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Basis of Opinion

This document reflects GaffneyCline’s informed professional judgment based on accepted standards of professional investigation and, as
applicable, the data and information provided by the State of Alaska Legislative Budget and Audit Committee and/or obtained from other sources
(e.g., public domain), the scope of engagement, and the period over which the evaluation was undertaken.

In line with those accepted standards, this document does not in any way constitute or make a guarantee or prediction of results, and no warranty
is implied or expressed that the actual outcome will conform to the outcomes presented herein. GaffneyCline has not independently verified any
information provided by, or at the direction of the State of Alaska and/or obtained from other sources (e.g., public domain), and has accepted the
accuracy and completeness of this data. GaffneyCline has no reason to believe that any material facts have been withheld but does not warrant
that its inquiries have revealed all of the matters that a more extensive examination might otherwise disclose.

The opinions expressed herein are subject to and fully qualified by the generally accepted uncertainties associated with the interpretation of data,
fiscal policy and oil and gas prices and do not reflect the totality of circumstances, scenarios and information that could potentially affect decisions
made by the report’s recipients and/or actual results. The opinions and statements contained in this report are made in good faith and in the belief
that such opinions and statements are representative of prevailing physical and economic circumstances.

In performing this study, GaffneyCline is not aware that any conflict of interest has existed. As an independent consultancy, GaffneyCline is providing
impartial technical, commmercial, and strategic advice within the energy sector. GaffneyCline’s remuneration was not in any way contingent on the
contents of this report. In the preparation of this document, GaffneyCline has maintained, and continues to maintain, a strict independent
consultant-client relationship with the State of Alaska through the Legislative Budget and Audit Committee under the terms of its contract.
Furthermore, the management and employees of GaffneyCline have no interest in any of the assets evaluated or are related with the analysis
performed, as part of this report.

GaffneyCline is an indirect wholly owned subsidiary of Baker Hughes Company (“Baker Hughes”), a global energy technology company that owns
and operates other businesses that provide products and services to customers within the energy sector. GaffneyCline strictly adheres to all
confidentiality obligations owed to its clients and has implemented comprehensive policies, procedures, and robust information barriers designed
to prevent any unauthorized disclosure or misuse of proprietary or confidential information. These measures ensure that all customer data,
analyses, and recommendations remain secure, independent, and free from external influence. GaffneyCline further affirms that the preparation of
this report has been conducted independently and without input or influence from any other business unit or affiliate of Baker Hughes. No
information contained herein has been shared with, or derived from, any other entity within the Baker Hughes corporate group, except as expressly
permitted under applicable law and contractual obligations. GaffneyCline remains fully committed to compliance with all confidentiality
undertakings and applicable legal and regulatory requirements.

Staff members who prepared this report hold appropriate professional and educational qualifications and have the necessary levels of experience
and expertise to perform the work.
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Financial Disclosure to Aid Fiscal Policy

Resource rich jurisdictions typically require greater disclosure

— Constitutional obligations

— Impact on citizens standard of living

Numerous examples of LNG developers and governments sharing financial data
— Always within a confidential framework

— Strictly defined types of data

International Monetary Fund have a formal framework and guidelines (FARI - Fiscal Analysis of Resource
Industries)

— Budget costs (Class IV, lll or Il) and phasing, financing structures typical at FEED/pre-FID
However..

— Public disclosure on CAPEX limited to a broad range before FID is reached.

— Information sometimes brokered through a so-called “clean team” using shared data files.

— Small, ring-fenced group (multi-agency reps).
— Able to redact or aggregate data, share non-sensitive summaries.
— SB138 enabled confidentiality framework and made certain information exempt from public record.



Gas Supply — Implications for fiscal outcome

« Who will fund AVT?
— LNG Buyers
— LNG investors 0
— Upstream Gas producers 0
« AVT has implications for

° LNG Market Price
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upstream gas producers as Midstream addition to upstream gas
well as LNG project. (Glenfarne/ tax)
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Selected LNG Oil Indexed Prices 2012 - 2025
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Source: ICIS/GaffneyCline analysis




LNG Market Implications (US Gulf Coast)

« Indexation to Henry Hub plus a COMIITENE "\DAZCZFBF;(;O” ($MMBtu) —
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Questions
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