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Dominant Production il oil Gas * GS PSC generates higher GT and lower Post-Tax Conclusion
Oil APl Gravity High Low High NPV - one field is not profitable to develop under * Without any savings and incentives, GS PSC is more
Additional Split from GS PSC Cha”enging to implement
Variable Components 145% Ho o « GSPSC s regressive under low price condition * GSPSCintroduces greater risk to the contractor
Total Capital while conventional PSC is proportional while imposes less risk to the GOI
Expenditure 6.06 billion USD 192.3 million USD | 2.2 billion USD . GS PSC iS more SUSCGptible to Change in ° POSSIbIIIty Of t|me and cost SaVing due to no cost
Total Operating eXpenditU res recovery Component
Expenditure 28billon USD | 4.08billion USD | 1.1billen USD | | A inimum of 20% reduction in opex or 20 — 25% | * VAT and LBT exemption and additional base split
Cumulative Production 560 MMboe 115 MMboe 163 MMboe increase in production could generate similar could incentivise development under GS PSC
Production Years 20 11 16 economic outcome to conventional PSC Operating Expenditure vs Post-Tax NPV of Field A (MMUSS)
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