig. 3. Ideal progression from exploration to production.

Sample Agree Neutral Disagree

37 32% 57% 11%

Sample Agree Neutral Disagree

37 19% 57% 24%

Sample Agree Neutral Disagree

37 16% 46% 38%

Sample Agree Neutral Disagree

37 19% 38% 43%
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The challenge is not in finding unconventional resources, but in
their extraction.

Based on the same survey, confidence in Contingent
Resources is only a fraction better than Prospective resources
(Fig. 1). Unconventional Contingent resources have no value
unless discovery is confirmed with demonstrable hydrocarbon
flow rates and a pathway to commerciality is disclosed.

Reserve and Resource estimates are the key element in
valuing an oil and gas asset. The traditional method is to risk 1P,
2P and 3P developed and undeveloped reserves. Undeveloped
Reserves require capital and are valued accordingly. Proved
Reserves are considered highly likely to be produced and this
is usually the estimate the banks loan against. Investors have
a higher risk profile and see 2P reserves as the best estimate and
the 3P reserves as the upside case or reward.

This traditional method works well in conventional resources
as its size is identifiable by seismic surveys-, and if present,
aquifers. Unconventional resources are pervasive over a large

area and often require extensive drilling and production tests
to quantify the boundaries.

The following unconventional resource analysis is based on
the grid methodology described in the SPE GA-PRMS (2011),
which categorises the reserves as follows:

Proved Developed – Drilled well locations
Proved Undeveloped – one well spacing from Proved
developed
Probable Undeveloped – two well spacings from Proved
undeveloped
Possible Undeveloped – two or more well spacings from
Probable undeveloped

The number of well spacings for each category is up to the
discretion of the reserve estimator, although the above proportions
are the recommended practice.

Figure 4 illustrates the progression of Proved, to Probable, to
Possible Reserves as drilling expands from a single well over
time. Figure 5 shows how theUndeveloped Proved, Probable and
Possible well locations increase with Developed Proved drilled
locations.

The growth of Undeveloped Proved, Probable and Possible
well locations increase at a rate greater than Developed Proved
well locations. This demonstrates how the mathematics of the
grid method works, why there is a potential for the proportion
of undeveloped to developed reserves to increase, and the
broadening of the range of uncertainty with project maturity
or the drilling of more wells.

Figure 6a shows the conventional reserves profile and Fig. 6b
is a modified version of Fig. 5, showing the progression of 1P,
2P and 3P reserves for unconventional resources. Figure 6a

Wells drilled [Proved Developed] 1 12 64 576 

Proved Developed [Producing]

Proved Undeveloped

Probable Undeveloped

Possible Undeveloped

Fig. 4. Illustration of growth in reserves categories as drilling expands.
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shows the convergence of the reserves plus production to a
singularity or final cumulative production at abandonment. In
the case of unconventional reserves, its range of uncertainty
will increase until well spacing hits a boundary. If the
boundary is a geological or economic boundary there is a
propensity for undeveloped well spacing to reach beyond this
point thus requiring write-down in reserves. In unconventional
resources, the ‘sweet-spots’ are often identified in the production
phase. Identification of ‘sweet-spots’ in the pre-drilling phase
is currently not fully understood.

The difficulty in identifying unconventional resource
boundaries and the variability in well spacing parameters to
define undeveloped reserves is highlighted by the following
2013 SPE-PRMS workshop survey questions:

It is expected that different reserve estimators estimating
reserves for conventional reservoir would have similar results
(e.g. +/� 10%).

It is expected that different reserve estimators estimating
reserves for unconventional reservoir would have similar
results (e.g. +/� 10%).

The industry is still in the learning stage for understanding
unconventional resources. The SPE-PRMS is open to interpretation,
and as the 2013 Survey indicates, there is a perception that it
lacks consistency and repeatability. Therefore, a RCM has been

developed to identify reserve estimates that need additional
information or to be treated with caution.

Development of the RCM Metric

The following analysis is of a theoretical CSG field demonstrating
howreserves evolveduring theproductionphase.Table2outlines
the parameters for this hypothetical CSG field development.

This project assumes a commercial 40 MMcsfd gas contract,
including tail gas. Figure 7 shows the production and reserve
profile during the project’s life.

The dashed green line is the Estimate Ultimate Recovery
(EUR) (cumulative production plus reserves) and remains
unchanged in this theoretical CSG project. The light blue
line is the number of wells online during the production phase.
Forty-three wells are required to reach 40 MMscfd (Red Line),
and tomaintain this rate, six wells are drilled per year until all 250
wells have been drilled. The green solid line represents the
reserves during the production phase of the project.

The Net Present Value (NPV) of a project’s cash flow is often
used to express the project’s value in today’s dollars. Since
production has a direct relationship to cash flow, discounting

Table 2. Theoretical CSG field parameters

Parameter Estimate Remark

Estimated Ultimate
Recovery (EURA)

250 BCF No project abandonment rate

Resource per well 2.5 BCF/Well Peak Rate 1 MMscfd

Number of well locations 100

AEstimated Ultimate Recovery =Reserves +Cumulative production.
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Fig. 7. CSG field production and reserve profile.

Sample Agree Neutral Disagree

37 70% 19% 11%

Sample Agree Neutral Disagree

37 35% 32.5% 32.5%
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future production ought to be related to the NPV of the project.
Figure 8 discounts future reserves and shows that production
beyond 20 years has negligible effects on the project’s
profitability.

After 20 years, the remaining reserves constitute 21% of
the undiscounted Reserves, whereas, discounted Reserves (at
5% and 10%), constitute only 12% and 7% of the undiscounted
Reserves, respectively. Intuitively, long-term investors expect
the benefits of their investment to be realised within a 20-year
period. In the bankers or project financers case, their outlook is
shorter and they would expect the project to payback within
10 years. In developing RCM boundaries, 1P Reserves beyond
10 years and 2P reserves beyond 20 years are commercially
insignificant.

Reserves Confidence Metric

The RCM is calculated by dividing the reserves by the current
production rate in years. To be classified as good confidence
status, RCM of 1P and 2P reserves should be equal to or less than
10 years and 20 years, respectively (Table 1).

RCM is applied to the hypothetical CSG project example. In
Fig. 7, the purple curve shows how RCM (unit = years) changes
over the life of the project. This curve is above the 20-year
mark during production ramp-up, thus generating a poor
confidence rating. An RCM poor confidence rating means
further information is required. The reserves originator can
upgrade RCM to good confidence by disclosing when RCM
will fall below 20 years (in this example 2016).

RCM can be applied at country, company, asset, field and
reservoir levels. The following example is applying RCM to
Queensland’s natural gas conventional and unconventional
assets.

Application of the RCM to Queensland gas 2P reserves

InQueensland, there are2132P reserve and six-monthproduction
reports (174 unconventional and 39 conventional). These reports
are available from the Queensland Government’s website
(Department of Natural Resources and Mines Queensland
Government 2015). Table 3 shows the RCM for Queensland
total gas resources as of 31 December 2015.

TheRCM ranking classified as poor confidence signals a need
toperform further analysis. Table 4breaksdown the total resource
into conventional and unconventional CSG resources.

Since the conventional 2P reserves RCM score is below
20 years, and depending on the importance of this reserve
information, the stakeholder may have reasonable confidence
to proceed with their endeavours. In the case of the
unconventional CSG reserves, further investigation is required.

RCM of the unconventional 2P reserves indicates the data
must be further broken down. There are 174 reserve reports
covering Authority to Prospect (ATP) and Production Leases
(PLs), with many PLs having multiple reserves reports for
different producing formations.

The three cases presented in Table 5 are discussed below.

Case1:Non-producingassetswith2P reserves (undeveloped)

There are 100 entities with 100% undeveloped 2P reserves.
From Fig. 1, the projects maturity would be either justified or
approved for development. The lowest sub-class projectmaturity,
justified for development, requires a ‘firm intention to proceed
with development within a reasonable time period. . .’. Also,
‘There should be a development plan. . ..’ (SPE-PRMS 2007,
page 25). Development plans are underpinned by production
forecasts from which the date where RCM falls below 20 years
can be extracted. Disclosing this date gives the reserve’s recipient
an idea when the development of these 2P reserves is expected to
be in production.

The SPE-PRMS guidelines recommend that Undeveloped
Reserves be developed within five years. This can be extended
at the discretion of the reserve estimator. The problem for the
public is that the reasons and size of the extension are not
disclosed. Without disclosure of the timing of the project, the
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Table 3. Queensland total gas 2P reserves and production as of 31
December 2015

Production BCF/6-month
period

2P reserves
BCF

RCM
years

RCM
ranking

410 41 294 50 Poor

Table 4. Queensland conventional and unconventional gas 2P reserves
and production as of 31 December 2015

Resource Production
BCF/6-month period

2P reserves
BCF

RCM
years

RCM
ranking

Conventional 21 186 4 Good

Unconventional 389 41 108 53 Poor

Table 5. Queenslands CSG assets with 2P reserves

Case Description Quantity

1 Total No. of non-producing assets with 2P reserves 100

2 No. of producing assets <5 years production 52

3 No. of producing assets >5 years production 26

Reserves Confidence Metric (RCM) The APPEA Journal G



value of these reported reserves is difficult to determine. With no
production, RCM of Undeveloped Reserves have an infinite
value, and therefore, a ranking of poor confidence. Declaring
whenRCMfalls below 20 yearswould be indicative of the timing
of development and cash flow.

Example 1 PL 238 100% undeveloped reserves

PL 238 has no historical production and has had 2P
undeveloped reserves for over seven years (Fig. 9). Due to no
production history, PL 238 has an RCM of poor confidence.
Under the SPE-PRMS, reserves should be developed in a
reasonable time, with five years the recommended benchmark.
Without knowledge of the project’s timing, it is difficult to know
the value of PL238’s 2P reserves. Disclosing when RCM would
equal 20 years would instil confidence in the reported numbers
without impinging on the project’s commercial confidentiality.

Case 2: Producing assets with less than five years
of production

In the early years of a project, the RCM may exceed 20 years.
Having an RCM ranking of poor confidence means more
information is required to justify a ranking upgrade.

Example 1: PL 211

Figure 10 shows that PL 211 has a current RCM score of
25 years and thus falls in the poor confidence rating. Reserves
were first booked on 31 December 2009 (100% 2P undeveloped
reserves) and production commenced in 2013. The graph shows
that the current RCM of 25 years is trending down.

Based on trends, RCM is expected to fall below the 20-year
mark within the next year. This is an example where RCM
ranking can be changed due to an explanation and expected
timing of when RCM falls below 20 years. That is, RCM will
satisfy the rank of good confidence in year 2016.

7

626

0

100

200

300

400

500

600

700

800

900

1000

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Jan-05 Jan-06 Jan-07 Jan-08 Jan-09 Jan-10 Jan-11 Jan-12 Jan-13 Jan-14 Jan-15 Jan-16 Jan-17

2P
 R

es
er

ve
s 

(B
C

F
)

N
o.

 o
f w

el
ls

No. of wells

2P Reserves

Fig. 9. PL 238 historical 2P reserves record.

30

38

25

274

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

350

400

0

10

20

30

40

50

Jan-05 Jan-06 Jan-07 Jan-08 Jan-09 Jan-10 Jan-11 Jan-12 Jan-13 Jan-14 Jan-15 Jan-16 Jan-17

2P
 R

es
er

ve
s 

(B
C

F
)

G
as

 r
at

e 
(M

M
sc

fd
) 

an
d 

R
C

M
 (

ye
ar

s)

RCM ≤ 20 years

Ave. ½ yearly gas rate

No. of wells

RCM

2P Reserves

Fig. 10. PL 211 production and RCM profile.

H The APPEA Journal D. McMillan



Case 3: Producing assets with greater than five years
of production

The following examples are of CSG areas that have five or
more years of production history.

Example 1: PL 201

As of 31 December 2015, PL 201 has 223.4 BCF of 2P
reserves with a six-monthly average production of 68
MMscfd. PL 201’s RCM equates to nine years, resulting in a
ranking of good confidence.

Figure 11 shows the production and reported 2P reserve
history over the last decade. From 2007, the RCM has

been less than 20 years, which supports the ranking of good
confidence.

Example 2: PL 191 GM seam

As of 31 December 2015, PL 191 GM has 89.5 BCF of 2P
reserves with a six-monthly average production of 20 MMscf/d.
PL 196 GM’s RCM equates to 12 years resulting in a ranking of
good confidence.

Figure 12 illustrates the last decade’s gas production and 2P
reserves profile. From June 2008, 2P reserves increased over
200 BCF in concurrence with doubling the number of producing
wells. This increase in 2P reserves caused RCM to move from a
goodconfidence toapoor confidence ranking.Thegasproduction
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over this period remained unchanged. In 2010 and 2011, the
previous gains in 2P reserves were reversed. The concurrent
metric of 12 years indicates good confidence in reported reserves.
This may be an example of the grid method’s tendency to
overshoot reserves. Also, since the operator is prepared to
write down reserves to reflect new data, this adds to the
confidence of the current reported reserves.

Example 3: PL 101 and PL 174

PL 101 and PL 176 production licences are adjacent, have
been on production for over 10 years and are operated by different
companies. The RCM as of 31 December 2015 for PL 101 and
PL 176 are 282 and 48 years, respectively (Figs 13 and 14).

PL 101 has had 2P reserves upgrades in June 2014 from 108
to 174 BCF. Based on this 2P reserve, the public could view the

estimate positively; however assessing the RCM would temper
any adulation.

PL 176 has had a series of reserve upgrades from 248 (31
December 2012) to 529 BCF (31 December, 2015) (Fig. 14).
These upgrades have seen their RCM score increase from 17 to
48 years.

Both PL 101 and PL 174 cover a common CSG field and both
have had reserve increases since 2013. There may be a valid
reason for this increase, but the public should remain cautious
until justification of these increases is disclosed.

Summary of all CSG PLs with five or more years
of production

There are 26 CSG areas with publicly declared 2P reserve
estimates and over five years of production history of which
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eight CSG areas have a RCM score less than 20 years (Fig. 15).
Therefore, care should be applied to the other 18 CSG reserves
reports.

For these 18 CSG areas to satisfy RCM good confidence
status, an increase in production or reserves right down is
required.

RCM for Queensland’s conventional gas assets

As a comparison to the previous analysis on Queensland CSG
resources, RCM has been applied to Queensland’s conventional

gas resources which have an RCM rating of good confidence
(Table 4). The Queensland conventional gas assets have
RCM scores well below 20 years. Fig. 16 shows that of the 36
producing areas, 23 have scores less than five years, and 33 less
than 20 years. There are three PLs that have a poor confidence
rating even though the total RCM rating for all conventional gas
assets is high.

Conclusion

Publicly disclosed reserves often come with limited supporting
evidence. The 2013 SPE-PRMS workshop survey indicated
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concern about the interpretation, consistency and repeatability
of these reserve estimates. The RCM is a simple tool that any
organisation or individualwith limited knowledge of reserves can
apply to gauge confidence in the published reserve estimates.
Rather than having to blindly accept publicly disclosed reserve
estimates, the RCM enables reserve recipients to identify reserve
estimates that require additional information or that are to be used
with caution.
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