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Definitions & cautionary note

Cautionary Note

The companies in which Royal Dutch Shell plc directly and indirectly owns investments are separate legal entities. In thispresentation “Shell”, “Shell Group” and “Royal Dutch Shell” are sometimes used for
convenience where references are made to Royal Dutch Shell plc and its subsidiaries in general. Likewise, the words “we”, “us” and “our” are also used to refer to Royal Dutch Shell plc and its subsidiaries in
general or to those who work for them. These terms are also used where no useful purpose is served by identifying the particular entity or entities. ““Subsidiaries”, “Shell subsidiaries” and “Shell companies” as
used in this [report] refer to entities over which Royal Dutch Shell plc either directly or indirectly has control. Entities and unincorporated arrangements over which Shell has joint control are generally referred to
as “joint ventures” and “joint operations”, respectively. Entities over which Shell has significant influence but neither control nor joint control are referred to as “associates”. The term “Shell interest” is used for

convenience to indicate the direct and/or indirect ownership interest held by Shell in an entity or unincorporated joint arrangement, after exclusion of all third-party interest.

This presentation contains forward-looking statements (within the meaning of the U.S. Private Securities Litigation Reform Act of 1995) concerning the financial condition, results of operations and businesses of
Royal Dutch Shell. All statements other than statements of historical fact are, or may be deemed to be, forward-looking statements. Forward-looking statements are statements of future expectations that are
based on management's current expectations and assumptions and involve known and unknown risks and uncertainties that could cause actual results, performance or events to differ materially from those
expressed or implied in these statements. Forward-looking statements include, among other things, statements concerning the potential exposure of Royal Dutch Shell to market risks and statements expressing
management's expectations, beliefs, estimates, forecasts, projections and assumptions. These forward-looking statements are identified by their use of terms and phrases such as “aim”, “ambition”, “anticipate”,
“believe”’, ““could”’, "“estimate’, “‘expect’”’, “‘goals”, “intend”, ““may"’, “‘objectives’, “‘outlook”, “plan’’, “‘probably”’, “‘project”, “'risks”’, “schedule”, “’seek’”, “’should”’, "“target”’, “‘will"” and similar terms and
phrases. There are a number of factors that could affect the future operations of Royal Dutch Shell and could cause those results to differ materially from those expressed in the forward-looking statements
included in this presentation, including (without limitation): (a) price fluctuations in crude oil and natural gas; (b) changes in demand for Shell’s products; (c) currency fluctuations; (d) drilling and production
results; (e) reserves estimates; (f) loss of market share and industry competition; (g) environmental and physical risks; (h) risks associated with the identification of suitable potential acquisition properties and
targets, and successful negotiation and completion of such transactions; (i) the risk of doing business in developing countries and countries subject to international sanctions; (j) legislative, fiscal and regulatory
developments including regulatory measures addressing climate change; (k) economic and financial market conditions in various countries and regions; (I) political risks, including the risks of expropriation and
renegotiation of the terms of contracts with governmental entities, delays or advancements in the approval of projects and delays in the reimbursement for shared costs; and (m) changes in trading conditions.
No assurance is provided that future dividend payments will match or exceed previous dividend payments. All forward-looking statements contained in this presentation are expressly qualified in their entirety
by the cautionary statements contained or referred to in this section. Readers should not place undue reliance on forward-looking statements. Additional risk factors that may affect future results are contained in
Royal Dutch Shell’s Form 20-F for the year ended December 31, 2018 (available at www.shell.com/investor and www.sec.gov). These risk factors also expressly qualify all forward-looking statements contained
in this presentation and should be considered by the reader. Each forward-looking statement speaks only as of the date of this presentation, 3 October 2019. Neither Royal Dutch Shell plc nor any of its
subsidiaries undertake any obligation to publicly update or revise any forward-looking statement as a result of new information, future events or other information. In light of these risks, results could differ
materially from those stated, implied or inferred from the forward-looking statements contained in this presentation.

We may have used cerfain terms, such as resources, in this presentation that the United States Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) strictly prohibits us from including in our filings with the SEC. U.S.
investors are urged to consider closely the disclosure in our Form 20-F, File No 1-32575, available on the SEC website www.sec.gov.


http://www.shell.com/investor
http://www.sec.gov/

The Incident Data Management Challenge

v

m The scale

® The complexity

m How do we test it2

m Where do we start?




Oil Spill Response / Emergency / COP Response Data Model
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Ihors Nick Loke, Ryon Brothers
h#Amd Alison Muratore, Bart Hulshof, Mark Jones

Aveed

Syeion
o

ey pock. vack

o Lo gty dtees Bght ey A ey b s y o
oL &)

pel i el i ingiatie Al e

S

Puira - Yuipiiow ) Buipgn |

s it cpecwtcns
o fhtm |

Kaziise 4 mireee
——

il ]

e

Generol / Commeon Rusporie Orgarisction, Aisets & Rescurces
Nt bt b @ s el v 1 s e grp——.
wneson o el ¥zho lecleder geredl
Aadmtin o "C0P G i
[y — e
o yme e
g e mimn, e, by e
ok reerssal S ARG oAAgiiy § bl e Plnf gt
Slnpiny Shavem (R

A s b o b o nd
e e, 0 el 5 . v o0
cowrcrcl parcd

: A i bt b 7 s
e B

= e e dom wd ke e

Ak fe et
ottt e e b
e e

sl i e

o s dow wd bt o o qaeciioncd
porterized by o

Nttty oo dow vl e o e ooty s bt
ot

T Lo ) o o s e

» e e b sl

Aoy K5 ko Fa W2 Bt o
b b e by

P R L
e B

SRS
)

Sabson The & et
-u-h-.n:
oy Istoasormrmre, Moot2doun,

Mharin e = bt 8t wwdin] # 85 dutlet

oty avke o,
I@lm
Py

e

41
e Qs R
o

. oMY T Speenbiins

ALY 3 BIIAT)ee

o
o wirta Lcnm: n-uo Meiel e
ey (IRT] (Reast Gnl

Toaitens bhamm w400y

- - AL . LETE

Machericed Diipersisn

T s I il

gty riccn, 1> w00 08

hwinn iy
Rition_ptave 1ML
T wt (DO
ot sinnl Furant Saey (Conwbimml
Tt Sarad et (Iationi

e s o e oy 5 prigroregd
pely-in gty

Tape Feinn, duiphimm Bulpyet
SR N SO

e TR
Crmssiimal buriod Chany (owntima|
Yool Cwwisot el eyt

T AL, S TH

Janiaret Pae 4t

o iy b o s ok ! e e .

AT Syt
e | Faseh 4 [ e | S P
ey dtane |manat
_Stalas (ELYY
raratimel_beriwd Snmt (Satel sl
Seturimal eriszent o
Sedita |CwaTion |

» b ¢t e oy b bt b
[
s e by b e o e

samie 313 Smassster

- mpre S

S1idlh b St b

e

o T
WAL bt
-

. —a_try
st

Gotantsban aeaineriog.
are mITea | e
Shapias Tialce SORIN

NI boerasien, b

—

v lecin

v Perestacs W (|

S—ts 1triral
t - |

DT et bo ek
borsadolyr b Gamoraraliopder o pe

Scimthic Samzling Rudocn Medel Kree Orite I (v eise ~ou.
At s 3 St e o o S e i
i Wi e o o e B LA Sl o ek ' Tart_dpdere Linoating|

m/hmu-&uu

s

—~ o
Irviteet e Inteidl Pl -

T A e b g b e
s o e i 3

R (Rl
Bhanloy T m [WEALE]

- —— -

e e

W gt &
T

o b sy b ok
ﬁ—vd e o o o

1AMy LLan) /(W et
i

Lnoacs.

18 |ictiogl

Al {anrio|
wants (steiral
e

Tralmat wae |aisieg)




1 Aerial Surveillance Flight

m From 1 basic overflight, no video, no sensors:

Report 2.5 MB

Track shapefiles 600 KB 1 set
Track KMZ 2 MB |

Photos (original) 2.8 MB 50-100
Photos (compressed) 500 KB 50 -100

B That's between 170MB and 335MB of data per flight.



Aerial Surveillance
3 flights/day =

750 MB
On Average 90 day response =

250MB/flight

65GB

270 Reports
270 Track logs
> 20,000 photos




What types of data do we collect in an incident?
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Which stakeholders need to be involved in D
incident data management?

public and government aff
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Deliverables

1. Data Collection and Management Plan Framework/Template

2. Defined roles and responsibilities within the IMT

3. Data Storage/repository for non-geo spatial data

4. Data handover plan - IMT to Business Unit

5. Guidance for contractors on data management, storage and handover

6. Guidance for Business Units on Group and local requirements for data storage.



Next Steps

= Can this be addressed as an industry-wide challenge?
= Testing in bite-sized pieces

= Ensuring our response contractors and parnters are aware of how we need

data collected, stored and transferred.



How ready is your organisation to analyse, process and
store mutliple streams of data during a major incident?

We have a lot of work to do

How ready?

4.1

We are totally ready to roll

N







