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PROJECT PATHWAYS
LNG projects evolve: case study

A LIG N M E N T ) E Q U ITY ) M ID S H 1
where are we now? > SOA options j

NO PROJECTS EVOLVE: QC LNG (AUSTRALIA) CASE STUDY
c> FEED (JULY 2008) TID (OCTOBER 20101 JANUARY 2014

Size One train: 3-4 mmtpa _ , . n r  . _ . _ _
E ip a iM le to lZ m n tp a  l « V - U « l p .  T n M l S . m l i >

Upstream BG owned 9.9% of QGC and 20% of All BG except CNOOC 5% and Tokyo Gas from IIP LNG; Same as FID plus 

QGC’s coal-bed methane in Surat Gas 1.25% in parts of Surat Basin CNOOC 25% in Surat and Bowen

Basin

Liquefaction Tl: BG 70%, QGC 30%

Off-take' BG Group: 100%

Tl: BG 90%, CNOOC 10% 

T2:BG 91.5%, Tokyo Gas 2.5%

CNOOC: 3.G mmtpa* 

To lyo Gas: 1.2 mmtpa* 

BG Group: balance

Basin

Tl: BG 50%, CNOOC 50% 

T2: ICG 97.5%, Tokyo Gas 2.5% 

3: CNOOC option for 25%

CNOOC: 8.6 mmtpa* 

Tokyo Gas: 1.2 mmtpa* 

Chulm Electric: ~ 0 .6  mmtpa*

External 

Financing

O ff take is  supplemented by BE's global p o rtfo lio -n o t a ll i come from Australia

,  J M :  175 mn to Tokyo Gas 

^  '  US EX-INI: $1.8 billion

SOURCE: BG GROUP DATABOOK 2008— 2013 EDITIONS, INDUSTRY PRESS

ta. Analytics. Solutions, in Energy



PROJECT PATHWAYS
i p  projects evolve: case si

AL1G!\

where are we now?

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Project Stage Pre-FEED FEED

Project Milestones Move to FEED

Marketing
MOU/HOA 

SOA Plan

Financing Initial talks

Project Structure 

& Ownership

Investment

(Project)

Investment

(SOA)

Define initial 

structure

$400—$500 

mm

$50—$125 

mm

FID

HOA/SPAs 

SOA Plan

I t  t* ■ ■ 1

0 *

singing loans

New partners/ 

redefine ownership

$1,500—$2,000 mm 

(Equity)

$200-$500 mm 

(Equity)

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026

Construction Online

Debottleneck/

expansion

SPAs for any unsold LNG 

Possible additional financing Refinance

New partners /  redefine ownership New partners possible

$45-65  billion O&M

(Debt and equity) Met from cash flow

$6—$15 billion O&M

(Debt and equity) Met from cash flow

04947323



PROJECT PATHWAYS
SOA options

System SOA ownership percent

Value /  Kind

”  ... r' “ .....

Upstream GTP & Pipe LNG

Status Quo in value 0% 0% 0%

HOA in kind 0% 25% 25%

MOU Option 1 in kind 0%
10%

(40%  x 25% )
25%

MOU Option 2 in kind 0% 0% 25%



ALIG NM ENT
oil netback

FY 2015 PRODUCTION TAX ESTIMATE USING INCOME STATEMENT FORMAT

Barrels

(Thousands)
Price

Aug ANS Oil Price ($/bbl) & Daily Production

Annual Production 

Total
[loyalty, Federal & other barrels

498

181,912

Taxable bbls from companies w/ tax liability

Downstream (Transportation) Costs ($/bb!) 
AVIS Marine Transporation 
TAPS Tariff 
Other

($3.46)
($6.18)
($0.40)

158,611

Deductable Lease Expenditures 
Deductible Operating Expenditures 

Deductible Capital Expenditures

($10.03)

($17.91)
($28.08)

158,611

Tital Lease Expenditures

Production Tax 

Cross Value Reduction 
Production Tax Value (PTV) 
Base Tax (35%*PTV)

($45.99)

$48.64

158,611

Total Tax before credits

SOURCE: DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE, REVENUE SOURCES BOOK, FALL 2013, P. 106

OIL VALUE CHAIN

K
Oil ~ $ 1 0 5 /h b l  

M idstream  costs ~ $ 1 0 /b b l

r
Lease expenditures $ 4 6 /b b l

■

Production tax  on ~ $ 4 9 /b b l  netback

*

^



iP ; j!; '

oil vs. gas prices

FY 2015 PRODUCTION TAX ESTIMATE USING INCOME STATEMENT FORMAT

prjce Barrels Vale
(Thousands) ($ million)

fog ANS Oil Price ($/bbl) & Daily Production $105.06 498 $52.4

Annual Production 
Total
Royalty, Federal & other barrels

181,912
(23,301)

$19,111.7 

($2 148.0)
Taxable bbls from companies w/ tax liability 158,611 $111,663.7

Downstream (Transportation) Costs ($/bbl) 
AIIS Marine Transporation 
TAPS Tariff 
Other

($3.46)
($6.18)
($0.40)

Tuital Transportation Costs ($10.03) 158,611 ($1591.0)

Deductable Lease Expenditures 
Deductible Operating Expenditures 
Deductible Capital Expenditures

($17.91)
($28.08)

($2,1140.3)

($4,453.4)
Total Lease Expenditures ($45.99) 158,611 ($1 293.7)

Production Tax 

Gross Value Reduction 
Production Tax Value (PTV) 
Base Tax (35%*PTV)

$48.64
($63.8) 
$1,715.2 

$: ,700.3
Total Tax before credits $ I!,,700.3

SOURCE: DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE. REVENUE SOURCES BOOK, FALL 2013, P. 106

e n a l y t i c a

PRICE FOR ALASKAN GAS W ILL BE:

Less transparent

no re a d ily  ava ilab le  p u b lish ed  p rice  lik e  A N S WC

Less consistent by destination

co n tra ct-b y-co n tra ct d iffe ren ce s can be la rg e

Likely link to  Japan Crude Oil Cocktail, JCC

in  2(104 2013, JC C  traded a t $ 0 .2 2 /b b l d isco u n t to A N S

Lower value vs. oil (therm a l equivalency)

e.g. S W b b l *  W / b o e u iL N G  

S lO O /b b l= $ 7 8 -$ 9 0 / k s  ( W .- M  “slo p e ")



FY 2015 PRODUCTION TAX ESTIMATE USING INCOME STATEMENT FORMAT

Barrels
(Thousands)

Price

Avg ANS Oil Price ($/bbl) & Daily Production $105.06 498 $52.4

Annual Production 

Tutal

Royalty, Federal & other barrels

181,912

(23,301)

$19,111.7

($2,448.0)
Taxable bbls from companies w/ tax liability 158,611 $1111,663.7

Downstream (Transportation) Costs ($/bbl) 
AII1S Marine Transporation 
TAPS Tariff 
Other

($3.46)

($6.18)
($0.40)

Tuf -  . ‘ - ($10.03) 158,611 ($1591.0)

Deductable Lease Expenditures 
Deductible Operating Expenditures 
Deductible Capital Expenditures

($17.91)
($28.08)

($21140.3)
($4453.4)

Total Lease Expenditures ($45.99) 158,611 ($3 293.7)

Production Taix 
Gross Value Reduction 
Production Tax Value (PTV) 
Base Tax (35%*PTV)

$48.64

63.8) 

$3,715.2 

$ ,700.3
Total Tax before credits $,11,700.3

Vali. i

(S million)

M ID STR EA M  COSTS W ILL BE:

%

Order of m agnitude higher

Gas is  s ig n ifica n tly  m ore expensive to transport

Tariff not regulated by FERC

FERC w ill regu late perm itting, n o t ra te -settin g

Tariff highly sensitive to  capital structure

SOURCE: DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE, REVENUE SOURCES BOOK, FALL 2013, P. 106

05669729



INDICATIVE TAX BEFORE CREDITS FOR ALASKA LNG PROJECT @ ANS

Barrels 
(Thousands)

Price

Avg LNG Price ($/boe) & Daily Production $81.00 384 $31.1

Annual Production 

Tefal
Royalty, Federal & other barrels

140,306
(19,643)

$ 364.8
($,591.1)

Taxable bbls from companies w/ tax liability 120,664 $11,773.8

Downstream (Transportation) Costs ($/boe) 
Marine Transporation 
Pi peline & GTPTariff 
Liiquefaction Tariff

($6.00)

($24.18)
($36.00)

($7240)
($2,917.6)
($4343.9)

Total Transportation Costs ($66.18) 120,664 ($1,185.5)

Deductable Lease Expenditures 
Deductible Operating Expenditures 
Deductible Capital Expenditures

($3.00)
($3.00)

($362.0)
($362.0)

Total Lease Expenditures ($6.00) 120,664 (!! 124.0)

Production Tax 

Gross Value Reduction 
Production Tax Value (PTV) 
Base Tax (35%*PTV)

$8.82
$0.0

$1,064.3
11372.5

Total Tax before credits $372.5

Vali 
(S million)

INDICATIVE LNG CHAIN: S IO O /B B L

%

Midstream  ~ $ 6 6 /b o e

jf
Upstream ~ $ 6 /b o e

*

Limited netback to  tax  (less than $ 9 /b o e )

*
SOURCE: ENALYTICA ANAL OF REVENUE, REVENUE SOURCES BOOK, FALL 2013, P. 106



M ) RISKS I CASH IN /  OUT
implications

INDICATIVE TAX BEFORE CREDITS FOR ALASKA LNG PROJECT @ ANS

Barrels 
(Thousands)

Price

Aug LNG Price ($/boe) & Daily Production

Annual Production 

Total
Royalty, Federal & other barrels_______
Taxable bbls from companies w/ tax liability

Downstream (Transportation) Costs ($/boe) 
Piarine Transporation

Liquefaction Tariff

Total Transportation Costs

Deductable Lease Expenditures 
Deductible Operating Expenditures 
Deductible Capital Expenditures

Total Lease Expenditures

Production Tax 

Gross Value Reduction 
Production Tax Value (PTV) 
Base Tax (35%*PTV)

Total Tax before credits

($24.18)

($3.00)

$8.82

384

140,306
(19,643)

120,664

120,664

120,664

Value

($ million) 
$31.1

$1,364.8
($591.1)

S3,773.8

(572 
($:; U17.6) 
($4343.9) 

($71185.5)

($362.0)
C$:162.0)

(5724.0)

IM PLICATIONS FOR STATE OF ALASKA

X
Fair m arket price critica l fo r top line

M idstream , m idstream , m idstream

IS?
Upstream secondary to  m idstream

♦
W ellhead insuffic ient to drive s ta te  take

$1,064.3
$372.5

*

372.5

jta. Analytics. Solutions, in Energy
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RIV: UPSTREAM ABSORBS ALL TRIE PRICE RISK
Fixed nature of ta r if f  in ‘in value’ a lternative  am plifies ini pact of price movement on sta te  returns

S/MMBTU S/BOE 
$20 $120

$18

$16

$14

$12

$10

$8

$6

$4

$2

$0

$100

$80

$60

$40

$20

$0

S W M fl 11

ROYALTY 

PRODUCTION TAX 

UPST :AM NET TO PRODUCER 

LEASI EXPENDITURES 

l TARIFF

“GUARANTEED” RETURN

$110/B0E $100/B0E S90/B0E $i:IO/BOE $70/B0E
18.33/MMBTU 16.67/MMBTU 15/MMBTU 13.il 3/MMBTU 12.08/MMBTU

ta. Analytics. Solutions, in Energy



Project ownership cash flows Cash flows from sovereign functions

( + )  revenue= volume x price ( + )  state income tax

( - )  capital expenditures ( + )  property tax

( - )  operations and maintenance expenses 

( - )  debt service (principal and interest)

( - )  ta riff paid to TransCanada

Four cash flow scenarios

No debt and no TransCanada partnership

No TransCanada partnership but the state finances 70% of its share with debt

TransCanada is a partner and the state exercises its buyback option

TransCanada is a partner and the state does not exercise its buyback option

To understand unrestricted flows to the treasury, we can re arrange the cash flows in a different way: 

State unrestricted= total cash flows -  permanent fund (25%  of royalty) -  property tax



SOA EQUITY LEADS TO HIGHER GOVT TAKE ON AVERAGE
I n  value’ entails lowest government take, especially in lew prices as cash goes to  producers 

Split between Fed vs. SOA sp lit depends on both ‘in value vs. ‘in kind’ as w ell as SOA equity share

PERCENT OF CUMULATIVE CASH FLOWS OVER PROJECT LIFE  

SOA: IN VALUE SOA: 20% E H  IY SOA: 25% EQUITY
100%
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EQUITY
in value vs. In kind - sum of cash

IN / : I 15

IN KIND' W/ EQUITY OFFERS MORE DOWNSIDE PROTECTION
I n  value’ ' ' ' ' , not s ta te , in low price environment becanse of ta r if f  component

Higher SOA equity pushes up th e  price at which ‘in value is be tte r than equity

CUMULATIVE CASH FLOWS OVER PROJECT LIFE

enalytica ta. Analytics. Solutions, in Energy

0248000278010000310202



M IDS
stream options

System SOft ownership percent

Status Quo 

HOA

Value /  Kind Upstream GTP & Pipe LHG

in value 

in kind

0%  0%  0%  

0% 25%  25%

MOU Option 1 

MOU Option 2

in kind 

in kind

0% (40%  x 2 5 % ) 25%

0% 0% 25%

*

ta. Analytics. Solutions, in Energy



Financial Non-Finai cial

Pros

* Substantial portion of capital cost not on 

state balance sheet

* Attractive ta riff terms relative to market 

norms

* Exit from potential AGIA liabilities

■ Expansion-oriented partner to drive future 

expansion development

* Presence at negotiation table

* Execution capabilities

* Continuity and momentum

Cons

* Significantly higher cost of capital than that 

of state

■ State reimburses TC in full with interest in 

all circumstances - even if TC decides to 

terminate

■ State bears most risk, but gives up 

significant control

ta. Analytics. Solutions, in Energy



TRANSCANADA TARIFF OFFER WITHIN MARKET NORMS
Capitalization structure (75 :25  d e b te q u ity ) is more weighted toward debt than average FERC pipeline  

Cost of equity (12% ) and debt (5 % ) below average; w eighted cost of capital (6 .75% ) near bottom of

group

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

CAPITAL STRUCTURE FOR FERC 

REGULATED PIPELINE COMPANIES
100.0%

68.1'

46.7%
40.2%
34.7%

65.3%
59.8%

53.3%

31.9%

0.0%

COST OF DEBT, EQUITY AND l ACC 

FOR FERC REGULATED PIPE LINE

DEBT EQUITY

SOURCES: ENALYTICA BASED ON “FORM 2/2A - MAJOR AND NON-MAJOR NATURAL GAS PIPELINE AN!UAL REPORT.” 2012



M IDSTREAM
IIS / Canada ROEs

ERG ROE HISTORICALLY EXCEED NEB (CANADA) ROE
: \ ,... . >.

NEB Formula vs U.S. (II as Pipelines 
ROE

NEB Formula ROE ■ US ROEs (FERC Approved Litigated (liases) □  US ROEs (FERC Approved Settlement Cases)

| 15%

14%

I 13%

12% -i

«•!£!' SSm mmmiit itt«8 55S» * » ! MSSSSilSiSitfUilWfiJ* MSiSf’»'uW «Jit i&ttf I) ,! i c i

11%

10%

9%

8%

□

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 20011: 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
V «it R •. 3 X"i« «!" « KRS «•„ „ S'S- " „ 35 « " , „ i} " " a s  " „ i, i " ■ :.! SvtSSR15S53S!S{t!ti!{>S!SS5R?Rvf

SOURCES: CANADIAN ENERGY PIPELINE ASSOCIATION CCEPA), PERSPECTIVE ON CANADIAN GAS PIPELINE ROES, FEBRUARY 2008

C7 alytica ta. Analytics. Solutions, in Energy
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IVIIUO I n LH IV I

is  > TC assessment > tariff benchmark > US /  Canada lO E s > constraints

C’S SHARE OF CASH IS HIGHEST AT LOW PRICES
IC ’s share ranges from  1% to 7%, depending on price levels and s ta te ’s exercise of buyback

100%

90%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

PERCENT OF CUMULATIVE CASH FLOWS OVER PROJECT LIFE, 2 5 %  EQUITY CASE 

NOTC TC NO BUYBAl ( TC WITH BUYBACK

■ ■

8 9 110 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 
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LIMITED VALUE FOREGONE UNDER TC W/ DUYRACK OPTION
Cash outlays under 25%  equity share and TC w /  buyback option comparable to a 20%  share w ithout TC 

Total cash flows and NPV10 are only m oderately reduced compared to 25%  share w ithout TC

CUMULATIVE CASH FLOWS OVER PROJECT LIFE AND NPV TO STATE



Should the s ta te  reim burse TransCanada’s expenses under a ll scenarios; even if  th e  project is no-go? 

W hat does th is  im ply fo r risk /rew ard  sp lit and appropriate locus of control?

How firm  is ‘o ff ramp’ if  s ta te  m ust o ffer TC participation if  it  continues w ith project w ith in  5 years? 

Should non-participants in an expansion benefit from  lower costs if  they share no risks of higher costs?



IT *  f*J i  l  IkI I

prospective suppliers ipply gets built > finance option*

RISKS
t a e c t f in | lc e  > price risk >vol p ity  protection

SIZABLE STRANDED GAS 
BUT HIGH COSTS

OVER 30 TCF BUT SIGNIFICANT
POLITICAL RISKS B H k P

QATAR/IRAN HUGE 
RESOURCE; LOCAL MARKETS 

PRIORITY, ECONOMICS, i 
POLITICSMUCH ASSOCIATED GAS BUT LOCAL ^  

MARKETS TAKE PRIORITY
U  \ v

SIZABLE UNDEVELOPED GAS 
BUT LOCAL MARKET TAKE 

PRIORITY

OVER 100 TCF BUT HIGH COST OF ENTRY, 
LOW GOVERNMENT CAPACITY, HIGH 

INFRASTRUCTURE NEEDS SIZABLE REMAINING RESOURCES BUT 
EXORBITANT COSTS



NROJECf PATHWAYS > ALIG NM ENT > EQUITY > M ID S RISKS
24

but not all supply gets built

T WE’VE BEEN HERE BEFORE IN THE MID/LATE 2000S
ALASKA WEIGHING PIPE TO 

L48 OR LNG TO WEST COAST

NORWAY WEIGHING 
EXPANSION TO SN0HVIT
H7

VENEZUELA PROPOSED 3 
TRAINS; TRINIDAD 

PLANNING 5TH TRAIN

PERU LNG SANCTIONED 
EARLY 2007

SHTOKMAN PARTNERSHIP 
FINALIZED (2007)

QATAR MORATORIUM (2005) 
BUT IRAN PURSUING THREE 

LNG PROJECTS
ALGERIA, LIBYA, EGYPT 

SEVERAL GREENFIELD AND 
BROWNFIELD PROPOSALS

NIGERIA, EQ. GUINEA 
PROPOSING MULTIPLE TRAINS

ANGOLA SANCTIONED 
LATE 2007

MYANMAR WEIGHING LNG 
VS. PIPE DEVELOPMENT

I  TANGGUH SANCTIONED 
2005; PNG WEIGHING 
PIPE TO QUEENSLAND

BRUNEI WEIGHING 
ADDITIONAL TRAIN

YEMEN LNG 
SANCTIONED 2005

SOURCE: ENALYTICA BASED ON IlilNUSTRY PRESS

DARWIN ONLINE IN 2006; NWST5 
SANCTIONED MID 2005 AND PLUTO JUNE 
2007; OTHER PROJECTS MOVING SLOWLY; 

CBM INTEREST STARTS IN 2008

enalytica ta. Analytics. Solutions, in Energy



VARIOUS FINANCING OPTIONS OPEN TO LNG PROJECTS
Balance Sheet Finance 

Project sponsors provide funds  

Funds can combine debt and cash flow

Project Finance

Third parties lend to project d irectly , not to  sponsors 

Sponsors put up some equity (e .g . 30% )

Guaranteed by project sponsor (recourse) Guaranteed by projected revenues (non-recourse)

Rate depends on sponsor's balance sheet Rate depends on project risk

Easier if  a ll parties have strong balance sheets Easier to  accommodate riskier sponsors

Key Questions fo r S tate of Alaska 

W hat mix of debt and equity?

W ill debt be specific  to LNG project, or broader s ta te  balance sheet liab ility?

W ill equity come from  recurrent revenues, or other sources?

W hat role does the perm anent fund play and how does th is  a ffe c t restric ted  /  unrestricted revenue?



IMS estim ates th a t LNG projects raised over $97 billion in th ird -p arty  financing since 2 0 0 0  

Financing from  project sponsors, export cred it agencies, m u ltila tera l banks and com m ercial banks 

Gommercial loans can also secure sovereign guarantees as insurance 

The Japan Bank of In ternational Cooperation (JBIC) is the largest single provider of funds

Examples

A ustralia Pacific LNG $5 .8  billion US EXIM, China EXiM, banks

Ichthys $ 2 0  billion JBIC, Korea and A ustralia EXIM, banks, sponsors ($ 4  bn)

Papua New Guinea $14 billion Six ECAs and 17 banks, ExxonMobil

Peru $ 2 .2 5  billion IADB, US EXIM, Korea EXIM, IFC, others

Sakhalin-2 $6 .4  billion JBIC, NEXI, banks

Tangguh $3 .5  billion JBIC, ADB, banks



RISKS
price risk
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PRICE EXPOSURE DEFINED AT CONTRACT SIGNING
Oil linkage does not mean identical linkage to oil (e .g . Taiwan, below); bargaining power defines linkage  

New contracts do not im pact existing deals (e .g . new He ry Hub-based LNG vs. existing oil-linked SPAs) 

But if  price is seriously out of sync w ith  fundam entals, p irties  can trig g er a review clause

TAIWAN: ESTIMATED OIL-LNG PRICE RELATIO NSHIP IN LONG-TERM CONTRACTSS/MMBTU

SOURCE: ENALYTICA BASED ON DATA FROM TAIWAN’S CUSTOMS ADMINISTRATION, MINISTRY OF FINANCE [HTTP://WmW.CUSTOMS.GOV.TW/STATISTI liSWEBEN/IESEARCH.ASPXl

ta. Analytics. Solutions, in Energy
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OJECT PATHWAYS > A L IG N M E N T ) EQUITY >
spectira suppliers > but not all supply gets built > final

EXPENSIVE PROJECTS CAN HEDGE AGAINST VOLATILITY
‘ S-curves” are clauses th a t change the relationship between oil and gas above or below thresholds  

Instead of a linear link, gas prices do not r is e /fa ll as much if  oil prices r is e /fa ll above certain  thresholds  

They reduce downside risk by forgoing some u p s id e -th e  f can even provide a flo o r/c e ilin g  on prices

NO S-CURVE S-CURVE FLOOR /CEILIN G

OIL OR OTHER REFER ENCE PRICE

i ta. Analytics. Solutions, in Energy



RISKS
cost escalation

PROJECT SANCTIONED TARGET DATE ACTUAL DATE DELAY BUDGET BN COST BN % OVERRUN

Snehvit (Norway) Mar-02 2006 Sep 1)7 1.5 years N0K39.50 N0K48.00 21.5%

Egyptian LUG T1 Sep-02 Aug-05 lay-15 3 months early $1.1 on budget 0%

Sakhalin-2 (Russia) May-03 2007 Mar 19 2 years $10.0 $22.0 120.0%

Atlantic LNG T4 (Trinidad) Jun-03 2005 Dec-05 on time $1.2 on budget 0%

Egyptian LUG T2 Jul-03 Jun-06 Sep-15 9 months early $0.6 on budget 0%

Equatorial Guinea Jun-04 Late 2007 May 07 6 months early $1.5 on budget 0%

Morth West Shelf (Australia) Jun-05 2008 Sep-118 on time AUS$2 AUS$2.6 30.0%

Yemen Aug-05 Dec-08 Nov-09 1 year $3.7 $4.5 21.6%

Peru Jan-07 mid 2010 JUB'li 10 on time $31 $3.9 2.6%

Pluto Jun-07 Early 2011 May'12 1.5 years AUS$11.2 AUS$14.9 33.0%

Skikda LNG (Algeria) Jun-07 2011 Mar-13 2 years $2.6 ?■ ?

Angola Dec-07 Early 2012 Jun-13 1.5-2 years ? $10.0 ?

Gorgon (Australia) Sep-09 2014 ii,/a n/a $37.0 $54.0 45.9%

Papua New Guinea Dec-09 2014 m/a n/a $15.0 $19.0 26.7%

Queensland Curtis (Australia) Nov-10 2014 m/a n/a $15.11 $20.5 36.7%

Gladstone LNG (Autralia) Jan-12 2015 n/a n/a $16.0' $18.5 15.6%

SOURCE: ENALYTDCA BASED ON COMPANY PRESS RELEASES AND INDUSTRY PRESS



CASH IN /  OUT
cash calls and off ramps
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iOA’S CASH CALLS AND OFF-RAIIPS
SMIII
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STATE OF ALASKA: CASH CALLS BY PHASI ASSUMING 25% EQUITY

NO T/C & NO DEBT NO T/C & 70/30 D/E SPLIT ■  T/C BUYBACK 8 711/30 D/E SPLIT ■  T/C100% GTP & PI PE 8 70/30 D/E SPLIT

3,986
3-445 3,109 2,885

-104 -104 -55 -55

IPRE-FEED12014-20151

ABANDON PROJECT 
PAY T/C S50-60MM

ADJUST SHARE BY 
SELLING DOWN EQUITY

PROCEED & AUTHORIZE 
NEXT TRANCHE OF CASH

-486 -486 -417 -266

FEED (2016-2018)

ABANDON PROJECT ( gjgp j TOO LATE TO ( g jQ p
PAY T/C $150-400 MM V  J  ABANDON PROJECT

ADJUST SHARE BY /  
SELLING DOWN EQUITY

PROCEED 8 AUTHORIZE 
NEXT TRANCHE OF CASH

-11,727

CONSTRUCTION (2019-2023) ONLINE (2023+) ANNUALLY

ADJUST SHARE BY f  
/SELLINGDOWN EQUITY 1

COYER SHARE OF 
PROJECT COSTS

.
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Revenue Total income 

Total income minus perm anent fund (25%  of royalty) 

Total income minus perm anent fund and property taxes allocated to  m unicipalities

NO T/C & NO DEBT

3,986

STATE OF ALASKA: BASE CASE CASH FLOWS ASSUMING 25% EQUITY 

NO T/C & 70/30 D/E SPLIT ■  T/C BUYBACK Ii 70/30 D/E SPLIT ■  T/C 100% GTP & Il'IPE 8 70/30 D/E SPLIT

SOA TOTAL SOA MINUS PERMANENT FUND SOA MINUS PERM II,IWENT FUND MINUS PROPERTY TAX 
FI R MUNICIPALITIES
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Stress Test Project CAPEX is 25%  higher 

+  Sales price is $7 /m m btu  vs. $15/m m l itu in base case 

+  Average utilization (ou tput capacity) is 80%  vs. 100% in base case

$MM
6,000
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STATE OF ALASKA: CASH CALLS BY PHASE ASSUMING 25% EQUITY 

NO T/C & NO DEBT NO T/C 8 70/30 D/E SPLIT ■  T/C BUYBACK 170/30 D/E SPLIT ■  T/C100% GTP & PIPE 8 70/30 D/E SPLIT

3’986 3,445 3,109 2,886

-

“ •4,955 ' 3'455

-11,727
_ -14,659

BASE CASE CONSTRUCTION 
(2019-2023)

1,642 973 686 479

■6,193
-5,069 -4,319

STRESS CASE CONSTRUCTION EIASE CASE ONLINE (2023+) ANNUALLY STRESS CASE ONLINE (2023+)
(2019-2023) ANNUALLY



STRESS TEST: RESTRICTED VS. UNRESTRICTED REVENUES
Revenue Total income 

Total income minus perm anent fund (25%  of royalty) 

Total income minus perm anent fund and property taxes allocated tn  m unicipalities

STATE OF ALASKA: STRESS CASE CASH FI JIMS ASSUMING 25% EQUITY 

NO T/C 8 NO DEBT NO T/C 8 70/30 D/E SPLIT ■  T/C BUYBACK f 70/30 D/E SPLIT ■  T/C 100% GTP 8 PIPE 8 70/30 D/E SPLIT

1,642

1,474

SOA TOTAL SOA MINUS PERMANENT FUND SOA MINUS PERM ANENT FUND MINUS PROPERTY TAX
FIIB MUNICIPALITIES



CASH IN /O U T
34

case restricted p ir ic te d sensitivities

PRICE VOLATILITY IS BIGGEST RISK TO PROJECT VALUE
Cost overruns, lower u tilization have s ignificant, but sm; Her im pacts

CUMULATIVE CASH FLOWS OVER PROJECT UFE, ASSUMING 2 5 %  SHARE
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