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Premier Oil and Gas Services Limitd@rémieg) has commissioned RISOK)Ltd GRISE) to provide an

independentvaluation of the Reserves and a review of entingentand ProspectiviResource®f E.On
E& P K Limited and E.On&P UK EU Limitedl & 9 dtd fgrh aCompetent Persa® Report

The assessment of petroleum assets is subject to uncertainty becauseoivés judgments on many
variables that cannot be precisely assessed, including reserves, future oil and gas production rates, the costs
associated with producing these volumes, access to product markets, product prices and the potential
impact of fiscalfegulatory changes.

The statements and opinions attributable to RISC are given in good faith and in the belief that such
statements are neither false nor misleading. In carrying out its tasks, RISC has considered and relied upon
information obtainedfrom a data roomas well as information in the public domain. The information
provided to RISC has included both hard copy and electronic information supplemented with discussions
between RISC and k&yemierstaff.

Whilst every effort has been made to verifgta and resolve apparent inconsistencies, neither RISC nor its
servants accept any liability for its accuracy, nor do we warrant that our enquiries have revealed all of the
matters, which an extensive examination may disclose. In particular, we havedependently verified
property title, encumbrances, regulations that apply to this asset(s). RISC has also not audited the opening
balances at the valuation date of past recovered and unrecovered development and exploration costs,
undepreciated past devepment costs and tax losses.

We believe our review and conclusions are sound but no warranty of accuracy or reliability is given to our
conclusions.

RISC has no pecuniary interest, other than to the extent of the professional fees receivable for the
prepartion of this report, or other interest in the assets evaluated, that could reasonably be regarded as
affecting our ability to give annbiased view of these assets.

Our review was carried out only for the purpose referred to above and may not federeance in other
contexts.

Confidentiality

The information contained in this document is strictly confidentabmierhas agreedot to appropriate,

copy or in any other manner reproduce or otherwise disclose any of the information contained in this

document to any other person (other than the employees or servanBremieracting in the course of their
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At the request ofPremier RISC has consented to the disclosure of this documetiied_ondon Stok
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Recipients acknowledge and agree that:

A The Client indemnifies RISC from all claims, losses, liabilities, expenses or damages arising from a claim
by the Recipient or any other third party in connection with the RISC advice
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may not rely on the document for any purpose whatever.

A RISC assumes no resgibility to the Recipient to update this document for anything that occurs, or of
which becomes aware, following the release of the docunterthe Client
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A TheRecipient must keep this document confidential and agrees not to appropriate, copy or in @&ny oth
manner reproduce or otherwise disclose any of the information contained in this document to any other
person ororganization

A Neither RISC nor any employee, agent or contractor of RISC is liable to the Recipient or any other person
in respect of any cae of action, including negligence, arising in connection with the contents of the
document and the Recipient must not make any claim or commence or pursue any proceedings against
RISC, or any employee, agent or contractor of RISC in respect of any fcacti@naarising in connection
with the contents of the document.

If Premieror Recipienhasnot agreel to the above terms, RISC withholds its consent to the disclosure of the
document by the client to Recipients.

RISC (UK)imited Premie Oil and Gas Services Limited
Rex House, 23 Lower Belgrave St,

4-12 Regent Street London SW1W ONR

London. SW1Y 4PE

United Kingdom
United Kingdom

Copyright

This document is protected by copyright laws and is intended for the uBesafieronly. Any unauthorised
reproduction or distribution of the document or any portion of it may entitle a claim for damages.
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1. ExecutiveSummary

E.On Exploration and Productitimrough its subsidiaried.On E & P UK Limited and E.On E & P UK EU
Limited ("E.Oni) is divesting it interests inthe UK North Sealhe E.Onassets assessad this report
include producing fields, fields which have ceagedduction, undeveloped fields, key prospects and
immaturediscoveries, and exploration leads.

9 @ h YK@ssets also include seven producing fields in the Central North Sea (Elgin, Franklin, West Franklin,

Scote, Merganser, Glenelg & Huntirgt), which @& not addressed in this reporand have been
addressedy another independent assessor.

This report presents the conclusions of an independent evaluation by REB® bfykadsetexcluding
the omitted fields(Elgin, Franklin, West Franklin, Scoderganser, Glenelg & Huntingtarihe data and
information used in this report were obtained from a data room runei®n, data supplied by Premier
and public data.

Unless stated otherwisehe effective date of 1 January 201%as been chosefor resenes (Tablel-1)
and values in this repotb align with a Sale and Purchase agreement between Premier Oil and E.On

The reserves and net present values have also been calculated with an effective dateDec@mber
2015 to meet the requirements of the UK Listing AuthofTtgiblel1-2).

RISC has not advised Premier on the acquisition strategy or price Bidifdr yt€dasts A Y

Key attributes of theportfolio (excluding the Omitted Fieldsare:

A Proved+Probablé€P)gas reservesf 208.2Bcfnet to E.Onon a working interest basat 15t January
2015

A Net 2P average daily production of approximately 28 MMscf/d in 2016

A Addition of 43 MMscfd net average dailgP saleproductionfrom Tolmount developmenin 2019,
rising to & MMscfd in 2020.

¢ KS f 20l ( nergsts@esho@rminFiguies-1 andthe producing assets are summarisedTiable
130 9dhyQa RSGSt 2LIVSy( Tahei-d Niedséovetiebdnd kepaspeds Mk & S R
shown inTablel-5 and additional prospectivity iflablel-6.

I, L — I
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Tablel-1 Summary of Reservess at 1 January 2015

FieldGas Age Gross Field Reserves (Bcf| E.On E.On Net Working Interest
Reserves Working Reserves (Bcf)
1P 2P gp | Interest(%0) = 4p 2P 3P
Babbage Permian 40.1 54.5 91.7 47.00% 18.8 25.6 43.1
Johnston Permian 13.0 15.6 18.3 50.10% 6.5 7.9 9.2
Hunter Triassic 15 15 15 79.00% 1.2 1.2 1.2
Rita Carboniferous 2.2 2.2 2.2 74.00% 1.6 1.6 1.6
Caister Triassic &arb 15 1.5 1.5 40.00% 0.6 0.6 0.6
Orca Carboniferous 1.6 1.6 1.7 23.47% 0.4 0.4 0.4
Ravenspurn Nth Permian 6.4 6.7 6.9 28.80% 1.8 1.9 2.0
Tolmount Permian 0 338.8 | 8334 50.00% 0 169.4 416.5
Total 66.3 421.6 | 956.8 30.9 208.2 474.6
Field Age Gross Field Reserves E.On E.On Net Wdking Interest
Oil+Condensate (MMstb) Working Reserves (MMsth)
Reserves 1P op 3p Interest (%) 1P op 3p
Babbage Permian 0 0 0 47.00% 0 0 0
Johnston Permian 0 0 0 50.10% 0 0 0
Hunter Triassic 0 0 0 79.00% 0 0 0
Rita Carboniferous | 0.014 0.014 0.014 74.00% 0.010 0.010 0.010
Caister Triassic &arb | 0.008 0.08 0.008 40.00% 0.003 | 0.003 0.003
Orca Carboniferous 0 0 0 23.47% 0 0 0
Ravenspurn Nth Permian 0 0 0 28.80% 0 0 0
Tolmount Permian 0 3.098 | 7.396 50.00% 0 1.549 3.698
Total 0.022 3.12 7.418 0.013 | 1.562 3.711
FieldOil Age Gross Field Reserves E.On E.On Net Wdking Interest
Equivalent (MMboe) Working Reserves (MMbog
Reserves 1P op 3p Interest (%) 1P op 3p
Babbage Permian 6.68 9.08 15.28 47.00% 3.13 4.27 7.18
Johnston Permian 2.17 2.60 3.05 50.10% 1.08 1.32 1.53
Hunter Triassic 0.25 0.25 0.25 79.00% 0.20 0.20 0.20
Rita Carboniferous | 0.38 0.38 0.38 74.00% 0.28 0.28 0.28
Caister Triassic &arb | 0.26 0.26 0.26 40.00% 0.10 0.10 0.10
Orca Carboniferous | 0.27 0.27 0.28 23.47% 0.07 0.07 0.07
Ravenspurn Nth Permian 1.07 1.12 1.15 28.80% 0.30 0.32 0.33
Tolmount Permian 0 59.43 | 146.23 50.00% 0 29.72 73.11
Total 11.08 | 73.39 | 166.88 5.16 36.28 82.80

Notes 1) Gross Field Reserves are 100%hefvolumes estimated to be economically recoverable from the field
from 1t January 201%2) Qil equivalent converted at 6,000 scf = 1 Boe.

I L —
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Table1l-2 Summary of Reserves as 3t December2015
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FieldGas Age Gross Field Reserves (Bcf| E.On E.On Net Working Interest
Reserves Working Reserves (Bcf)
1P 2P gp | Imterest(®6) = qgp 2P 3p
Babbage Permian 26.4 40.6 78.0 47.00% 12.4 19.1 36.7
Johnston Permian 10.3 12.9 15.5 50.10% 5.2 6.5 7.7
Hunter Triassic 0.9 0.9 0.9 79.00% 0.7 0.7 0.7
Rita Carboniferous 0 0 0 74.00% 0 0 0
Caister Triassic &arb 0 0 0 40.00% 0 0 0
Orca Carboniferous 0 0 0 23.47% 0 0 0
Ravenspurn Nth Permian 0 0 0 28.80% 0 0 0
Tolmount Permian 0 338.8 | 833.4 50.00% 0 169.4 416.5
Total 37.7 392.4 | 927.4 18.3 195.3 461.6
Field Age Gross Field Reserves E.On E.On Net Working Interest
Oil+Condensate (MMstb) Working Reserves (MMstb)
Reserves 1P op 3p Interest (%) ) op 3p
Babbage Permian 0 0 0 47.00% 0 0 0
Johnston Permian 0 0 0 50.10% 0 0 0
Hunter Triassic 0 0 0 79.00% 0 0 0
Rita Carboniferous 0 0 0 74.00% 0 0 0
Caister Triassic &arb 0 0 0 40.00% 0 0 0
Orca Carboniferous 0 0 0 23.47% 0 0 0
Ravenspurn Nth Permian 0 0 0 28.80% 0 0 0
Tolmount Permian 0 3.098 | 7.396 50.00% 0 1.549 3.698
Total 0 3.098 | 7.396 0 1.549 3.698
FieldOil Age Gross Field Reserves E.On E.On Net Wding Interest
Equivalent (MMboe) Working Reserves (MMbog
Reserves 1P op 3p Interest (%) ) 2P 3p
Babbage Permian 4.4 6.8 13.0 47.00% 21 3.2 6.1
Johnston Permian 1.7 2.2 2.6 50.10% 0.9 1.1 1.3
Hunter Triassic 0 0 0 79.00% 0 0 0
Rita Carboniferous 0 0 0 74.00% 0 0 0
Caister Triassic &arb 0 0 0 40.00% 0 0 0
Orca Carboniferous 0 0 0 23.47% 0 0 0
Ravenspurn Nth Permian 0.4 0.4 0.4 28.80% 0.1 0.1 0.1
Tolmount Permian 0 59.43 | 146.23 50.00% 0 29.72 73.11
Total 6.5 68.83 | 162.23 3.1 34.12 80.61

Notes 1) Gross Field Reserves are 100% of the volumes estimated to be economically recoverable from the field

from 315 December2015.2) Oil equivalent converted at 6,000 scf = 1 Boe
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e-on

UK Licences
Production and Sarchioned
Developments
- Developmerts and Pre

Ceovelopments
mn Other Discovenes
N Exploraton

REGION

1 ¢ Elgin, Franklin

Producing

Not part of this report

Developments

Exploration

Corfe

West Franklin Terrace,
Elgin West

2 ¢ Huntington Area

Not part of this report

Ekland

3-Babbage Area

Babbage, Johnston,
Ravenspurn North

Cobra, Hawking

Ada, Newton, Python,
Newton Deep, Dodgson,
Joly, Adder, Viper, Boa

4 ¢ Tolmount Area

Tolmount

Artemis, Mongour

Artemis East, Malin, Cluir

5¢ Other CNS Not part of this report Arran, Austen
6 ¢ Other SNS Caister, Hunter, Orca, North Rita, Deep Hunter
Rita& Minke (ceased
production) CMS, ETS
7 ¢ Other CNExploration TR7, Tumbleweed,
Chimera
8 - Other SNS Exploration Lyra

9 ¢ West of Shetlands

Colza, Mardyke,
Gunnison

Note: Third Party Revenue analyses for Huntington, Babbage and Tolmount areas are not included in this report

Figurel-1 Location map and key of mai.Onlicenced UK blocks and fiedd
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t NPRdzOGA2Y Ly:GiSNBada

Area Asset Name Status Operator 9 @I
Interest (%)
Southern North Sea Babbage Producing E.On 47.00
Southern North Sea Caister CeasedProdudion in ConocoPhillips 40.00
2015
Southern North Sea Hunter RestartedProductionin | E.On 79.00
2015
Southern North Sea Johnston Producing E.On 50.10
Southern North Sea Minke Ceased Production GDF Suez 42.67
Southern North Sea Orca Producing GDF Suez 23.47
Southern North Sea Ravenspurn North | Producing Perenco 28.80
Southern North Sea Rita Currently &ut-in E.On 74.00
Southern North Sea CaisterMurdoch Infrastructure ConocoPhillips 20.00
System
Southern North Sea Esmond Infrastructure Perenco 30.00
Transportation
System
Tablel-4 9 dhy Qa 58508t 2LIYSyid LydSNBaida
Area Asset Name Status Operator 9 Dl Ly
Interest (%)
Central North Sea Arran Awa't.' ng development Dana 5.12
sanction
Central North Sea Austen Under review GDF Suez 2500
Southern North Sea Tolmount Development pending | Eon
50.00
FID
—— | o —
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Tablel59 dhyQa 5A80208SNASa yR YSé t NR&aLISO
Area AssetName Field Area glr?te{e(sztéz% )2 ?

Central North Sea Corfe Discovery Elgird Franklin 25
Central North Sea Ekland Prospect Huntingon 40
Southern North Sea Cobra Discovery Babbage 50
Southern North Sea Hawking Discovery Babbage 50
Southern North Sea Ada Prospect Babbage 47
Southern North Sea Newton Prospect Babbage 50
Southern North Sea Python Prospect Babbage 50
Southern North Sea Artemis Discovery Tolmount 100
Southern North Sea Artemis East Prospect Tolmount 100
Southern North Sea Mongour Discovery Tolmount 50
Southern North Sea Malin prospect Tolmount 50
o | T —
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I RRA G A migrests(LeadsP a4 LISOG A @A G @

Area AssetName Field Area glr?te{egszté(l%) ¢k
Southern North Sea Cluin Tolmount 50
Southern North Sea Newton Deep Babbage 50
Southern North Sea Dodgson Babbage 50
Southern North Sea Joly Babbage 50
Southern North Sea Adder Babbage 50
Southern North Sea Viper Babbage 50
Southern North Sea Boa Babbage 50
Southern North Sea North Rita Rita 74
Southern North Sea Deep Hunter Caister 79
Southern North Sea Lyra Breagh 35
Central North Sea West Franklin Terrace Elgin/Franklin 5.2
Central North Sea Elgin West Elgin/Franklin 5.2
Central North Sea TR7 Galley 40
Central North Sea Tumbleweed Kittiwake 40
Central North Sea Chimaera Galley 40
West of Shetland Colza - 100
West of Shetland Mardyke - 100
West of Shetland Gunison - 100

1.1. ProductionAssetsand Reserves

RISC estimates that 2 yasséts hav@08.2Bcf of 2P gas reservasd1.562 MMsthof 2P oil+condensate
reservesas atl1® January 201%6n a net working interest basi$his reduces t&95.3Bcf andl.549 MMsth
of 2Poil+condensate with an effective date of8Secember 2015Tablel-7 and Tablel-8 summarise the
reserves derived from thesessessmerst Determiristic methods haveden used to estimate reserves.

I, L —
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Tablel-7 E.OnNet Reserves as at 1 January 2qPsice Scenari@)

EOn Economic GasBcf Condensate | Gas+Liquids
Field Status WI Case Limit MMBDI Equivalent
MMboe?
1P 2016 1.8 0 0.30
Ravenspurn .
Producing 29% 2P 2016 1.9 0 0.32
North
3P 2016 2.0 0 0.33
1P 2028 6.5 0 1.09
Johnston Producing 50% 2P 2028 7.9 0 1.30
3P 2028 9.2 0 1.54
1P 2016 0.6 0.003 0.10
. Ceased
Caister . 40% 2P 2016 0.6 0.003 0.10
Production
3P 2016 0.6 0.003 0.10
1P 2021 18.8 0 3.14
Babbage Producing 47% 2P 2024 25.6 0 4.27
3P 2030 43.1 0 7.19
1P 2016 0.3 0 0.06
Orca Producing 23% 2P 2016 0.3 0 0.06
3P 2016 0.3 0 0.07
1P 2018 1.2 0 0.19
Hunter Producing 79% 2P 2018 1.2 0 0.19
3P 2018 1.2 0 0.19
1P 2016 1.6 0.010 0.28
Rita Gy 74% | 2P 2016 1.6 0.010 0.28
Shut-in
3P 2016 1.6 0.010 0.28
1P 0 0 0
Tolmount | DEvelopment | o0 1 op 2040 169.0 1.549 29.72
pending FID
3P 2043 416.5 3.698 73.11

INP\QBased on energy units Trillion British Thermal Units (TBTU). 1 TBTU is equivalent to 1 Billion Cubic Feet of Gas assuming
that the calorific value/heating content of the gas is 1 therm = 1,000 BTU. The calorific value will depend uponethiageaf

inert gases such as nitrogen acarbon dioxide in the sales gas and RISC has converted TBTU to Bcf of each field based on the
specific calorific value of the gas in that field eg: Orca field : 737 BTU/standard cubic feet of gas (0.737 T@IU =1B

2 Calculated using an average conversion factor of 6 Mscf per barrel of oil equivalent (boe)

RIS Project Eva CPR (15.0092) Page8
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Table1-8 E.On Net Reserves as at 31 Decemp@t5 (Price Scenario A)

EOn Economic GasBcf Condensate | Gas+Liquids
Field Status WI Case Limit MMBDI Equivalent
MMboe*
1P 2016 0 0 0
Ravenspurn .
Producing 29% 2P 2016 0 0 0
North
3P 2016 0 0 0
1P 2028 5.18 0 0.89
Johnston Producing 50% 2P 2028 6.46 0 1.11
3P 2028 7.74 0 1.33
1P 2016 0 0 0
. Ceased
Caister ) 40% 2P 2016 0 0 0
Production
3P 2016 0 0 0
1P 2021 12.41 0 2.14
Babbage Producing 47% 2P 2024 19.10 0 3.29
3P 2030 36.67 0 6.32
1P 2016 0 0 0
Orca Producing 23% 2P 2016 0 0 0
3P 2016 0 0 0
1P 2018 0.72 0 0.12
Hunter Producing 79% 2P 2018 0.72 0 0.12
3P 2018 0.72 0 0.12
1P 2016 0 0 0
Rita Gy 74% | 2P 2016 0 0 0
Shut-in
3P 2016 0 0 0
1P 0 0 0
Tolmount | DEvelopment | o0 1 op 2040 169.0 1.549 29.72
pending FID
3P 2043 416.5 3.698 73.11

3 NP\QBased on energy units Trillion British Thermal Units (TBTU). 1 TBTU is equivalent to 1 Billion Cubic Feet of Gas assuming
that the calorific value/hating content of the gas is 1 therm = 1,000 BTU. The calorific value will depend upon the percentage of
inert gases such as nitrogen acarbon dioxide in the sales gas and RISC has converted TBTU to Bcf of each field based on the

The following Net Present Valug3able1-9 to

specific calorific valuef the gas in that field eg: Orca field : 737 BTU/standard cubic feet of gas (0.737 TBTU = 1 Bcf).
4 Calculated using an average conversion factor of 6 Mscf per barrel of oil equivalent (boe)
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Table1-12) have not been adjusted for other factors (eg analogous transactions, strategic, political and
security risks) that a buyer or seller may consider in any transaction concerning these assets and therefore
may not be representative of the fair market value.

Four price scenarios have been evaluagdwvo different effective dateg)1-Janr2015and 3xDec2015

A wL {/ Qa&se pricaieStim&e (Scenar)

A {SyarxiAr@driAirsSa 2y wL{/Qa olasS OFrasS LINROS S
twelve months (Scenarios BandD).

QX

The economic results for the pipelines are independent of the oil and gas price scenarios. A single scenario
was evaluated for each of thesiBond TransmissionSystem (ETSand Gister Murdoch System (CMS)
working inteests, at each of the effectivdates.

I I I
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Tablel-9 Pre TaxValuation SummaryNPVat 10% discount ratén US$MMat 1 January 2016

Field Status E.On Case Price Price Price Price
WI {OSY Il NN { OSY I NN Scenario¥/ Q { OSY | NN\
1P 0 0 0 0
Rita Currently 74% | 2P 0 0 0 0
Shutin
3P 0 0 0 0
1P -60 -60 -60 -60
Ravenspurn North Producing 29% 2P -59 -59 -59 -59
3P -59 -59 -59 -59
1P 5 9 7 10
Johnston Producing 50% 2P 10 14 12 15
3P 14 19 16 21
1P -37 -37 -37 -37
Caister ] 40% 2P -37 -37 -37 -37
Production
3P -37 -37 -37 -37
1P 4 16 10 21
Babbage Producing 47% 2P 20 39 30 a7
3P 51 78 66 90
1P -20 -20 -20 -20
Orca Producing 23% 2P -20 -20 -20 -20
3P -20 -20 -20 -20
1P -11 -10 -10 -10
. 79%
Hunter Producing 2P -11 -10 -10 -10
3P -11 -10 -10 -10
1P -12 -12 -12 -12
Minke O] 43% 2P 12 12 12 12
Production
3P -12 -12 -12 -12
1P -33 -33 -33 -33
Tolmount Development | 50, 2P 111 214 160 267
pending FID
3P 584 789 682 897
CMS Pipeline Facility 20% -4 -4 -4 -4
ETS Pipeline Facility 30% 29 29 29 29
1P -139 -122 -130 -116
Total (Including 2P 27 154 89 216
Pipelines)
3P 535 773 651 895
- TS I I
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Tablel-10 Post TakValuation SummaryNPVat 10% discount ratén US$MMat 1 January 2015
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Field Status E.On Cree Price Scenario vPrAice vPrAice vPrAice
Wi W Q | {OSYlINN{OSylINK { OSy I NJ
1P 0 0 0 0
. Currently o
Rita Shutin 74% 2P 0 0 0 0
3P 0 0 0 0
1P -60 -60 -60 -60
Ravenspurn North Producing 29% 2P -59 -59 -59 -59
3P -59 -59 -59 -59
1P 5 9 7 10
Johnston Producing 50% 2P 10 14 12 15
3P 14 17 16 17
1P -37 -37 -37 -37
Caister Ceased 40% 2P 37 -37 -37 37
Production
3P -37 -37 -37 -37
1P 4 16 10 20
Babbage Producing 47% 2P 20 31 27 36
3P 42 54 49 58
1P -20 -20 -20 -20
Orca Producing 23% 2P -20 -20 -20 -20
3P -20 -20 -20 -20
1P -11 -10 -10 -10
. 79%
Hunter Producing 2P -11 -10 -10 -10
3P -11 -10 -10 -10
1P -12 -12 -12 -12
Minke (Creges) 43% 2P 12 -12 -12 12
Production
3P -12 -12 -12 -12
1P -33 -33 -33 -33
Tolmount Development | 50, | 5p 28 81 53 108
pending FID
3P 256 363 307 418
CMS Pipeline Facility 20% -4 -4 -4 -4
ETS Pipeline Facility 30% 17 17 17 17
1P -151 -134 -142 -129
Tptal_ancludlng op 68 1 33 34
Pipelines)
3P 186 309 247 368
Consolidated Tax benefit 2P 76 71 75 66
- TS I I
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Tablel-11 Pre-Tax Valuation Summary (NPV at 10% discount rate in US$MM at 31st December 2015)

Field Status E.On Case VP[ice vPrAice vPrAice VP[ice
Wi {OSYI NN {OSylINN{OSylINRK{OSYIl NW
1P -12 -12 -12 -12
Rita Currently 74% | 2P 12 12 12 12
Shutin
3P -12 -12 -12 -12
1P -62 -62 -62 -62
Ravenspurn North Producing 29% 2P -62 -62 -62 -62
3P -62 -62 -62 -62
1P -1 3 1 4
Johnston Producing 50% 2P 3 8 6 10
3P 8 13 10 15
1P -43 -43 -43 -43
Caister Ceased 40% 2P 43 -43 -43 43
Production
3P -43 -43 -43 -43
1P -24 -10 -18 -5
Babbage Producing 47% 2P -7 13 4 23
3P 25 55 41 68
1P -20 -20 -20 -20
Orca Producing 23% 2P -20 -20 -20 -20
3P -20 -20 -20 -20
1P -12 -11 -11 -11
. 79%
Hunter Producing 2P -12 -11 -11 -11
3P -12 -11 -11 -11
1P -13 -13 -13 -13
Minke Ceased 43% 2P 13 13 13 13
Production
3P -13 -13 -13 -13
1P -36 -36 -36 -36
Tolmount Development | g0, 2P 122 235 176 294
pending FID
3P 656 882 763 1,000
CMS Pipeline Facility 20% -4 -4 -4 -4
ETS Pipeline Facility 30% 32 32 32 32
1P -195 -176 -186 -170
Total (ncluding 2P 16 123 53 194
Pipelines)
3P 555 817 681 950
5 Tax losses acquired in respect of EPUK EU have been applied
6 Consolidated tax benefit calculated for arithmetic total of field 2P cash flows only
I I I
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Table1-12 Post TaxX Valuation Summary (NPV at 10% discourdte in US$MM at 31st December 2015)

Field S E.On Case Price Scenario vPrAice vPrAice VP[ice
Wi WwrQ | {OSYlINN{OSYylINK { OSy I NJ
1P -12 -12 -12 -12
Rita Currently 74% 2P 12 12 12 12
Shutin
3P -12 -12 -12 -12
1P -62 -62 -62 -62
Ravenspurn North Producing 29% 2P -62 -62 -62 -62
3P -62 -62 -62 -62
1P -1 3 1 4
Johnston Producing 50% 2P 3 8 6 10
3P 8 13 10 15
1P -43 -43 -43 -43
Caister et 40% 2P 43 43 43 43
Production
3P -43 -43 -43 -43
1P -24 -10 -18 -5
Babbage Producing 47% 2P -7 13 4 23
3P 25 44 38 49
1P -20 -20 -20 -20
Orca Producing 23% 2P -20 -20 -20 -20
3P -20 -20 -20 -20
1P -12 -11 -11 -11
) 79%
Hunter Producing 2P -12 -11 -11 -11
3P -12 -11 -11 -11
1P -13 -13 -13 -13
Minke Ceased 43% | 2P 13 13 13 13
Production
3P -13 -13 -13 -13
1P -36 -36 -36 -36
Tolmount Development | 5, 2P 31 89 58 119
pending FID
3P 295 413 352 473
CMS Pipeline Facility 20% -4 -4 -4 -4
ETSipeline Facility 30% 18 18 18 18
1P -209 -190 -200 -184
Total (ncluding 2p 121 37 79 5
Pipelines)
3P 180 323 253 390
Consolidated Tax benefit 2P 84 78 82 73
" Tax losses acquired in respect of EPUK EU have been applied
- TS I I
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1.2. Processing Terminaknd Pipelines

RISC has valued the net tariff income and abandonment liability of the CKlsteloch Systemand
Esmond Transmission System pipelin€ke costs associatedavith the Freon replacement project at
Theddlethorpe Gas Terminathich is used by the Caister, &and Hunter fields is part of a cost share
agreement with the users of the terminal and this cost forms part of field Operating Expenditure .(Opex)

The following Net Present ValueBaple1-13) have not been adjusted for other factors (eg analogous
transactions, strategic, political and security risks) that a buyer or seller may consider in any transaction
concerning these assets and therefore may betrepresentative of the fair market value.

The economic results for the pipelisélrablel-13) are independent of the oil and gas price scenarios. A
single scenario was evaluated for each of the ETS and CMS working interests at the effective date of 31

Dec2015.
Table1-13 PreTax& PostTax Valuation (NPV at 10% discount rate in US$MM &t B&cember 2Q5)

. E.On PreTax PostTax
Field Status Wi NPV NPV
Caister Murdoch System Pipeline Facility 20% -4 -4
Esmond Transportation System Facility 30% 32 18

8 Consolidated tax benefit calculated for arithmetic total of field 2P cash flows only

I I I
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1.3.

Contingent Resources

RISC hasviewed the Gntingent Resourcgolumes.

Tablel-14 Contingent Resources

@R!SC

Net Gas Nzt iquid
iold E.On Resource Condensate GasJ.anIqw e
Fie Status Wi Case BeEalTeE Equivalent
Bcf MMboe
MMstb
Producing Field Projects
Ravensourn Upside wells plus 1C 27.4 4.57
North P sub-economic 29% 2C 47.2 7.87
production 3c 68.0 11.33
Jinfill wellplus 1c 144 240
Babbage sub-economic 47% 2C 23.3 3.88
production 3C 271 452
1C 3.8 0.02 0.65
Rita Currently 8ut-in 2C 4.5 0.03 0.78
3C 5.1 0.04 0.89
1C 0.3 0.05
Orca Subeconomic 23% 2C 0.5 0.08
production
3C 0.7 0.12
Undeveloped discoveries
1C 76.9 0.666 13.50
Tolmount Development 50% | 2C 0 0 0
pending FID
3C 0 0 0
Development too 1c - . -
Austen immature to 25% 2C - - -
assess volumes 3 i i i
1C 5.1 0.138 0.99
Arran Development 5% e 8.0 0.215 1.54
pending decision
3C 11.4 0.328 2.23
1.4. Exploration Potential

RISQas notvalued theExploration potentialThere areelevenprospects which have reachedmature
level inorder to be relatively confident of a calibrated Geological Chance of Sudtese. are a further

I
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fifteen leads in the Southern and Central North Sea, and a further three leads in the West of Shetlands
blocks.

1.5. Opportunitiesand Risks

In addition to theuncertainty expressed by the ranges of resource volumes, costs and prices identified
above, thegroup ofasses arecharacterised by the ftowing opportunities and risks:

Risks

N5 N N

Facility and pipeline integrity in the mature assets could lead to unforesetages

Tariff/cost share uncertainties where gas is exported in third party infrastructure

Tolmount (and other) project delays due to lack of confidence in current environment

Significant number of late life mature assets with uncertdoaredonment lialdity

Elevensuspended wells which will require either permanent abandonment or regular monitoring in
line with guidance given by the Oil and Gas Authority.

Opportunities.

> > > >

>

New field development at Tolmounwhich has a field life of over twenty yeargle 2Cvolume case
Contingent resources in undeveloped fielddicate potential for reserves additions

Operating cost reductionsith move to unmanned/not normally anned installations

Capital and operating cost reductions aperators find efficiencies rad suppliers become more
competitive inthe current market

Abandonment cost reductions as the Nofha industry gains experience and perbagconomies of
scale with multifield abandonment campaigns. Greater cooperation betweperators leading to
efficiencies and cost reductions

Third party revenues in CMS and ETS pipelines

RISE; Project Eva CPR (15.0092) Pagel7
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2. Basis of Assessment

2.1. Data Availability andViethodology

In preparing this Competent Person's Report, RISC has relied on information proviei€xhbgd Premier
as well as information from the publiomain. A RISC team visited Ejysical data roonduringJune
2015and December 201&nd accessea Virtual Data Room (VDR) review seismic data, well data,
geological modelgeservoir engineering modeglsostdata and commercial terms

The dataset included data provided between June 2015 and January 2016.

RISC has reviewed basic and interpreted data as presented by E.On and made adjustments as required to
form an independent view of future production, resoas; costs, schedule for selected assets.

Reserves and Net Present Values have been reportedi&slahuary 2015 to @jn with theEffective Date
of aSale and Purchasggfeement between Premier Oil and E.On.

A total of four price scenarios have beemmwitht NXA OS {! RBYONERES yW Ay 3 wlL{/ Q&

LINA OSa® ¢KS GKNBS 20KJ N NIOSY NG SNA Oddt ANRMBSEMINGESR Yy N 2

ASYAAGADGAGASE 10208 wL{/ Q4 o6F&S &0SYyIFINAZ2O

We have not conducted a site visit.

2.2. Qualifications

RISC is an independent oil and gas advisory firm. All of the RISC staff engaged in this assignment are
professionally qualified engineers, geoscientists or analysts, each with many years of relevant experience
and most have in excess of 20 yedise preparation of this report has been managed by Mr Gavin Ward.

Mr Ward has a Bc (Hons) Geology & Physics (Aston University), an MBA from the Cranfield School of
Management, is a Chartered Accountant and Fellow of the Association of Chartered €CAdd@intants

(FCCA). Mr Ward has 28 years of experience in the sector, is a member of the Society of Petroleum
Engineers and is a Council Member of the Petroleum Exploration Society of Great Bhitslifard is a
Competent Person as defined irondon Stok Exchange, AlINBuidance Note for Mining, Oil and Gas
CompaniesMarch 2006

RISC was founded in 1994 to provide independent advice to companies associated with the oil and gas

industry. Today the company has approximatlsty highly experienced professial staff at offices in

Perth, Brisbane, Jakarta and London. We have completed @0 2ssignments isixty eightcountries

for nearly 500 clients. Our services cover the entire range of the oil and gas business lifecycle and include:
A Oil and gas assetluations, expert advice to banks for debt or equity finance;

Exploration/portfolio management;

Field development studies and operations planning;

Reserves assessment and certification, peer reviews;

Gas market advice;

Independent Expert/Expert Witness;

> > > > > >

Strategy and corporate planning.

I, L — I
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2.3. Limitations

The assessment of petroleum assets is subject to uncertainty because it involves judgments on many
variables that cannot be precisely assessed, including reserves/resources, future oil and gas production
rates,the costs associated with producing these volumes, access to product markets, product prices and
the potential impact of fiscal/regulatory changes.

The E.On assets assessed in this repompriseproducing fields, fields which have ceased production,
undeveloped fields, key prospects amimaturediscoveries, and exploration leadslditionalassets that

form part of the proposed transaction buthich are notincluded in this reporandarereferred to as the
WhYAGGSR CAStRaAQ®

TheNet Present Valuestimaes presented in this reporhave not been adjusted fdredging contracts or

other factors (eg strategic, political and security risks) that a buyer or seller may consider in any transaction
concerning these assets and therefore may not be representafittee fair market valueThe statements

and opinions attributable to RISC are given in good faith and in the belief that such statements are neither
false nor misleading. While every effort has been made to verify data and resolve apparent inconsistencies
neither RISC nor its servants accept any liability for, or warrant the accuracy or reliability of our
conclusions, nor do we warrant that our enquiries have revealed all of the matters, which an extensive
examination may disclose. In particular, we haet independently verified property title, encumbrances
andregulations that apply to these assets.

RISC has not audited the opening balances at the valuation date of past recovered and unrecovered
development and exploration costs, undepreciated pastaltggment costs and tax losses.

We believe our review and conclusions are sound but no warranty of accuracy or reliability is given to our
conclusions.

2.4. Independence
RISC makes the following disclosures:

A RISC is independent with respect to E.On and Premigrcanfirms that there is no conflict of
interest with any party involved in the assignment.

A Under the terms of engagement between RISC and Premier for the provision of this report, RISC
will receive a fee, payable by Premier. The payment of this fee is not contingent amne¢hded
purpose of this report

A Neither RISC Directors nor any staffdived in the preparation of this report hold interests in
Premier.

2.5. Standard

Reserves and resources are reported in accordance with the definitions of reserves, contingent resources
and prospective resources and guidelines set out in the Petroleum Restaoagement System (PRMS)
approved by the Society of Petroleum Engineers in 20@¥ European Securities and Markets Authority
(ESMA)

I, L — I
RISE; Project Eva CPR (15.0092) Pagel9



@R!SC

2.6. Consent

Neither the whole nor any part of this report nor any reference to it may be included in or attached to any
prospectus, document, circular, resolution, letter or statement without the prior consent of RISC.

I S I
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3. Production Assets

The producing assets covered in this report are all in the Southern NortirBe&.Onassetsassesseih
this sectionincludefive producingfields, twofields which have ceased productiand one currently shut
in.

3.1. Southern North Se&egional Geology

The evolution of the Southern North Sea Basin occurred through several main phases in geological history.
Firstly was the creation of the Si@anbrian peneplain, before the Caledonia Orogeny in the late Silurian

to Devonian. The Variscan Orogeny followed throughout the Carboniferous and into the Permian causing
folding and faulting of Carboniferous strata. This generated a dominant north west uih s@ast
orientated structural grain in the Southern North Sea Basin with a subordinate orthogonal north east to
south west (De Keysers) fault set exhibiting a dominant s#iigeoffset rather than vertical movement.
These fault trends controlled the dgrdeposition of the Permian sandstones that provide the dominant
reservoir rocks in the Southern North Sea, with deposition unconformable above a largely peneplaned
Carboniferous subcrop. Basinal extension and subsidence throughout the Permian ana ifesthzoic
provided accommodation space. Deposition of the Permian Zechstein evaporites followed Permian clastic
deposition, providing the regional seal for the Permian Sandstone play. Continued extension and regional
subsidence into the Mesozoic resultédwidespread continental clastic deposition in the Triassic before
sea level rise towards the end of the Triassic resulted in marine conditions in the Jurassic and Cretaceous
Periods. Uplift during Late Cretaceous and Tertiary inversions, associatébeviipine orogeny, resulted

in almost all of the Late Mesozoic section being eroded. Undifferentiated QuateTieatiary marine

sands and clays top the regional stratigraphy.

urassic &
pper Triassic

Upper
Permian

Lower Permi /
(Reservoir)

Carboniferous

Figure3-1 Regional geological cross section through Southern North Sea
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3.1.1. Source Rocks

Hydrocarbons encountered in the Southern North Sea are thought tedueced from Carboniferous
Westphalian Coals and Namurian marine shaléese either directly underlie the Permian reservoir sands

or lie adjacent to eroded palaeohighs, such as around the Babbage Field. As a consequence migration
pathways are generallyhert and often vertical with intraCarboniferous sands acting as carrier begas

guality and composition arknown to vary across the basin in relatimnlocal geological conditions.

3.1.2. Reservoirs

Theprimary reservoir exploited in the region is the Lowlegman Sandstone Formation of Rotliegendes
(Permian) age, comising aeolian, fluvial and shitie facies, deposited along the southern margin and to
the south of the Silverpitake(Figure3-4). Reservoir facies and thickness are known to vary locally in
relation to local structural setting and climatic controfseolian deposition dominates to the south and
west, whilst fluvial influence increases with proximity to tBiéverpit Lake which itself is characterised by
mudstone and evaporitic facies. Reservoir quality is heavily dependent on depositional facies with the
aeolian sequences providing the best quality reservoir.

0 1°E 2 3°E
55° N e
\"-4-:7;
™ ke
1,
o
[ Ravenspurn North I ‘c“q y
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Ravenspurn South SILVERPIT LAKE A
- \ ks, 7
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Sl \ \‘
54 '\\.
\

VIKING - INDE
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Figure3-4 Leman Palaeogeography
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3.1.3. Traps

All producing fields in the Southern North Sea are wholly structural traps apart from Ravenspurn North
which lies on the fringe of the basin and has an element of stratigcapapping on the northern flank

due to pinch out of the reservoil.raps are dominantly fault bound structural closures where the top seal

is provided by the Silverpit mudstones (whedeveloped) or the Zechstein eparites. Fault seal is
commonly provided by juxtaposition of Leman Sstodes against Silverpit Mudstones.

3.2. BabbageGasField Block48/2a (Licence P.456)

3.2.1. Overview

Babbage Field was discovered by the 48/@ell in 1988. The well flowed at a rate of 3#81scfd and

was considered uneconomical for development at the time edord well, 48/2ad, was drilled onto the
crest of the structure in 2006 which achieved a flow raté bMMscf d on test, establishing the presence

of a significant gas accumulatidb.Orhave a 47% interest in the Babbage development area that includes
Babbage Field and earlier development of Johnston and Ravenspurn North Rlgidsigh they are part

of the same developmerdrea, E.Onholdsdifferent interestsin Johnston(50%)and Ravenspurn North
(29%).
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3.2.2. Developmentand current status

Babbage has undergone two phases of developmegit drilling todate. In Pase 1, between 2008 and
2010, threehorizontal, multifracced wells were drilled (B1, B2z and B3), along with installation of the
nine-slot minimum facilities fatform. First g@s wasachievedn August 2010. Phase 2 comprised the drilling
of two horizontal, multifraccedwells 84 and B5yfrom the platform in 20122013, with resultant first gs

in October 2013.

The platform has a 50 MMddf test separator and produced water treatment, cyclone for sand (proppant)
removal, power generation, crane, helideck, utilities asdommodatiorfor thirty people. Gas is exported

G2 2Sad {2tS GKNRBAAK I Hyé¢ g9 mné LALISEAYS YR yn |
The platform hanitially been manned to support well drilling, fraccing and clegmoperations. However

there are plass to reducemanning to daylight hours onlyt has a capacity of 75 MMscf/d.

Production peaked at 60 MMscf/d in 2011 and was restored in 2014 with the two new wells. 2015
production up to August averaged 43 MMscf/d. The gas is largely methane with 1 mdiePo> H ®n Y2 £ S
nitrogen and minor condensate (0.1 bbl/MMscf).

Phase 3f developmentis currently in the planning stage and, subject to all approvals, may incdnde
inFAf f -@$ff 0 To WpAisalWeR an@ if $uccessful development drillingl die-back; well
workovers; and changes to facilities.

Figure3-6 Babbage Platform
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3.2.3. Reservoir @scriptionand In Place Volumes

Located inUKCS Block 48/2 in the Sole Pit Basin of the Southern Gas Basin, the Babbage Field sits in a
north-west trending tilted fault block, with tightly faulkealed compartments. The gas producing interval

is from a Lower Leman Sandstone Formation reservérotifegendes age, which lies at a depth of 10,500

ft TVDSS The reservoir is composed of anf8Ehick upper interval and a 20f thick lower interval of
aeolian, fluvial and sabkha facies. On both a local and regional scale these facies have hesveéxte
studied and are fairly well understood. The diagenetic overprint on the facies is particularly significant due
to the occurrence of illite which, where present, can significantly reduce permeability in the reservoir
(blocking the pore throats). The appears to be a regional correlation between illite precipitation and
timing and maximum depth of burial. Babbage appears to have been affected by such illitisation, in
particular within the fluvial facies where permeability is markedly lower than énassociated aeolian
facies. Aeolian and fluvial facies make up the large proportion of the reservoir, the remainder being
sabkha, which acts as an effective barrier to vertical flow.

An additional control on reservoir quality and therefore its productiernthe presence of fracture systems
which intercept the wellbores of B1 and B3. These are naturally occurring and have been the subject of
extensive study, both regionally and locally, and their impact modelled dynamically to account for the
presence ofvater influx in the wells at higdrawdown(i.e. scenarios are modelled in which the fractures

are extended into the aquifer).

In 2014, the Operator adopted a filayer lithostratigraphic, reservoir zonation scheme, developed by PM
Geos, based solely ohg 48/22 well data (including core). This scheme identifies the majordmet

cycles and lithology packages. The major shale intervals mark layer boundaries and the scheme divides the
Leman into units of similar lithology and reservoir propertlagire3-7). It has been recognised, however,

that there is a larger variability of facies across the field than seen in this one well: for example, in 48/2a
4, the equivéent aeolian dune succession in 42Xhows greater variability in frequency and variation in
fluvial and aeolian facies, resulting in greater variability in reservoir quality. This, along with regional, offset
well and field data, forms the basis for theLJIS NI G4 2 NR& adl GA O FASER Y2RSft
reservoir simulation modelling. A number of revisions have been undertaken by the Operator and are still
ongoing in order to obtain a better representation of theservoir and its performance. €most recent

full field modellingresulted in a downgrade of the 2007 GIIP46f Bcf to a range fron262 Bef (P90) to
376Bcf(P10) Theh LIS NJ (i 2 NDa ‘¢aseSsi3d®cit SOKY A OF £ Q
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Figure3-7 Lithostratigraphic subunits of the Babbage Field

3.2.3.1. In Place Volumes

E.Orhasestimatedthe developedGIIP for theBabbageField at231 kcfin whatthey referto agi K SA NJ W. Sa i
TechnicalCas€andtotal GIIP328 bcf.

Table3-1 Babbage Field Gross Gas Initially in Place by Fault Block

E.On E.On
Developed | Freferred | g4 P10 | Undeveloped | referred P90 P10
segments IREBAEs (Bcf) (Bcf) segment TEETIEE (Bcf) (Bcf)
9 Case 9 Case
(Bcf) (Bcf)
B3 Block 89 64 o4 | SWBlock 48 41 64
(Ada)
B1 Block 49 36 56 NW Block 7 5 9
B2 Block 84 77 101 NE Block 15 10 16
B5y Block 9 7 10 48/2-2 Block 27 21 28
Developed Undeveloped
Total 231 Total 97

9 Arithmetic additionof probabilistic volumes is a mathematically incorrect method of assessing the P90 or P10 totals.
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3.2.3.2. Depth Mapping

The Operator performed an internal review of ttemismic data quality, interpretation and depth
conversion using the CGG 2007 PrSTM Depth Migrated seismic across the Johnston and Babbage areas
This reviewhas revealed thathe existing interpretation is still relevant for Johnston and Babbage, but the
results are not sufficiently confident over Ada (possible extension of Babbage, to ttee@B&)eed with

further work on the prospect. Consequently, an update of the inversion study using the 2011 GXT seismic,
refined interpretation, wavelet and seismielocity (for creating the low frequency model) is proposed to
furtherdeNA a1 (G KS WwWQ Teshitaf work iNBnoing af tRis dtaBd: ®

4043235 fo auy7

CGG Kirchhoff updated interp
~ GXT Kirchhoff interp
GXT RTM interp

Figure3-8 Salt Topography

3.2.4. Reservoir Performance anBroduction Forecasts

Figure3-9 shows the field gas production history by well.
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Figure3-9 Babbage Well Productionlistory
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Declining gas rates are apparent in the three PHageells. However, production has been constrained by
gas demand and facility constraints since the two P¥asgells were addedrigure3-10 shows the data
from Phase2 well B5y.
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Figure3-10 Babbage Phas@2 Well B5y Production History

Allocated gagroductionfrom well B5y has remained reasonalolynstant at 30 MMscf/d over twgears

of production. However, the flowing WHP (wellhead pressure) and BHP (bottom hole pressures) have
declined or been reduced to maintain gas production. At a certain point the minimum WHP required for
gas export will beeached and the gas rate will decline. Traditional production decline analysis is not
appropriate in this situation so RISC has conducted flowing material balance analysis to analyse field
performance.

RISC has also conducted exponential and harmonic datéine analysi®n wells where well head
pressure have been unifrm. Figure3-11 shows exponential decline analysis of well B3, using a period of
relatively uniformWHP.
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Figure3-11 Babbage Well B3 Rate Decline Analysis

Babbage is divided into a number of fault segnsastillustrated irFigure3-12 with the development well
locations.

2222
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s | 00000000
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Figure3-12 Babbage Fault Segmenénd Planned Wells

Communication between wells is limited due fiaulting and the low permeability reservoir. RISC has
conducted flowing material balance analysis for eautividual well to estimatette GIIP connected to
each well Figure3-13 shows an example of the analysis for wdll B
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Figure3-13 Babbage Well BElowing Material Balance Analysis

The GIIP estimateloly E.Onfrom geological modelling and by RISC from flowing material bafan@ach
well are shown iTable3-2.

Table3-2 Babbage GIIP (Bcf) byell

; GIIP fromE.OnGeological Modelling (Bcf) GlIPMethod #1
We
P90 P50 P10 (RISC Flowing Material Balance
B1 22
36 49 56
B4 12
B3 37
64 89 94
Infill n/a
B2 50
7 84 101
B5 75

There isreasonableagreement between théotal GIIP ranges estimated from the different souroégata
and analysis methodd he fowing material balanceonnectedGIIP estimatesupports E.OQ developed

Best Technical Ca&dIP in aggregate.

The B3 segment contains wBIB and the proposed southern infill well. The infill well is targeting the GIIP
not accessed by well B3.

I S I
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RISC has estimated production foreca@tgure3-14) usingthe flowing material balance modetnd
Decline Curve Analysis where appropriate
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Figure3-14 Babbage Gas Sales Forecasts
¢CKS hLISNIG2NRa F2NBOFad A& oFaSR 2y || o5 BOnYdzZ |

in their 10 Nov 2014 Babbagh/namicsimulation model report. The dynamic modelling work appears
thorough with reasonable matches to well test result$,TB and production history. ThH@peratolQ
forecast is approximately mid way between RISC exponential and harmonic decline forecasts, and similar
to RISC flowing material balance forecast.

RISC has ud¢he exponential and harmonic decline forecasts fBrand 3P developed reserves arsid
amid forecast for 2P.

Babbage sales gas has 1 mole%, 2@ mole% nitrogen and an estimated heating value (HHV) of 37.8
MJ/m?3 (1015 BTU/scf). Condensate productisreffectively zero.

3.2.5.  FutureDevelopmentand Costs

3251 Badol 3IS WWQ Ly2FAfE Sttt 6.t201 ~w

¢KS . 060l 3S WYauea)isyamatdd in a i@oh fo thé SEyofkthe platform to acomdsined
gasareas In the October 2014 TCM the well was described as having@@ stepout (from the
platform)with a 4000ft horizontal section anfive fracs, at a cost of £77.5 M{dr £76.3MM for a subsea

well). This well is still in planning and under discussion within the JV. A proposed schedule for well design,
planning and approvals is shownRigure3-17 below.

If the J well is successfiid,Onplans to develop of potential southeast extension of Babbage called Ada
(discussed isection6.4.1).

¢ KS h LIS NJcase GBfér J Wil iR 68 Bef, with estimatedrecovery of 28 Bcf, with marginal
economics.

I I
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If drilled the proposed infill well would target the GliPfault segment B3 not accessed by well B3. RISC
estimatesthat it will access 30 to 50 Bcf Gléiddhasgenerated a range of production forecasis shown
in Figure3-15.
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w

4 5 6 7 8 9 10
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Figure3-15 Babbage Southern Infill Well Gas Sales Forecasts

Babbage wells have had initial rates of between 10 and 45 MMscf/d (aveddgRISC estimate an initial

rate for the southern infill of 10 to 30 MMscf/d. The Operator has presented a similar P50 recovery as RISC
but higher initial well rate. The resources associated with the potential southern infill well are classified as
contingent. Table3-3 shows the potential gas recovery over 15 years.

Table3-3 Babbage Contingent Resources

Contingent Resorce Sales GagBcf)Gross 1C 2C 3C

Jinfill Well 18 28 37

The block also contains the Hawking and part of the Cobra gas discoveries. These require further appraisal
andarecurrently viewed asineconomigdiscussed in sectia®.4.2and6.4.4). There are also exploration
prospects in the permit.

I S I
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Figure3-16 Babbage Infill Well and Ada Locations
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3.2.5.2. Capital Costs

The results of the infill well are not included in our production forecasts for reseamdsno other
development activities are planned hence no capital costs are forecast.

RIS Project Eva CPR (15.0092)
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3.2.5.8.

Operating costs werapproximatelyE25mgrossin 2015, this include@pproximatelyE7m grosgor the
Dimlington Freon removal projecéccording to the 206 budget there are mfurther costs for this projéc

in 2016as costs were accrued in 20X50ss operatig costs are forecast to Epproximately£23-30m
(E1215m net) in 2016depending on whether a well intervention (ted tubing campaign) is conducted

We assume that the historical performance on which our production forecast is based will have included
some well intervention activity therefore have included it in our cost forecaBeyond 2016 gross
operating costs arbudgetedto be £1520m gross 207-2019 with gradual reductions thereafter.

Operating Costs

3.2.5.4.

The plan is to P&A wells and removéeatilities E.Orhave conducted a level 150%/+75%) cost estimate
based on engineering judgements and analogy. The estimate is £78m gross, Rlig€rsonis to be
reasonable£2.8m grosss budgeted for abandonment of 48/@R exploration well in 2016.

DecommissioningCosts

3.2.6.
w L { dstinates of reserveat 1/1/2015are shown inTable3-4.

Table3-4 RISC Estimate for Babbage Field Reserves &slahuary 2015

Reserves

Net to E.On
_ 1P 3P (Proved+ Probablet+
Babbage Fiel®RReserves (Proved) 2P (Proved+ Probable Possible)
Condensate Condensate Condensate
Ciled) (MMBbI) Gkl (MMBbI) Gkl (MMBbI)
Reserves at01 January
2015 18.8 0 25.6 0 43.1 0

3.2.7.

Contingent Resources

Additional volunes that could be produced in thevent of higher gas prices, by an extension of field life
beyond the economic limibhave been assigned as contingent resources.

Table3-5 RISC Estimate for Babbage Field Contingent Resources

Net to E.On
Babbage Field 1C 2C 3C
Contingent Resources
Condensate Condensate Condensate
Gas(ecy (MMBbl) Gas(e) (MMBbl) Gas(Be) (MMBbl)

Contingent Resources

after the Economic Limit 59 0 10.2 0 9.7 0

J Well 8.5 0 13.1 0 17.4 0

—— | B I
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3.3.

3.3.1.

The Caister Murdoch Systdi@M$ consistwf the Murdoch complex witlE.Orntiebacks from Caister NUI,
subsea wells in Hunter and Rita. Gas is aggregated at Murdoch and exported via the CMS export line to
Theddlethorpe gas termindE.Onhas field interests in the CMS Ar@able3-6).

Caister Murdoch System and Quadrant44 Area

Overview

Table3-6 E.Oninterests in CMS Area

Field E.Oninterest Development
Caister 40% NUI tied back to Murdoch K Platform
Hunter 79% One subsea well tied back to Murdodtpppedproduction in 2010and
restarted in 2015

Rita 74% Dual lateral well tied back via Hunte3hutin during 2015
Orca 23.4685% Three wellplatform development exporting to D/E5A in Dutch sector
Minke 42.67% Single subsea well tied to-Ib. Ceased production in 2011
Infrastructure
CMS Pipeline 20%

h ’ 5 ProveY o ’ DA W Ogeraed Licence

3 e TYNE SOUTH [ £ 0N NonOpacated Leances
;--i . EONt0 e owarded O4
, ; 3 a -
an MC ADAM Cas Faid
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Figure3-18 LocationMap of CaisterMurdoch Systentields

The Minke and Orcadtds straddle the UK/Netherlands border.
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The Caister Murdoch System is centred on the Murdoch complex. The fields in Bi@chas an interest

are Caister, Hunter and Rita. Caister is developed ewght wells and aNormally Unmanned Instialtion

(NUDsatellite platform. Rita is developed with a dual lateral well tied baxkhe Hunter field via a 14km,

yé OFNb2y aiGaSSt LI LISt Aa/shge subded el Bida 8kimdy ¢ R SABHTABIIS Ri ABK
to Murdoch. Production ceased in 2012 but the subsea pipeline is still used for Rita produc@®is

Rita was shuin and production restarted from Hunteflhere is also a flexible flowline from Rita to

Murdoch that was disconnected in 2012. Gas3s®NBS 3+ 6 SR | G adz2NR2OK F,yR SyR
188km CMS export line to Theddlethorpe gas terminal. The NUI is remotely operated from Theddlethorpe.

The layout of Hunter, Caister and Rita is shown schematically below:

Rita Hunter and Caister fields

KELVIN
™

CAVENDISH o
uy

RM
o
h ;. HAWKSL

' = . EM 2 3

Py

HUNTER
HK

:;.u-"“
)
/ CAISTER
by CM

> "1 54

MCADAM .
MM o5 i

\‘.\

‘ (L gmf

10 W77

BOULTON H =
=" 7 KETCH
|3

€4

SCHOONER
&

|
CMS Pipeline

Figure3-19 Hunter, Caister and Rita Development Schematic

;*\lmﬂ MIKINE

3.4. Caister GaCondensate Fieldylock 44/23a(Licence R152)

3.4.1. Overview

The field consists of two reservoir formations discovered in 1968JUetion started in 1993via a NUI
with eight production wellglrilled. The gakas a CGR of about 5 bbl/MMscf.

I I
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3.4.2. Development andCurrent Status

Developed in 1993 usy a NUI in Zm water depth with twentyfive year design life. Asset Integrity
Rectification (AIR) campaign is essential to allomektended life and comiued operations beyond end

2015. Integrity issues mean that facility is unlikely emtthue production beyond its twentfive year

design life (2018). OO2 NRAYy 3 (2 GKS hLISNI G2NDa W Saattheazy 27
asset integrity rectification project is deeply uneconomic and there are no known remaining development
opportunities in the Caister Fiefd.

No further reservoir development is planned.

3.4.3. Reservoir Descriptiomand In Place Volumes

The Bunter reservois good quality with aactive aquifer developed with thregells A1 A3 andA8.E.On
estimate a GIIP of 172 Bcf with 77 Bcf or 45% recovery to date. Bunegvegsgas contains 15 mole%
QOi. Production from the Bunter reservoir has ceased.

The Carbonif®us reservoir is divided into northern and southern accumulatigr@nestmate the north,
developedwith two wells A4 and A5, to contain 62 Bcf GIIP. It has recovered 18 Bcf or 30% recovery to
date. The southern accumulation is estimated emtain 187BcfGIIR developed with threavells A2 A5

and X9. It hasecovered 134 Bcf or 79% to date. Only two wells (A5 anadai®produce continuously at

4 and 7 MMscf/d respectivelywith occasional cycligproduction from A2 due to water loading.
Carboniferous reservoir gas contains less than 3 maebo

3.4.4. Reservoir Performance androduction Forecasts

The Bunter reservoir has not produced in 2015 and the Carboniferous reservoir pdoducg to 9
MMscf/d with an aveage of 5 MMscf/d

Figure3-20 shows Caister gas sales history since2bdt with sales declining from 10 to 5 MMscf/d.
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Figure3-20 Caister Recent Gas Sales History
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No further production is expected from Caister.

3.4.5.  Future Developmentind Costs

The Caister NUI was to reattte end of its design life in 201Boweverintegrity rectification worksare
required to maintain asset integrity to meet design liRroduction ceased in late 2015, with no further
planned development activity.

3.45.1. Capital Costs

E.Onwastreating rectification works as operating costerefore there are no capital costs for thesed
life assets.

3.4.5.2. Operating Costs

Operating costs are very sensitive to whether production from Caister proceeds beyond/281tave
assumed production ceased at end 2015 but surveillance costdmfpa gross will be incurred until
deconmmissioring occursn 2018.

3.4.5.3. Decommissioningcosts

Decommissioninglans involve full removal of topsides and jacket with onshore disposal, flushing of
pipelines and P&A of wells.

A detailed Caistedecommissioningost estimate has not been prepared. The estimated range of costs is
£50m¢ £100m. We recommend using a mid point until firm plans are drawn up and experience is gained
from other abandonment programmes by the sa@perator(Conoco Phillips, who are alabandoning

the V fields.

Hunter and Rita P&A andecommissioningcost estimates are very immature. &fdonment of Rita
subsea well andubsea facilities is estimated to cost £12m gross and Hunter £14m gross.

3.4.6. Reserves

w L { dstinates of reserveare shownbelow. As productionis currently fut-in, the reserves effective
1/1/15 are equal to 2015 productiors a result the 1P, 2P and 3P are identical.

Table3-7 RISC Estimate for Caister Field Reserves dsJainuary 2015

Net to E.On
3P Proved+
1P 2P Proved+ Probable+
(Proved) Probable Possible)
CaisterField
Reserves Gas G Gas ke Gas e
(Bch nsate (Bc) nsate (Bch nsate
(MMBBbI) (MMBBbI) (MMBbI)
Reserves at 01
January 2015 0.6 0.003 0.6 0.003 0.6 0.003
P L — I |
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3.5. Hunter GasCondensate Field, block4/23e (Licence R152)

3.5.1. Overview

Hunter was discovered in 1992 and was acquire@l@nin September 2005. Hunter started production
in 2006 from a single subsea well tied back to Murdoch K Platform.

3.5.2. Developmentand Current Status

Hunter was developed with single subsea well an@km,y ¢ adzoaSlI GASol O1 G2 adzNF
Hunter field is exported via the Murdock K to the Murdoch platform and onward via the Caister Murdoch
System (CMS) to the GaeoPhilips-operated facilities at Theddlethorpe. Hunter production ceased in

2010 but the subsea pipelimemained in usdor Rita production2 A 4t K wA Gl 2FFf Ay S Ay f
production was restarteavith cyclic production

3.5.3.  Reservoir Descriptiomand In Place Volumes

The Bunter Sandstone reservoir comprises braided fluvial and alluvial plain deposits characterized by
sandstones and siltstones with local shales. Reservoir quality is generally moderate with average porosity
at 15% and permeabilitiéa the 1-:10 mD range (up to 1000 mB.Onestimated GIIP in 2006 to be &1

21.5¢ 58 Bcf (P9@ P50¢ P10).

3.5.4. Reservoir Performance andéroduction Forecasts

Production ceased in 2010 with an estimated 2.2 Bcf produced giving an implied recovery fd€és. of
ROV workmay be requiredo maintain longterm production. However, cyclicairoductionis expected
and it is uncleawhether further subsea worwill progress.
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Figure3-21 Hunter Gas ProductiorHistory
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Given that production fronRitaiscurrentlyshutA y o0 YR G KSNB T2 NB pR@&idly Qi o O
we have assumed intermittent production from Hunter for the newb years as summarised beldivable
3-8 & Figure3-22).

Table3-8 Hunter field forecast production

Quarter | 2016Q1 | 2016Q2 | 2016Q3 | 2016Q4 | 2017Q1 | 2017Q2 | 2017Q3 | 2017Q4

Gas rate,

MMscf/d 4.0 0 4.0 0 2.0 0 2.0 0

m2P

4 I I
0 I I

Q12016 Q22016 Q32016 Q42016 Q12017 Q22017 Q32017 Q42017

N w

Sales Gas Rate (MM scf/d)

Figure3-22 Hunter Gas Sales Forecasts, Annual Quarterly Rates

3.5.5.  Future Developmentind Costs

Operating costs are estimated to be approximately rillion pa gross. Degomissioning costare
estimated to be £14mnillion gross

3.5.6. Reserves

w L { dstinates of reserveare shown inTable3-9.

I P I
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Table3-9 RISC Estimate for Hunter Field Reserves &bk dnuary 203

Net to E.On
3P Proved+
1P 2P Proved+ Probable+
(Proved) Probable Possible)
Hunter Field
Reserves Gas Sl Gas Sl Gas e
Bch nsate (Bch nsate (Bch nsate
(MMBDI) (MMBDI) (MMBDI)
Reserves at 01
January 2015 1.2 0 1.2 0 1.2 0
The Net Present Valuerfélunter was calculated using @Btu/scf.

3.5.7.

RISC assigns no ContingReisources

Contingent Resources

3.6.

3.6.1.

The Johnston Field is a dry gas accumulation located within blocks 43/26a and #it2d &K Southern
North Sean approximately 39n depth of water, 85km northeast of Easington. Gas is transported across
Ravenspurn North to thEasington Gas Processing TermiBaDnis theOperatorwith 50.1% interest.

JohnstonGasField Block 43/27a (Licence P360)

Overview

3.6.2.

The discovery well was drilled in 1990 and after drilling one appraisal well in 1991, a development plan

was submitted and approved in 1993. Initially two horizontal development wells were drilled from a four

slot subseail SYLJ I §SX GASR o6F 01 (2 wl @SyallzNy b2NIHK {KNJ
commencing in October 1994. An additional four subsea wells have been drilled with two tied back to the
template. Wells J1, J2 and J3 have watered out, J4 producesllydige to liquid loading. There are no

firm plans for further development.

Devdopment and Current $atus
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Jumpers & Flowline

Figure3-23 Johnston Subsea Tieback

The last well J6 was drilled in October 2013 but performance has been disappointing dradliay
fracturing is being considered. The well is currently shudue to a mechanical failure at the subsea
wellhead. It is unclear if and when the wellhead will be repaired to restore production.

2015 production up to end August has averaged 8.2 MMscf

3.6.3. ReservoiDescription InPlace Volumes

The fieldis a structural trap, fault bounded to the SW and-dipsed to the north, east and southigh

quality 3D seismic data, enhanced by seismic attribute anahgssbeen used to establish tHeeld
geomety and optimum well locationsThe sandstone reservagEarly Permian, Lower Leman Sandstone
Formation of the Upper Rotliegend Group. This resengarseries of interbedded aeolian dune, fluvial,

and clastic sabkha lithofaciessulting invariablereservoir quality The top seal and fault bounding side

seal are provided by the overlying clay stone of the Silverpit Shale Formation and the evaporite dominated
Zechstein Supergroup.

E.Onestimate the P50 GIIP to be between 378 and 402 Bcf from materiahde and history matched
simulation.

S IIIIDNSEETT—S— .
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PrSDM FWL

2005 FWL

Figure3-24 Depth Structure Map oflohnstonField

3.6.4. Reservoir Performancand Production Forecasts

Gas production started in Seft94 with a peak monthly productionf 90 MMscf/d. Cumulative
production at end 2014 was 237 Bcf with a rate of 15 MMscf/d.
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Figure3-25 JohnstonGas Production History

The recent daily production history of the three active wells is shbalow. Field monthly production is
shown from MarAug 2015.
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Figure3-26 Johnston Recent Gas Production History

Well J4 cannot produce stably due to a high and increasing Y&#eRatio (WGR) of 63 bbl/Mbtf

and pressure depletion. It is produced cyclically with shygeriod to recharge reservoir pressure. The
historic well uptime has beer%o.

Well J5 producers stably with a WGR of 18 bbl/MMscf. The historic well uptime has been 80%.

Well J6 was shuhiJanr2015 due to mechanical problem with the subsea tree. It is not clear if and when
the tree will be repaired. The WGR has increfsem an initial 10 bbl/MMscf to 120 bbl/MMscH.

RISC has reviewed the historic decline trend of the three active wells 28/2/2015 and generated
production forecast as follows:

A

A

A

A

Decline analysis has been conducted on each producing well using daily production data up to 28 Feb
2015. The forecast has then been matched to total field production up to end August 2015 ecabkfor

from that point.

The 1P forecadss based on exponential decline fitted to wéfl and J5Well uptime isestimated at

75% reducing te@t5% once well rates drop below the critical rate and production becomes cyclic

The 3P forecass based omarmonic decline fitted tavell 34 and J3Mell uptime isestimated at 856
reducing to65% once well rates drop below the critical rate and production becomes cyclic

The 2P forecast is mid way between the 1P and 3P.

The developed reserves forecasts arewh inFigure3-27.
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Figure3-27 Johnston Gas Production Forecast

Gas sales are estimated to be 97.2% of produdbased on historical data. The gas heating value (HHV)
is estimated to be 37.2 MJ/m3 (998 BTU/scf).

3.6.5. FutureDevelopmentand Costs

No further development of the field is expected.

3.6.5.1. Capital Costs

No further capital expenditure is forecast.

3.6.5.2. Operating Costs

E.Onforecasts net annuagDPEX to reduce from $2.2m (E&&ross) in 2015 to $1.5m (£2.0m gross) in
2016 to $0.7m (£0.9mrgss) in 2017 and more modest0®6 pa) reductions beyond 2017. RISC has seen
no information on operating costs and the rationale for tlegluctions. We understand some of the costs

will be tariff related and therefore will decline with production. We also expect cost redusteasures

to be implemented in the current environment. However in the absence of explanation we believe the
forecastreductions to be optimistic. We therefore estimate a 25% reduction in OPEX from 2015 levels in
2016 and 2017 and 10% pa thereafter. This assumes that no material campaign maintenance or well or
subsea intervention is required over remaining field life.

3.6.5.3. DecommissioningCosts

E.Onestimates £47m (gross) decommissioning costs. We consider this estimate to be reasonable.

S IIIIESSEEET—— . —
RIS Project Eva CPR (15.0092) Page46



@R!SC

3.6.6.

w L { gstlinates of reserveare shown inTable3-10.

Reserves

Table3-10 RISC Estimate fdlohnstonField Reserves as atJanuary 2015

Net to E.On
3P Proved+
1P 2P Proved+ Probable+
(Proved) Probable Possible)
Jor;anstonFleld Sales Conde Sales Conde Sales Conde
ESEIVes Gas nsate (Bc) nsate (Bch nsate
(Bch (MMBBbI) (MMBBI) (MMBBbI)
Reserves at 01
January 2015 6.5 0 7.9 0 9.2 0

3.6.7.
RISC assigns @mntingent Rsources

Contingent Resources

3.7. Minke-Orca GagCondensate Fielg] blocks44/29b & Q44/30(Licencs P454,
P611)

3.7.1. Overview

Minke and Orca gas field straddle the UK/Dutch border. Minke is a single well subsea development tieback
to the D15 Platform facility in Dutch waters with gas exported via the Noordgastranspetingi to
Netherlands. Minke started production in 2007 and ceased in 2011 after producing 5.5 Bcf.
Decommissioning required. The D15 reception facilities are now used by Orca.

3.7.2.

Orca was developed with thregells from the Orc&Platformwith gas exported 20 km to the D/1RA
facility.

Development andCurrent Status

From D/15FA gass transported via the 38nch diameter, 130 kilometre long Noordgastransport (NGT)
extension to L/10, for onward transportation via the existing Noordgasprarigipeline to the Uithuizen
terminal.
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Figure3-28 Schematic of Orca Development

Orca has been unitised with UK share set at 49%.h sh&eiof Orca is 23.4685%.

3.7.3. Reservoir Description anth Place Viumes

The gas has 3 mole% £dd 20626%Nitrogen. Less than 0.3 bbl/MMscf of condensate is extracted. Due
to the highNitrogen content, the heating value (HHV) is low at 737 BTU/scf (27.5 MJ/m3).

3.7.4. Reservoir Performance androduction Forecasts

Orca gas prduction peaked at 35 MMscf/d early 2014 and declined to 5 MMscf/d. Well A2 watered out
and stopped production in Fe014. Well A3 started production after A2 watered out but production has
become cyclical and effectively gioed July2014. Well A1 producesteadily.
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Figure3-29 Orca Production History

RISC haanalysed uptime and fitte@ range of decline curves andad these to generate production
forecass. The forecasts to the economic limit askownin Figure3-30.

6

H1iP E2P E3P

Sales Gas Rate (MMscf/d)

2015

Figure3-30 Orca Production Forecasts

Gas sales are estimated to be ®70of production based on historical data. The gas heating value (HHV) is
estimated to be27.5MJ/m3 (737 BTU/scf)Condensate production is negligible.

3.7.5.  Future Development andCosts

No further development is planned.
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3.7.5.1. Operating Costs

Orca field2016 OPEX is forecast to &pproximatelyE10m gross £4m net) beyondhis OPEX is forecast
to be approximatelyEdm gross £1.5m net).

3.7.5.2. Decommissioningosts

It is planned to remove the Orca topsides and jacket with piles cut 6m below the mudline. Welis wil
P&A and also cut 6m below the mudline. Pipelines will be flushed and left ifE shoestimate platform
FYR LALISEtAYS O2aia 2F eymY OdmMcpYO0 INRaax (KAA
SaldAYIFIGS 2F e€onY pdifie)Ss tdibe left oA the skdabed.(iWeSestimadte facility
decommissioningnd well P&A costs of £60m gross (E14m net).

Minke P&A and decommissioning costs is estimated to be £22m gltbssigh a fulldecommissioning
study has not been conducted.

3.7.6. Reserves

RL { kedilnaates offeserves are shown ifiable3-11.

Table3-11RISC Estimate for Orca Field Reserves dsJanuary2015

Net to E.On
3P Proved+
1P 2P Proved+ Probable+
(Proved) Probable Possible)

OrcaMinke Field

Sales Conde Sales Conde Sales Conde
Reserves

Gas nsate Gas nsate Gas nsate
(Bch (MMBbI) (Bch (MMBbI) (Bch (MMBbI)
Reserves at 01 0.3 0 03 0 03 0

January 2015

The Net Present Value for Orca was calculated using 737 Btu/scf.

As Minke production ceased in 2011, thare zero reserves at the effective date of 1/1/15.

3.7.7. Contingent Resources

Additional volumes that could be produced in the evenhigfher gas prices, by an extension of field life
beyond the economic limit have been assigned as contingent reso(fedde 3-12). RISC assigns no
Contingent Rsourcedrom additional infill drilling.
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Table3-12 RISC Estimate f@drcaField Contingent Resources

OrcaMinke Field Net to E.On
Contingent 1C 2C 3C
Resources
Gas Conde Gas Conde Gas Conde
(Bch nsate (Bch nsate Bc) nsate
(MMBBbI) (MMBBbI) (MMBbI)
Contingent
Resourceveyond 0.3 0 0.5 0 0.7 0
Economic Limit

3.8. Ravenspurn NorthGasField blocks 42/30a & 43/26al{cenceP380

3.8.1. Overview

Ravenspurn Nortfs a dry gafield discovered in 198within blocks42/30a and 43/®&ain the UK Southern
North Sea It cameon-streamin 1990, had a peak rate afpproximately 450 MMscf/d in 1997 and is
currently producing 25 MMscf/d. Perenco is tBperator(71.255%) an&.Onrhas the remaining 28.745%
interest.

The fieldis a fault and dip closed faulted anticline broken into a series of fault b{Badusre3-31).

« Polygons based on fault network
« FVF = 236 sct/rcf

Y& Potential Infill Location

Cumulated Gas | GlIP
BCF (092014) |BCF

Pz
Contacted GIP | RF %
BCF

RN Tight Developed

RN Tight Undeveloped| 0 498

RN Sweet 828 640 606 82

RN total 1018 2.111) 1564 48

Figure3-31 Ravenspurn North field segments

The gas has a low CGR of 1.6 bbl/MMscf, 1 mole9a@Ominor (<1ppm) amounts of H2S.
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3.8.2.  Developmentand CurrentStatus

The Ravenspurn North fielddevelopment consists ofa gravity based concrete platform with
accommodation, process facilities and compression linked to a steel wellhead platform. Two additional
wellhead platforms were subsequently installed. Gas is exported to the Cleeton facilities then onward via
the Cleetm/Ravenspurn South line to the Perenco operated terminal at Dimlington.

Forty-two development wells have been drilled althoutiree were not completed. Wells are largely
deviated and hydraulically fractured. There & horizontal wells.

HRayenspurn s
Nomnes O
- ——

Note For clarty ppetines and
umtsbicals shown untrenched

Figure3-32 Ravenspurn North Surface Layout

3.8.3.  Reservoir Description anth Place Volumes

The Lower PermiarRotliegendes Leman sandstone g@ mTVDSS consists of aeolian sands and low
permeability sabka and fluvial ands. Ashown inFigure3-31the reservoir is divided into areas of:

A Beter permeability (p 1 Y50 2 &l@lopédreSeidir wih an estimated GIIP of 6680 Bcf
(E.O)

A [ 26 LISNXSI 0 A fightbevelopeddeseVdnwith &estbated GIIP of 95872 BcfE.On

A Low permeability otV ¢ A RAdé\elogedeservoir with an estimated GIIP of&Bcf .00

3.8.4. ReservoirPerformanceand Production Forecasts

Historic gas sales are showrHigure3-33. There has been negligible water production in any well.
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Figure3-33 Ravenspurn North Historic and Forecast Gas Product®rnés100%)

Of theforty-two development wellsthree never produced (tighthineteenhave died andwenty are still
producing. The gas recovery per well varies from zero to 107 Bcf with an average of 24 Bcf/well. The range
is shown inFigure3-34.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Mean

Cumulative Probability

\
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110
Cumulative Gas (Bcf/well)

Figure3-34 Ravenspurn North Historic Cumulative Gas per well

The last well drilled (F17) was horizontal and started productid®8y and produced 34 Bcf to date. The
other horizontal well, F10 died in 1999 after producing 30 Bcf.

Figure3-35 shows the monthly gas production over the past ange
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Figure3-35 Ravenspurn North Recent Historic Production

The average gas production in 2014 was 27.8 MMscf/d. The 2015 average up to end August has been 19.2
MMscf/d although there appears to haveen a lengthy shutdown in Juyug 2015.

RISC has reviewed the historic decline trend offidld and generated production forecast based upon:

A The forecast matched to actual field production up to end August 2015 and forecast from that point.

A The 3P foecastis based omarmonicdecline fitted tothe field decline Based on historic production,
well uptime isestimated at 564 The uptime is low because on average wells are only open 17 days
per month.Most wells are on cyclical production with skintperiods to recharge reservoir pressure.

A The 1P forecasts is based on exponential decline fittetigdield declineA lower vell uptimeof
45% is used to account for potential detaation in well uptime.

A The 2P forecast is mid way between the 1P and 3P

The economic cutoff leads to uneconomic production in 2016, so reserves are based on 2015 only. This
truncated forecast ishown inFigure3-36 below.
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RIS Project Eva CPR (15.0092) Pageb4



@R!SC

25
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Figure3-36 Ravenspurn North Production Forecast (Developed Reserves)

Ravenspurn Northas sales are estimated to be 91.4% of prodiuttbased on historical datavith the
remained used for offshore fuel including compressidhe gas heating value (HHV) is estimated to be
37.5 MJ/m3 (1006 BTU/scf).

3.8.5.  FutureDevelopmentand Costs

There is no firm further developmeplanned Workovers are being considered to install velocity strings.
It appears this work has not been suspeddy the JV so we have rintluded the benefit in our reserves
assessment.

3.8.6.  Upside Opportunities (Contingent Resources)

Two upside opportunities have ba identified:

A One or two horizontal infill wells in the North, with multistage fracs, expected to recover 25 Bcf over
15 years from mid 2018

A A second phase of Heavy Duty Well Work on shwtells D2, D3, D4, D6 and D14 starting?B@6.
The objective iso clear proppant from the wellbores using coiled tubing and restore production. The
cost is estimated to b&13.2 million and recover an incremental @6f.

The previouperator(BP) conducted a similar operation and restored production in D1, D1D&8&d
However, the fill in three other wells was too extensive and could not be removed. The Phask was
proposed in 2012 but not been carried out yet. Ri$&>sifiesthe resources as contingent, being
contingent on the project progressing.

As an exarple of the five clearout candidates, Well D4 is an average well. It stopped production in 2008
at a rate of 1.5 MMscf/d and has been confirmed to contain proppant fill.

Figure3-37 shows the stream day production history and exponential decline analysis.
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Figure3-37 Ravenspurn North Well D4 Exponential Decline

Successful restart of D4 could recover an additional 2 Bcf from an initial rate of 1.5 MMscf/d. However
reservoir depletion since the well last produced in 2008 may reduce this resource.

RISC has analysed the historic production of the well work candidegémated the potential incremental
recovery, well rate and forecast as shoumrFigure3-38.

7.0 12.0
1Cm2C m3C Well Qi UR

— MMscf/d bcf
2 60 D2 30 15 = 100
o D3 4.0 45
= 5.0 D4 15 2.0 .
= D6 25 3.0 80 ©
® D14 2.0 1.0 o
g 40 13 12 4!
e 6.0 O
(7]
8 3.0 I %
= 40 ©
g 2.0
<

1.0 2.0

0.0 I I . 0.0

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Year of production

Figure3-38 Ravenspurn North Well Work Forecast

The 3C forecast is based on the coiled tubing operations restoring the prelewatperbrmance in each
well. 10 Bcf of the 12 Bcf technical ultimate recovery is recovered in 10 years. The 2C assumes 50% discount
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rate (compared to the 3C case) to account for the potential risk of depletion and risk of mechanical failure
of the cleanup operatons. The 1C assumes 10% of the 3C case.

In addition to the workovers, two horizontal infill wells have been proposed in the tight reservoir in the
north.

Inﬁ" OppOrtunltieS D10 hasproducen 192 Bef PERENCOt

/9% RF of the 142 Bcf GIIP

354000 256000 — L0 WEST RN D10 266000 370000 372000 374000

GIIP 142 BCF S~ g 3
\| Ravenspum North (RN)
"N GIIP 2,111 BCF
RF 48 %

8000000

RF 9%

293000 5436020 £29B200

5592000
PR AR o

D1,9,11,12, 13 and 14 have
produced 69 Bcf, 31% RF of
the 220 Bcf GIIP, average
recovery 11.4 Bcf/well

S0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000M

354000 356000 358000 362000 364000 356000 268000 370000 372000 374000

350000

Figure3-39 Ravenspurn North Proposed Infill Opptunities

A Aninfill well north of D09 in a block of 220 Bcf GIIP with 31% recovery factor to date from D01, D09,
D11, D12, D13 and D14. Average recovery per well to date is 11.4 Bcf.

A Aninfill well north of D10 in a block of 142 Bcf GIIP and only 9%emwsctactor to date from D10.
Production from D10 is shown below:
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Figure3-40 Ravenspurn North Well D10 Production History

A second well in the D10 block is likely to have similar performancz09%4.

RISC estimates that the infill opportunities could recover the same as previous wells in the block with the
higher productivity horizontal design offsetting potential depletion. Therefore RISC estimates the flowing
contingent resources.

Table3-13 Ravenspurn North Contingent Resources

Contingent Resource (Bcf, wellhea@yoss 1C 2C 3C
D-09 Infill 6 12 18
D-10 Infill 6 12 18
Well Work 1 5 10
Total 13 29 46

3.8.6.1. Capital Costs

E.Onreport £2.8m gross of GRAEXN 2015for base production. It is not clear what activity tbsvers and
RISC was unable to validdté was incurredHowever RISC has included this sum ifoitscasts

In the upside case.Onforecast £13ngross ($41 nef) in 2016 for workovers toemove proppant from 5
wells (vells D2, D3, D4, D6 and D®d install velocity stringdProduction as a result of thesetivities
are classified asontingent resource

The two potential horizontal infill wells in the tight reservoir in the North of the field are estimat&ddy
to cost £120m gros#s the productiorfor Contingent Resources aienot included in our forecasts we
have not included these costs.

I S I
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3.8.6.2. Operating Costs

Operating costs at Ravenspurn North areefrast to cost £35m pa gross ($10m pa net) fgedrs. We
forecast reductions 10% pa after that. There is no incremental OPEX associated with the contingent
resources as production would come from exigtimells.

Costs at this level are likely to be unsustainatiben the modest productionThis would also impact
Johnston as Ravenspurn North is the host platform for the Johnstone subsea tieback.

3.8.6.3. Decommissioning_osts

E.Onforecast decommissioning costs of £98nass We consider this to be too low and estimate costs in
the range £10&€200m. There is cordgrable uncertainty as we are suare of the plans for
decommissioning the concrete gravity structure.

3.8.7. Reserves

w L { editddtes of reserveare shown inTable3-14.

Table3-14 RISC Estimate for Ravenspurn North Field Reserves agamary 2015

Net to E.On
3P Proved+
1P 2P Proved+ Probable+
rove roba ossible
P d) Probable Possible)
Ravenspurn North
FieldReserves Gas e Gas Canik Gas gl
(Bch nsate (Bch nsate (Bch nsate
(MMBbI) (MMBBbI) (MMBbI)
Reserves at 01
January 2015 1.8 0 1.9 0 2.0 0

3.8.8. Contingent Resources

Thisfirst line in the table belovis theadditional volume that could technically be produced in the event
of higher gas prices, by an extension of the reserves fordigdgtlife beyond an the economic limithe
second line in the table refers to the sumtbé upside developmenivells.
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Table3-15 RISC Estimate fdkavenspurn NorttField Contingent Resources

Net to E.On
Ravenspurn NortH-ield 1c 2C sC
Contingent Resources Gas Conde Gas Conde Gas Conde
(Bch nsate (Bch nsate Bc) nsate
(MMBBbI) (MMBBbI) (MMBBDI)

Contingent Resources
not Classified as 14.4 0 18.2 0 22.0 0
Economic Reserves

Upside Development

Wells 13 0 29 0 46 0

3.9. Rita GasgCondensate Fieldhlocks 44/22c& 44/21b (LicenceP766 & P77)

3.9.1. Overview

Rita is a dual lateral subsea well tied back via Huot€MS.

A
D E ON Operated Licence
[ £ on NonOpacated Lieances
EON 0 be owardea Q4
Actroe Producton Lceross
Open Licences
Cas Faald
Gas Dmcovery

Cas peeire

— S \ Kew
Klometres » CHISWICK 7

= >

Figure3-41 Location Map of Caister Murdoch System Fields

3.9.2. Development andCurrent Status

Rita is developed with a dual lateral well tied back to the Hunter field viaa,ém OF Nb 2y &aiSSft |
Hunter was developedvith single subsea well andn 8km,y ¢ &dzoaSlI GASol O1 G2 a
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production ceased in 2012 but theilssea pipelinavasused for Rita production. There is also a flexible
flowline from Rita to Murdoch that was disconnected in 2012. Gas is aggregated at Murdoch and exported

Al GKS Hcé myylyY /a{ SELERNI fAyS
Theddlethorpe. The layout of Hunter, Caister and Rita is showigure3-42 below.

0 % opert&Rret S G K2 N1

Rita Hunter and Caister fields
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Figure3-42 Hunter, Caister and Rita Development Schematic

Rita was discovered in 1996, appraised in 1998 and started production ih2808. No further
development is planed. The field has experienced several long outages due to pipeline and umbilical

integrity ssues.

3.9.3. Reservoir Descriptiomnd In Place Volumes

The Rita structure comprises two adjacent tilted fault block compartments, Rita West and Rita East,
accessed via two horizontal wells 44/2P2 and 44/22€12z respectively. The reservoir for the Rita fisld

the Carboniferous Westphalian C/D sands characterised by fluvial channel sandstones preserved beneath
the Base Permian Unconformity. Individual channel sands are up to 50 ft thick with overall net to gross
around 25% and porosities ranging from 6% @%.E.Onestimate a base case GIIP for Rita of 55 Bcf

I
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(estimated 48.9 Bcf recoverabte89% recovery) with an upside GIIP estimate of 71 Bcf (estimated 51.2
Bcf recoverable 72% recovery).

3.9.4. Reservoir Performance andéroduction Forecasts

Initial productian of 70 MMscf/d declined to 30 MMscf/d in 2011 when production stopped due to issues
with the flexible flowline. A new rigid flowline was installed and production restarted in 2013. Production
declined to 11 MMscf/d after producing 39 Bcf.

80

40

Gas Rate (MMscf/d)

"
>
A A NP ¥ %
F S I

Figure3-43 RitaGas ProductiorHistory

RitaQ @groductionwas shutin fromlate 2015.Investigationsareunderway as to cause and possible remedy
to the well failure. h the absence of clear plamnd costs to reinstate production, for the purposes of
current valuationwe assume the field remains shirt.

Figure3-44 shows the production forecastbased on poduction decline modellingor productionbeing
restarted. Thevolumesafter 2015are attributed to the Contingent Resources, not reserves.
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Figure3-44 Rita Field Production Forecasts (Contingdtgsources)

3.9.5.

No further development is planned

Future Developmentand Costs

3.9.6.

w L { dstinates of reserveare shown inTable3-16. These are the volumes produced during 2015.

Reserves

Table3-16 RISC Estimate fdRitaField Reserves as atJanuary 2015

Netto E.On
3P Proved+
1P 2P Proved+ Probable+
(Proved) Probable Possible)
RitaField Conde Conde Conde
Reserves Gas Gas Gas
B) nsate (Bc) nsate Bc) nsate
(MMBbI) (MMBbI) (MMBbI)
?aeri?;\sszol? 01 16 0.01 16 0.01 16 0.01

3.9.7.

Contingent Resources

This is the volume that could technically be produceddstarting productionTable 3-17). RISC assigns
no Contingent Rsourcedrom additional infill drilling.
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Table 3-17 RISC Estimate fdRitaField Contingent Resources

Net to E.On

RitaField 1C 2C 3C
Contingent

(Beh (MMBbI) (Be (MMBbI) (Bcd (MMBbI)
Contingent
Resources not 3.8 0.02 45 0.03 5.1 0.04
Classified as
Economic Reserves

D —— s aaa——— m
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4. Undeveloped Discoveries

4.1. Overview

E.Onhavethree undevelopedfields in the portfolio (Figure4-1). RISC has reviewed these and offers the
following comments.

Dimlington/
Easington Terminal

Figure4-1 Arran, Austen& TolmountField Location Map

4.2. Tolmount Gas Fieldylock 42/28d (licence P1330)

421. Overview

The Tolmount Field is situated in the UK Southern North Blegk 42/28d, Licence P.133he icence
was originally awarded, in the ?&icencing Round, to Dana2f05 with 100% equity, witk.Orfarming
in at 50%equity andassuming Operatorship in 2010.

Tolmount Field was discovered by well 42/2B2lin 2011, with further appraisal drilling of wells 42/28d

13 and-13z in 2013 confirming the presence of high quality, Lower Leman Sandstone Formation reservoir.
Awoff LINPIAINIYYS 2F t{5a aSAavYAO (2 S@lIfdzrdS -FyR NI
NBIIR&Q &Gl Gdza ¢ a dzyikoBikioh Memoranduri(BuSe 2015)Pr§ject2SELEGTK S L
Phase activitiesvere alsoongoing in the form of subsurface adties, drilling studies, offshore surveys

and predevelopment studies.The Final Investment Decision (FID) is expected in Q1 2017 ivgitlGas

2019.
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Figure4-2 Area Map of Tolmount Field and surrountyy prospects

4.2.2. Reservoir Description anth Place Volumes

The Tolmount Field sits within the Lower Leman Sandstone Formation Play Fairway to the south of the

t SNYALY W{AEBSNItAG [F1SQ FyR y2NIlK nashredorihde, W! YSiK
with local sakh | YR Wg S (i @un@ fadie¥, ldspositeq iinSoNfbrmably on the Carboniferous

(Base Permian Unconformity) terrain. Prevailing easterly winds dominate the orientation of dune
deposition, whilst the fluvial transport is predomirtinfrom the south and southwesE{gure4-3).
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42/28d-12 core (Upper Sand ~ Silverpit Lake (shale)
= Ll ze ye Middle Shale -

SN ‘ @ % TR LA Transitional Unit)
‘ ! 5 > A

Lake margin sabkha
(shaly-sandy siitstone)

Aeolian dune and interdune sands

Figure4-3 Lower Leman Santisne Fmg¢ Depositional Setting

42.2.1. Structure

The structure of Tolmount is linear, wigitrest striking broadly northwestoutheast, with parallel faulting

setting up the structure, along with a set of faults perpendicular to strike. &aequence of these two

fault sets, compartmentalisi A 2y A& fA(1Ste (42 6S [y A&aadsSo ! . I Rf.
northwestsoutheast striking faults have a higher seal potential than those striking nortiseastiwest.

Gas pressures appear to be on the same gradient and PVT analjsages no significant compositional

differences or evidence of gravitational gradient, suggesting equilibration over the geological time scale.
Overall, the Operator concludes there is a smaikk of compartmentalisation. Where
compartmentalisation appea to be a risk, it can be mitigated to a large degree by drilling wells into the
fINBSald WO2YLI NIYSYGaQ FyR AF ySOSaalNeER:I | ONRaa T

4.2.2.2. Depth Mapping

RISC reviewed the quality of the data providgdE.Orin the data room and found good quality but
limited in detail. The data room contained extensive data from lgiest E.On deptltonversion, the
associated E.On depth conversion report and a depth conversion report from an independent contractor
which was completed a year earlier

E.On has elected to produce a 10 layer depth conversion in model MV0O9v6. The layers reflect the major
velocity changes observed in the southern North Sea and is accepted as standard practice in depth
conversion in this area of the Southern North Sea $urfaces both Two Way Time (TWT) and depth
included Seabed, Top Chalk, Base ChalkCboallian, Top Bunter, Top Zechstein, Top Rotliegendes, Top
Leman and Carboniferous.

The TWT interpretation was validatéy RIS Yy t NEYA SNDa 2 F BgtuteS of ¥aN@isy (G K S
seismic lines from the 3D seismic survey. The TWT grids honoured the seismic data apart from the edges
of the grids, which may have been an issue in the production of the grids, where the interpretation area
had not beendefined. The T Corallim TWT grid has beesmoothed by E.On in order to remove the
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depth conversionartefacts seen below Top Corafli due to the extensive faulting of th€orallian.
Inevitably this issue and approach will lead to some potentially large uncertaimties depth conversion.

Table4-1 E.OnDepth Model 10 layer cake

Layer Interval Velocity Model

1 Water 1,500 m/s

2 Tertiary 2,200 m/s

3 Chalk V =-5.1T + Vo(map)
4 Base ChalkTop Corallian Intervalvelocity map
5 Top Corallian Top Bunter V =1.1Z + VO(map)
6 Bunter V =0.85Z + Vo(map)
7 Zechstein Salt Interval velocity map
8 Zechstein Anhydrite and Dolomite 6,000 m/s

9 Silverpit 4,481 m/s

10 Leman 4,422 m/s

The lower Cretaceous and upper Jurassic is dominated by lower velocity mudstones and claystones which
push the top reservoir seismic pick down in TWT. The remaining Jurassic and Triassic has significantly more
evaporates and limestones which are higheroedl and represent a pull up in TWT. The splitting of the
Zechstein into high velocity Anhydrite (circa 20,000 ft/s) and lower velocity Halite (circa 15,000 ft/s) in
principle is a sounthethod, especially when the high velocity anhydrite layers can hgpethas in many

areas of the gas basin. However, E.On has not directly mapped the thickness of the Anhydrite and has
assumed a constant thickness. E.On has usedhtanval velocity of 6,000m/s (1685 ft/s), which is
acceptable in the Southern Gas Basin.

An audit of the E.On velocities has been carried out by producing Interval velocity maps from E.On TWT
and depth maps. In addition, the Interval velocities at the wells have been calculated from E.On well tops
and TWTsThe TWT values at the wells are aratood to be pseudo TWlsterval velocities at wells have

been posted onriterval velocity mapdo observe how well the interval velocities used in the depth
conversion ties the interval velocity derived from the well d&aaphs of TWT abp and baseof seismic

interval vs interval velocitywere derived from E.Ontops and time files and plotted on the velocity maps

as a further audit of thé&.Onmodel.

The Chalk interval velocity map exhibits the poorest tie to the interval velocity at the wellsheithap
showing 300 m/s higher interval velocities at Tolmount. The Base Ch@lkrédlian interval velocity map

has reasonable ties to the wells, although it does show lower interval velocities at Tolmount and may
compensate for the higher velocitiesthie Chalk. The inteml velocity map of Top Coraliigo Top Bunter

and Bunter interval velocity map match the well velocities and suggests thd.theModelling of this

layer is acceptabldz.Onhas elected to split the Zechstein into an Anhydrite tayfel20m with a velocity

of 6,000m/s and a Halite layer where they have depth converted by contouring the Halite interval
velocities. The derived Anhydrite interval velocity map shows the 6,000m/s velocity and slightly lower
Anhydrite well velocities atolmount. ThederivedHalite map is more uncertain, as it shows an increasing
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velocity trend to the north that is not readily visible in the derived well interval velocities. A single interval
velocity of 4,440 m/s (14,566 ft/s) for Halite may be more apypiate for the Tolmount area. The analysis
indicatesthat E.On haveised a slightly higher Anhydrite velocity and slightly lower Halite velocity over
Tolmount that will compensate but will result in a larger error residual at Top Rotligendes reservoir.
Oveall, the E.OnDepth conversion appears sound with the Chalk and Zechstein layers giving the largest
error residuals. The single interval velocities at the Silverpit of 4,481m/s is reasonable though slightly
higher than the 4,400 and 4,100m/s seen at tloénfount wells.

The E.On intervalelocities were validated by producing new interval velocity nfapgach of the layers
an example is shown below.

) 3 v —— e e
i - H%_"&ﬁ M,Lj v l I8 o S moe e .

Figure4-4 Interval Velocity map Top Coralli@Bunter

The map shows all the wells in the area used to plot the TWT against the Interval velocity to give a
correlation of R= 0.7554
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Figure4-5 Associated TWT vs Velocity plot

4.2.2.3. GrossRockVolumeestimation

The Top Leman depth map shows structural closure to the south and west of Tolmount at the GWC of
3,119 mTVDSS. There is no structural closure to the North and West. The maps show that Tolmount can
be closed by the faulting to the north and west but it in@dadhe area to the east named Mayar E.On

and defined by the Cyan polygam the map There is no structural separation of Tolmount and Mayar
andit requires the Top Leman surface to be depressed by 75m locally to separate the areas. The Leman
isopach shows clear thinning between Tolmount and Mayar t8@%. The seismic in this area is below
seismic resolution and it is quite possiliat the reservoir is not depositedn this area at the northerm

limit of the Leman fairwayThe separation of Mayar and Tolmount has been chosen on this basis.

Figure4-6 Leman Depth Map and Leman Isopach
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The two plygons Tolmount (red) and Mayar (blue) illustrated on Leman depth and isopach structure map
were used to calculate the P50.

The P50 GRV was calculated to the GWC of 3119m within each of the polygons for both Tolmount and
Mayar.

4.2.2.4. Pl1l0and POGR\Vcases

RIS@stimateTop Lemardepth uncertainty across the Tolmount structure to lge to 3% or 78.05mat
any point away from well controlyith an average total structure uncertainty ©f-1%.

Aresidual error map has been derived by scaling the Top Leman depttoyrapactor of 0.01 giving an
isopach ranging between 2Z8m.The residual error map has been added to the Top Leman depth map to
flex the surface deeper away from the wells. The error residual was also applied to the Top Carboniferous
and both surfaces are used to calculate the P90 GRV using a GWC at 3119m. The same process was used
to calculate the P10 surface, except the isopach was subtracted from both surfaces flexing them shallower

away from the wells.

s2r288-12

527. 10° M?

P90 GRV:

P50 GRV:  809.10° M3

|
P10 GRV: 1,087. 105 m?

o —— — I

Figure4-7 Tolmount Residual Error Map and resulting areas

On Mayar the area is predominantly above the GWC at 3,119 even on the P90 depth case. The main
variable that affects GRV on Mayar is Leman thickness. The P90 and P10 GRW déagar have been

derived by varying the Leman thickness by10%.

Table4-2 Tolmount and Mayer GRV

GRV Tolmount Mayar

P90 527 AP m? 510 XL0°Pm?

P50 809 X0° m3 560x10°m?

P10 1,087x10° m? 606x10°m?3
| —
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42/28d-12 indicate reservoiguality in the Leman Sandstone to be very good in sheet flood and aeolian
rock facies, with porosity typically in the -PB% range, and permeability in the sheet flood facies of 10s
mD and in the aeolian facies in the 1068 t01000 mD. The well flowed &1 MMscfd and 525 bpd
condensate under test, with the majority of flow coming from the aeolian dune facies (based on the
Production LoggingTool). The Operator has subdivided the reservoir into four main lithostratigraphic
packages: Lower Sandlransitional Unit, Middle Shale and Upper Sarkigyre 4-8). Further

oe

characterisation by the Operator of the reservoir into facies, using core and logs has beetakeler
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Figure4-8 Tolmount Reservoir Qualitywell 42/28d-12
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identification of climatic cycles:

wells

expansion of the Silverpit Lake

|

Reservoir: Lower Leman Sandstone Formation which is sub-divided
into four zones based on lithostratigraphic correlation and

~ Lower Sand: Predominantly clean aeolian sands with large dune
packages interpreted from image log data
Transitional Unit: Two wetting-drying cycles present in Tolmount

Middle Shale: Playa lake and sabkha deposition attributed to the

Upper Sand: Heterogeneous interval comprising aeolian dune,
fluvial sheetflood, sabkha and ponded (lacustrine-type) facies

poch
Growp
Fn

— 5:

Ou.

o

Lower Permisn
Rotherend
Lower Loman Sanditone

Coal M and

connectivity

dip closure to south

Source: Type II/1ll, presumably Carbc
some marine shale inputs. Condensates in the appraisal and
discovery wells have similar compositions indicating good reservoir

Seal: Provided by Sliverpit Formation sabkha and lacustrine shale
succession and overlying Zechstein Group evaporites

Trap: Faulted anticline with fault closure to north, east and west with

T

Cydest

A Free Water Levéras been interpreted at 3119 mD®3n -13z. No clear water leg has been identified
in any of the Tolmount wells in the reservoir. However, the Tolmount gas leg does intercept the regional
aquifer (wells42/28a4 and 42/295) at 3118 mTVDSBEigure4-10). To the N of the Field is the Mongour

Figure4-9 Tolmount Geological Summary

discovery well (48/2&). With very similar reservoir to Tolmount, it has a contact at 29%mch may be

more representative of arBe Water Levelin the Mayar area than the observed contact in the Tolmount
well. Consequently, this has been used in modelling Mayar (a Rectangular distribution has been used:

2994mto 3119m).
42/28 Tolmount area: Formation pressure plot
9600 i
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Figure4-10 42/28 Tdmount Area FreeWater-Level
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The Operator uses a Saturation Height function to model water saturation in the reservoir. Because only
limited core capillary pressure data are available, which indicate an enhanced transition zone and
anomalously higirreducible waer saturation Swirr), considerable modelling efforts appear to have been

made to better understand water saturation, both as a function of height above FWL and in relation to

facies (permeability). A modified Lambda function has been used in the moemtrevork, height

dependent Swwater saturationhonouring Tolmount mercury injection data combined with-teyived

{6ANN) O2YLRYSyi(iz GKS hLISNIi2NDRa wSTFSNBYyOS /1 asS 7Tz
methods to test the sensitivity ohe reservoir model to SWhis Reference Case methodology seems to

provide a good match to the lederived Sw (using the Archie equation).

4.2.2.6. Gas Initially In Place

The Operator has produced two Reference Cgselogicalmodels for Tolmount/Mayar: one made
available to the Client in June 2015 and a second in August 2fddhrequest, E.On provideRISC with
outputs from a modified June 2015 modeRISChas reviewedthis modeland used itas a basis for
producing a probabilistic range of GRVs for TolmountMagar. These were output to REobabilistic
resource softwarejo estimatea probabilistic range of GIIP.

wL{/ Q& LINRPoloAfA&aGAO Y2RSttAy3d 2F DLLt dzaSa | &aay
by using the default Lambda function daehie in REP, providing a reasonable representation of Sw/H
without taking into account changes in facies/permeability.

Porosity has been derived usieglibrations ofwell core data to well log data by the Operatorwhich
appears to be robust.

Net-to-Gross is extremely high in the wells which have penetrated the reservoir. The Operator has used
VSH <0.40, Porosity >6% and Sw 0.70 asftutRISC have used representative average values from wells
-12 and-13 and used #g normal distribution.

Table4-3 Tolmount and Mayar GIIP Estimates (RISC)

Raw Gas (Bcf, Gross)

Tolmount Field

P90 P50 P10
In Place Volumes
RISC Estimate 285 500 769

Raw Gas (Bcf, Gross)

Mayar Area

P90 P50 P10
In Place Volumes
RISC Estimate 30 152 382

RISC calculated-piace volumes for Tolmount and Mayar independently.

Based orkE.Of2@pdated interpretation of the depth conversiptheir static reservoir modelas updated
No representation of this model was made available to RISC.
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4.2.3. Reservoir Performance and Production Forecasts

This gas field is under development planning and has not started production. RISC has evaluated the
Tolmount field resergs and production foreastat 1R1C, 2P/2P and 33Cconfidenceevels.

4.2.3.1. Material Balance Methodology

RISC has created a material balance model with separate tanks representing the estimatadsvolu

drained by each well. THER1C case is based on a high degreecompartmentalization and theR¥3C

case is based on wells depleting the full field

5SGSNYAYAAGAO OFLasSa 6SNB o0l aSR 2y@MmRIR QéL {t/dnEx S HnA
the 1R1C, 2R2Cand 3P3Cgas andcondensate productioprofiles.

4.2.3.2. Production Forecast

Reservoir fluid properties are based on downhole fluid samples that indicate consistent properties across
a range of samples. RISC used the reservoir fluid composition with standard industry correlations to
estimate the fluid properts of the gas. The condensate properties were based on PVT reports conducted
on the downhole samples.

In generating the production forecasts, RISC has assumedoilnaivells are drilled in the period 2019
2020. Inthe 3P/3C case a furthewell is added foTolmount East (Mayar).

Production is curtailed at 2040, in line with the expiry of the current estimated economic limit of
approximately 3 MMscf/dn the 2C case

wL{/ Q& 3AFa LINRRdzOUGA2Y FtRaNR00 haa preséntidore spandsiic fooe&abt® 6 ® 2 S
due to an increase in interpreted GIIP as a result of recent work.
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Figure4-11 Production Forecast Summary for Tolmount Field
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The recovery factors fothe 1P/1C 2P/2C and3P/3C cases ar62%, 70% and 75% respectively. The
variation is due to the different drainage volumes for the wells in each of the casesPTh& dase with

GKS f26Sad NBO2QSNE Tl Ol 2 NJ dreidage Niked, (ddel td faBtiRy aode G K S
compartmentalis&on.

4.2.4. Future Development Plan

At the time of review, the poject was at theSelect Phasavith ongoingsubsurface activities, drilling
studies, offshore surveys and pdevelopment studiesThe Final Investment Decision (FID) is expected in
Q1 2017, withrirst Gas 2019.

The development plan assumed in this evaluation comprises

A 6 slot Minimum facilities, not normally manned platform (Topsides weigti@tonnes) in 52m
water

A 3 platformwells and Isubsea at Tolmourglus 1 further subsea weftbr TolmountEast (ayar)
assumed only in the 3C case
A {dzoaSIk ¢Sttt GASR 01601 6AGK yé¢ AYFASER LALIStAYySS
A Vertical/low angle deviated wells completed in both major reservoir sands
A p opinpletions with sand control
A 49kmmy é LIALISE AYS banomshoréinkal y2t fAyS (2
A Plant arrival pressure of 85 bar fro2019, with compression to 35 bar to maintain the plateau rate,

reducing furtherto 10 bar
A Plateau of 200 MMscf/dor 2P/2C and ®/3C cases, 100 MMscf/d foP11Ccase
A Combined field and facility availability of 93%, plus 3 weeks of planned shutdown annually.

As part of the Concept Selestudies EOnaref 482 NBGASgAYy A +y 2LIA2y (2 RS
14km tieback ta separatethird partyfacility.

Figure4-12 Tolmount Development Schematic

4.25. Reserves

RISC has classified the Tolmount volumes as Reserves rather than Contingent Resources, as an economic
development has been found and the field is progressing towards development. SPE and PRMS guidelines
allow for Tolmount to be classified as Reserves utidese circumstances even though the field has not
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reached a Financial Investment Decisidhe Joint Venture group is currently investigating an alternative
development option, which may prove to be more economically attractive.

wL{/ Q& Sa i AeyardisBaivn iff able4MBAS tBdRidven L P) volumesare not economic, there
are no reservesat the 1P levefor Tolmount. These volumes atkerefore placed in theContingentlC

category.

Table4-4 RISC Estimate for Tolmount Field Reserves as at 1 January 2015

Net to E.On
3P Proved+
1P 2P Proved+ Probable+
(Proved) Probable Possible)
TolmountField Conde Conde Conde
Reserves Gas Gas Gas

(Bch nsate (B¢) nsate (B¢) nsate
(MMBbI) (MMBbI) (MMBbI)
?aerf’j;r’fzog 01 0 0 169.4 | 1.549 | 4167 | 3.698

4.2.6. Contingent Resources

¢ 2t Y2 dzyvilereswauld be recategorised as reservidsan approved, economic development
scenario is achieved.

Table4-5 RISC Estimate for Tolmount Field Contingent Resouaseat1 January 2015

Net to E.On

Tolmount Field iC 2C 3C
Contingent

(Be) (MMBbI) (Bed (MMBbI) (Beh (MMBbl)
Remaining
Technical 726 | 0.666 0 0 0 0
Recoveryfrom 01 ' '
January 2015

4.3. Arran GasCondensate fieldblocks 23/11, 23/16b,23/16c¢ (Licences P359,
P1051P1720

Arran wasformerly known as theBarbaraPhyllis field irthe East Central GrabeBarbarais a Tertiary,
Forties sand discovery at 8,5@,600 ft TVDSS on therthern flank of a salt diapj and Phyllisis a
stratigraphic pinchout of Paleocene Forties resendsaped across aosithern low relieffeature.

I, L — I
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The Rllow licencestatus expiredn 2015and anEnvironmental Surveyould berequiredto extend this
licence. RISC has received no further update.

Dana Petroleunis theOperator(20.4320%6) ancE.Onhas 5.1206interest.
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Figure4-13 Arran FieldStructureMap

RISC has not reviewed thielumesof the Contingent Resource$he table below represent theolume
estimates of theOperator, based on simulations

Table4-6 Arran Field h LIS RahnjeoSilulated Cases

Contingent Resource@>ross) P90 P50 P10
GIIP (Bcf) 2213 347.0 5432
Gas Production (Bscf) 99.5 155.8 223.2
Condensate Production (MMSTB) 2.7 4.2 6.4

Since April 2013 therfan group have been working towaedrevised development scheme foretfiield.
Current studies focumn a three well subsea development tied back to the Shearwater Platform.
Engineering studies are in progress to confirm tleetinical and commercial viability of this option and
were expected to be complete mid015.RISC has received no further update.
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TheArran groupvasworkingin parallelwith other nearby undeveloped field owners to identify potential
development synergiesvhich could better secure an economically viable developmeitih earliest
development sanctioin late 2016.

4.3.1. Contingent Resources

These volumes could be expected to be recategorised as reservesgpeyved,economic development
scenario is achieved

Table4-7 Estimate forArran Field Contingent Resources at 1 January 2015

Net to E.On

Arran Field 1C 2C 3C

Contingent

Resources Gas iggfee Gas (rigg:jee Gas igg?ee

G T omeoy | C | omeoy | D] e

Remaining
Technical 5.1 013 8.0 0.215 11.4 0.328
Recovenfrom 01
January 2015

4.4. AustenGasCondensate Fieldblock 30/13b (Licenc1823)

The Austeniéldis located in lock 30/13b(licenceP079) east Central Grabesouth ofConocoPhillipQ+
Block areaand includes a gas condensate discovery and two oil discoveiitbsseveral unappraised
compartments.TheOperatoris GDFSuez
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Figure4-14 Austen Field Location Map
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Austenwas brmerly known as theJosephine fielédind theinitial licenceterm had anexpiry of Jarnuary
2015 with a second term enthg in Januan2019 RISC has received no further updaidereis an
outstanding contingent welinto the Triassicwhich is contingnt on seismic andhe Operator has
requesed Oil and Gas Authority twaivethis.

[(Austen [Gravity Flow Reservoir
e

Figure4-15 Austen Field Depth Map

The joint venture groupvasseeking project sanction in 2016, witinst gasin 2019 Although the field
gualifies forsmall fieldstax allowance Austen is at viableas a standalone development and requires a
joint development withthe nearbyTalbotfield (operated by Talismgrtied back over ConocoPhilli@s

Block. Talbot requires agid Development Plan to be submittégthe endof 2015 with first oil projected
in November2017.

RISC has not reviewed the volumes of the Contingent Resouiite®peratorholds a range of gross field

recoverablevolumesfrom approximately 46 Bcf to78Bcf based on modellingstimates from different
models
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5. Processing Terminals arféipelines

5.1. Caister Murdoch System (CMS)

TheCMS écilitiesconsistofan c ¢ = My n 1Y LIALISEAYS (2 AKSBRMS (i K2 N1LJS
hascapacity to take furthegas,it is planned to bedecommissiord in 2018 The Caister and Murdoch

fields exh own a 50% share @MS E.Onholds a20% interest from its 40% interest in the Caister field.

All costs andevenues including tariff income, are shared on the saetpiity basis. Caister and Murdoch

do not pay a tariff to CMS for transportation of their own gasl under the respective Transportation and

Processing Agreements (TSPAMS is required to pay a part of the tariff to the TGT owners (ConocoPhillips
50%and BF50% to have gas processed and redelivered at the entry point to the National Transmission
System.

HUNTER A[\ID CAISTER FIELDS

CAVENDISH

RITA FIELD

¥ §
' £
.E £
At ~_
*

BOULTON WA
Bk =

B i & JOPAZ
e e S U L
L 2 NIKING

CMS Export Pipeline

Figure5-1 Location Map of CMS

All the TGTUser fields should now be in Cost Shaegotiated with TGT Operator ConocoPhillips based
on Firm Capacity bookingBhe exception is Huntéield, which has a zerBirm Capacity booked. The CMS
ownersConocoPhillips and BRave elected to put User Fields into cost share because of low &rdfpts
compared to the oprating costs and also the imminedeparture of ConocoPhillips as operatwfr TGT
which is expected within the next three to four years

2015 Opex was £25.9 million & 2015 Capex was £3.0 million. Forecast Opex and Capex #0h6 the
Budget are £33.8 mitin and 2.7 million. Beyond 201%&irtually all gas passing through the CMS pipeline
will be from 3¢ party fields operating on a cost share ba&SC haherefore assumed no tariff revenue
and that all operating costs are paby third parties until the pipeline ceases operation in 2048h
decommissiomgin 2019. As a result, there is no net income or costs until abandonment.

There are discussions related to life extensions beyond 2018, however these are considered upside
scenarios only and have not been valued due to the uncertainty.

I I I
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5.2. Esmond Transportation System (ETS)

TheTrent and Tyne Fields and tBsmond Transmissioyssem ETS) pipelinege(On30%)are operated by

Perenco UK as a single system known as the East Anglia Gas and Liquids EaéuationS Y 6 a 9! D[ 9 {
The system operatesnder the EAGLES Operating Agreement. Under the EAGLES Opeyegsigent

allETS operating costseallocated tothe NBy i ' yR ¢@8yS CAStR 26ySNBRQ | 00¢%
operating costs or capital costs. ETS Pipeline abandonment costs are to be shared 50:50 with the Trent

and Tyne Field owners.

ETSabandonment is likely to consist of flooding the pipeline, cag@nd leaving it isitu. E.Ondo not
appear to carry abandonment costs (based on datavided byE.Onin the data room and RISC has
assumed £20 millian

TheCygnusdield, operated by GDF Sugg a large gas developmelotated in the southeriNorth Sawith
reserves of approximately 600 Bfifst gas anticipated in 201&ndwith a field life of ® years.The field is
contracted to use ETS and therefore ETS is unlikely to face abandonmeninieaihieerm.E.Onadvises
net revenue from Cyuus is forecast to be £4.2m péhen the field is on plateaurhiswill decrease when
the fielddrops off plateauforecastto be around 2020.

5dzS G2 GKS 13S 2F (KS LI LISt AsgeBario-is/thut afiek B ydad gomhe T 2 NS (
pipelineremediation work is required of approx £10 milliokccording to the terms of the Transportation
agreement, thiswill result in 50% tariff being payable for aightyear period.

ronen
(Future - GdF)

Figure5-2 Location Map of ETS

5.3. Theddlethorpe Gas Terminal (TGT)

As operators of TGT, ConocoPhillips have established a new agreeitieSthippers (terminal users)

share £153 million of costnder a new agreemerfbr the Freon replacement project at Theddlethorpe

Gas Terminal (TGT), which is required to stop usage of chlorofluorocarbons. The proposed new agreement
affectsthe CMS fields in whidB.Onhave an interes(Caister, Rita, Huntgr

I I I
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There are provisions under ¢hexisting Transport and Processing Agreements to allow TGT owners
ConocoPhillips and BP ttecover costs. These fall into threategories:

1. Cost share

2. Modification cost

3. Tariff renegotiation

TGT shippers pay a share of TGT Freon Project cestsardane with this supplemental agreementhis
is equivalent to an increase in operating costs for the CMS fields.

The original 2013 installed total cost estimate has doubled to approximately £219 million gross. The new
agreementpplied from 1% October 2014 ad runs for the remainder of the TGT Freon Projébe Freon
replacement project is due to complete in 2016.

I I I
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6. Exploration Potential

6.1. Overview

E.Onhave identifieda significant portfolio of discoveries and exploration opportunitisghe form of
prospectsand leads from three distinctlgifferent geological regionsfahe UK NorthSea anadcomprising
a wide range of subsurface risk§he portfolio comprisesdiscoveries and mature exploration
opportunities, both near to existing producing fields and infrastuwe and within exploration licences
away from their core areas

RISC hasreviewe¢dK S h LISNJ (2 NQRa Ay i S Keydisoiery anpspectFadshissmentst St SO
(Table6-1) and provides the following summary comment$ie discoveries and prospects discussed here

are deemed to beeither sufficiently advanced in their technical assessmamd/or low riskand/or with

significant estimated recoverable resourcésaddition,RISC has carried out an independent assessment

of Geological Chance of Success (GCoS) for lmatichhas not been supplied with enough data to
independently derive volume estimateSheh LJS NJ GChankibi Success (where available) and best
edimate ProspectiveResource areeported in this section of the report

Table6-1 Discoveries and Key Prospects

RISE; Project Eva CPR (15.0092)

h LISNI (2N 3§
Region ProspectDiscovery Name Field Area EstimateProspective
Resource (MMboe)
Central North Sea Corfe Discovery Elgin & Franklin 17
Central North Sea Ekland Prospect Huntingon 67
Southern North Sea Cobra Discovery Babbage 33
Southern North Sea Hawking Discovery Babbage 14.3
Southern North Sea Ada Prospect Babbage 3
SouthernNorth Sea Newton Prospect Babbage 32
Southern North Sea Python Prospect Babbage 10.7
Southern North Sea Artemis Discovery Tolmount 27
Southern North Sea Artemis EasProspect Tolmount 7.9
Southern North Sea Mongour Discovery Tolmount 141
SouthernNorth Sea Malin prospect Tolmount 27
E—— o ! T ———
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6.2. Elgin/Franklin Field Area

E.Orarenon-operator partners in the ElgiRranklin Field licences as well as the P1262 exploration licence
to the west. The 2015 Corfe Discovery is discussed in seétidrd, with additional prospectivity
summarised inrable6-12. Elgin Franklin and West Franklin are high pressuigh temperature (HPHT)
gascondensate fields in the Central North Sea operated by Total.

=
Glenelg

West
Franklin

Franklin

/

cas wotes /
Condorate e-on

Figure6-1 Location Map for Elgin and Franklin Fieldscanear field prospectivity

6.2.1. Corfe Discovery, block 29/3b (P1626 Licence)

The High Pressure, High Temperature (HPEGife Prospect in Block 29/3b was drilled in@A.2015 with

the primary target being the Joanne and Judy sands of the Triassic Skagerrak Formation and a secondary
target of the Jurassic Fulmar Formation. The main Triassic objective was found to bevetaterd the
secondary Fulmar objective found to be gas bearing (gas shows, logs and sample). Volumes were initially
reported to be in the range of 817 ¢ 32 MMboe gross recoverablédP and HT conditions were reported

as 14873psiaand 168°C respectively

The Fulmar Corfe discovery is defined as a tilted fault block with 3 way dip closure and fault closure to the
northeast. The lateral fault seal is against the Kimmeridge Clay Formation. The Fulmar appears to be thin
in this area (17m gross thicknesstlire well) and is interpreted as a wedge that thins towards the fault,
causing problems with imaging as the Fulmar is below tuning thickness across most of the defined area of
the discovery. This is highlighted by an absence of amplitude anomaly ovestoelly coincident with

I S I
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the area within tuning. Reservoir thickness appears to be one of the main uncertainties for the discovery.
This has been addressed by sensitivity modelling where different wedge models and Fulmar thicknesses
were used to generate set of postwell volumes for the Corfe Discovery.

Prospectivaesources are reported to range from P98.58 MMboe to P1656 MMboe as dependant on
the sensitivity model as outlined in the table below.

Table6-2 E.OMQ & Catfémiéll analysisc sensitivity on grosgprospectiveresourcesMMboe)

Gross Thin Fulmar Thick Fulmar Fulmar 30m Thin Fulmar Thick Fulmar
Prospective Modelled Modelled Constant Faulted Model | Faulted model
Resources Pinchout Pinchout Thickness (thicker crest) (thicker crest)
(MMboe)

P90 3.58 9.3 8.15 8.49 13.8
P50 7.72 21.3 15.6 17.3 28.1
P10 15.7 43.3 29.1 33.3 56

The same petrophysical parameters were used for all cases above with porosity ranging {£@r8-26%
(P9GP50P10)and Net to Gross ranging from 4&-70% (P94P50P10) (the saturation range was not
reported). The contacts used were985m¢ MIN and 5150m¢ MAX whichare approximatelybased on
GasDownTo (GDTand the deepest structural contour with amplitude anogmabnformance respectively.

The latest TCM meetings available in tteda roomare from June 2014, prérill. It is assumed that the

post well evaluation work on the discovery is ongoing. In the absence of definitive volumes, the
recoverable resource rangef 817-32 (gross) MMboe initially reported post drilling is deemed
appropriate. This range covers the majority of outcomes characterised by the sensitivity analysis reported
by theOperatorin August Table6-2).

6.3.

E.Omparticipateas operators and noeoperators in two exploration licences south of the Huntington Field.
The manm prospect Eklandtargetsthe Fulmar FormationThe Skagerrak Formatipnovides a secondary
target.

Huntington Area

RISE; Project Eva CPR (15.0092) Pages6
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Figure6-2 Location Map for Huntington Field and near field prospectivity

6.3.1. Ekland Prospect (P2184 Licence)

The Ekland Prospect is located in Blocks 22/18c and 22/19d whichaweareled toE.Onasoperator in

December 2014 as part of the 28ffshore licencing round. The prospect is located approximately 20km

south of the Huntington Field on a fault terrace to the east of the Forties/Montrose highOpkeator

identifies the ke risk as reservoir presence.

hLISNI (2 NDRE 91 foPrgsRectiveRasdurcd (Bribss Wririgkedl): 67 MMbaeLIS NI BkIankD &

GCoS: 30%

10E.OnE&P North Sea Information Memorandum Volume 2 June 2015
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RISC estimation of GeologicChance of Success for Ekland

Table6-3 RISC GCosS for the Ekland Prospect

Ekland
Prospect

GCoS
(%)

GCoS
(%)

Key Risks

Trap

90

Seal

60

Containment

54

Main structural trap is well defined fault bound
and dip closed fault terrace. The Fulmar play
requires stratigraphic trapping with a wedge of
Fulmar interpreted within the main structure.
Trap is well defined, despite requiring
stratigraphic closure, but this risk is captured in
reservoir presence. Top seal is provided by
Cretaceous chalk and marls. Base seal from
underlying Triassic is requiréd give separate
Jurassic accumulation, otherwise a fault seal is
required for a joint Jurassic/Triassic
accumulation.

Reservoir
presence

50

Reservoir
effectiveness

100

Reservoir

50

Reservoir presence is inferred between the BCU
and the top Triassic seismic reflectoffie two
closest wells, already drilled on the main
structure, did not contain Fulmar Formation.
However, well 22/18 (Wood Field) approx.
10km to the southwest did contain oil bearing
Fulmar Fm. Immediately beneath the BCU
proving the concept can work this area. If
reservoir is present it is likely to be of good
quality, analogous to the Wood Field.

Source

100

Timing and
Migration

80

Source

80

Proven hydrocarbon generation from the
Kimmeridge Clay Formation within the East
Central GrabenMigration is seen as low risk
given the Wood Field to the west and the Birgittg
discovery to the south. Gas condensate is the
expected HC phase.

RISC GCoS
(%)

22

22

Description
of key risks

The key risk identified on thekland prospect is reservoir presence. The Fulmar Fm is
inferred on seismic and Fulmar is absent in the two closest wells to the prospect. Seg
also considered a risk, with the requirement for a base seal to separate Jurassic san(
from underlying Triass sands and if both are connected the requirement for a fault se

to the east.

RISE; Project Eva CPR (15.0092)

Page88



@R!SC

6.4. Babbage Area

There are a number of Discoveries, Prospects and Leads in the immediate area around Bedhidigg
Ada,Hawking, Newton, Cobra and Python discussed hdresd are all discoveries in, or targeted at, the
Lower Leman Sandstone reservoir, although in some cases there is either Carboniferous reservoir

immediately underlying or Carboniferous potential.

g\
"
D E.ON Operated Licence q Turing
E E.ON Non-Operated Licences
EON 10 be awarded Q4 4/
Active Production Licences =
Open Licences 1 PLATYPUS
{08
Gas Field . ]
Prospect
Load Cobra
Gas pipeline | ==
Gas Aythan
*« Gas/Condonsate | / 9
« Shows l 1
Driling z Viper
O, 2t i
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) Not Released s 12 e
<« - o1 - Kiometres

Figure6-3 Location Map for Babbage Field and near field prospectivity

6.4.1. Ada Prospect, block 48/2

¢CKS WIRIFQ LINRPALISOG OF2NN¥VSNIeé W.loo6lF3aS {2dziKQU Aa
0SYSIFiK (KS Wwal {Elacross te fstctuseKIAstessiul &) [kely2require subseatie

oFO0l1a G2 GKS LIXFTGF2NY® b2 RSOA&AZ2Y &SG G2 RNARTfY 3
to have been made (disagreement within JV).

Seismic attribute work by the Operator suggests that resieiyuality may be better than seen in Babbage

and may not need to be fracced, but it is recognised that further risk reduction is unlikely and the well
therefore needs to be drilled tproperly assess thprospect

The Operator carries a mhse GIIP df27 bcf withprospective resourcesf 18 bcef (14% RF

hLISNI (2 NQR& | RProspestivaResOuicé (Sreds Uriisked): 3 MMhboe

11 E.ONE&P North Sea Information Memorandum Volume 2 June 2015
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Table6-4 RISC GCosS for tiela Prospect

Ada Prospect GCoS (%) GCoS KeyRisks

The trapping mechanism is unclear due t
Trap 90 GKS wartd ¢l fttQy Y
closure or fault combination. The lateral
Seal may be a combination of fault seal
Seal 90 and overlying shales of the Silverpit, or
Zechsteirevaporites/carbonates.

Containment 81

_ The reservoir is assumed to be the same
Reservoir presence 90 the adjacent Babbage field. Reservoir
effectiveness therefore is likely to be

Reservoir 81 . . .

) similar to Babbage wells, i.e. aeolian,
R;seryow 90 fluvial and somessociated lacustrine
efiectiveness (sabkha) facies.

Hydrocarbon generation is proven from

Source 100 the underlying Carboniferous coalgith

Source 100 negligible risk to Timing andigration due
Timing and 100 to proximity of Babbage. Gas is the
Migration expected HC phase.
RISC GCoS (%) 66 66
Description of key | Thisis aneafieldstep2 dzii ' YR o6dzi F2NJ 6KS LINBaSyoO
risks considered alevelopment well rather than appraisal.

6.4.2. Hawking DiscoveryBock48/2b

Hawking is a onavell gasdiscovery(48/2b-3) characterised as a high relief tilted fault block adjacent to

the southern extent of the Babbage Field. The fluid contact is interprbjethe Operator as a GDT at
3280m that could be potentially deeper. The Operator mapped the structure using the 2011 GXT
reprocessed seismic data which has revealed a larger structure than originally mapped suggesting, in a
high case that the spill point ay be aligned with Babbage FWL at 3370m. Potential upside exists if there

is a sealing DKeyser falt between Babbage and Hawking.

Thisstructure is high reliefvith dip closure to the south and west. Structural spill point is mapped close to
the Babbage~WL and may therefore be in communication. Trapping is by fault seal and dip closure, with
the lateral Seal formed in part by fault seal and part by overlying shales andfghie Silverpit Formation
Situated along the margin of the Leman Fairway ltbeman Sandst@reservoir is present in the discovery
well and surrounding fields. Reserviacies ardikelyto be similarto offset wellsin the areai.e. aeolian,
fluvial and associated lacustrine (sabkha) fackRasservoir effectiveness is expected to be paw in
Babbagewith low permeability(due to illitisation) observed in the discovery wétiterception of natural
fracture networks or hydraulic fracturing will likely be required for successful developwedist

hLISNI (2 NRA | | g "2PoshectivéR@sburce (Gibds YWhrigk8d): 14.3 MMbde LJS NI G 2 ND &
Hawking GCoS: 81%

12E OnE&P North Sea Informatidlemorandum Volume 2 June 2015
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6.4.3. Newton Prospect 48/3b

Lies in a tilted fault block, similar to the producing Johnston Field, approximately 10 km east of the Babbage
Field. The reservoir appears not to have been as deeply buried as Babbage. The trap is defined as a large
3-way dip closure against a clearly defined fault to the southwest. Structural dip is considered critical in
the NW direction to maintain gas migratighrough the Leman from the south. The Operator considers

dip closure rather than wglip fault closure to be the key control on gas emplacement and protection from
illitisation.

hLISNI (2NRA b S g BPyospecttveéRi@ésouded (GhodslUimrSked): 32 bk, h LIS NI G 2 ND &
Newton GCoS: 32%

6.4.3.1. RISC estimation of Geological Chance of Success for Newton
Table6-5 RISC GCoS for the Newton Prospect

Newton GCoS GCoS Key Risks
Prospect (%) (%)
Formed of a tilted fault block, dip closed to the NW.
Trap 70 Trapping by fault seal and dip cl ith lateral Se:
Containment 49 rapping by fault seal and dip closure, with lateral Seg
| formed in part by fault seal and part by overlying
Sea 70 shales and silts of the Silverpit Fm.

, {AGdzr SR +f2y3 GKS YI NHA
Reservoir 90 reservoir is present in the 48/8 well, down dip and in
presence surrounding fields. Reservoir effectiveness is likely

Reservoir 54 similar to nearby wells, i.e. aeolian, fluvial and some
Reservoir associated lacustrine (sabkhatis, and would
. 60 require wells to intercept natural fracture networks
effectiveness q ) €p
and/or multi-fracced, like Babbage.
Proven hydrocarbon generation from the underlying
Source 100 Carboniferous coals. Migration into the Lemamv|
e Source 70 established (residual gas in the 4843well).Gas is the
Timing and
. 4 70 expected HC phase.
Migration
RISC GCoS
%) 19 19

Key risks are Containment and Reservoir effectiveness. Size of the structure is a risk desp
the extensive seismic processing work. Reservoir effectiveness appears to rely on early gg
YAINF GAR2Y AyG2 (KSFHSBAIXDI 82003 YA 2 IHIRR @ S
4dz00Saa OFaSeo 5SaLNAGS-TNESN W8 NBBRCDE D { &
use unillitised field analogues (#BRound Application, App.B).

Description
of key risks

13 E OnE&P North Sea Information Memorandum Volume 2 June 2015
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6.4.4. Cobra Discovergnd Python Prospect8/1b, 48/2b (Licence P.2212)nd 48/1c (P2301)

Cobra is a two well discovery, with a tight gas reservoir. The GDT implies a larger structure than the original
mapping could be shown to close.-Rapping using 2011 GXT seismic data resulted in an interpretation

by the Operator of auspected D&eyser fault sealing at the NW end of Babbage and continuing on past
the northwestern updip part of the greater Cobra structure. Fault seal analysis predicts a sealing capacity
to within seismic resolution (15m) of the GDT. Therefore thecstme is broken into several segments,

with Python considered as a separaspect

The Cobra discovery traplies on falt seal and dip closure with the latersdal formed in part by fault
seal and part by the overlying skaland silts of th&ilverpit FormationThe Lemarormationsandstone
reservoir is present in the discovery vgadind in surrounding fieldsith the reservoircharacteried as
aeolian andfluvial facies withsome assoeited lacustrine (sabkha) facielligration into the Lema is
proven in one segment of the discovery the discovery welldHowever the timing of fault seamay be
important for the charging of further fautbound segmentsincluding the Python Prospedt,pathways
NBf & -adda LMREAMIS Y2 RS

h LIS NJ CoBraNEest EstimatéProspectiveResource (Gross Unrisked): 33 MMbdeLJS NI G 2 ND& / 20
GCoS: 80%

hLISNI 2 NDR& t & ('R PrgspectiSeRésouda (Brose Uririgked): 10.6 MMbde LIS NI { 2 N &
Python GCoS: 80%.

14 E . OnE&P North Sea Information Memorandum Volume 2 June 2015
15 E OnE&P North Sea Information Memorandum Volume 2 June 2015
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6.4.4.1. RISC estimation of Geological Chance&atcess for Python
Table6-6 RISG5CoS for the Python Prospect

Python GCoS GCoS Key Risks
Prospect (%) (%)
Dip closure against seismically defined fault/s. Trapp
Trap 70 relies on faulseal and dip closure, and lateral Seal is
Containment 49 formed in part by fault seal and part by the overlying
shales and silts of the Silverpit Hor Zechstein
Seal 70 evaporites/ carbonates)
Reservoir Situated along the margin of theeman Fairway, the
presence 90 reservoir is present in offset wells and nearby fields.

Reservoir effectiveness is likely similar to surrounding

Reservoir 81 . . . .
R ) area wells, i.e. aeolian, fluvial and some associated
eservorr 90 lacustrine (sabkha) facies.
effectiveness
Proven hydrocarbon generation from the underlying
Source 100 . . . 7
Carboniferous coals. Migration dependent on timing o
— Source 63 | fault seal Gas is the expected HC phase.
Timing and
L 70
Migration
RISC GCoS (%4 28 28

Description of | Although proved irCobra, the main risks to this Prospect within the play fairway remain on
key risks and Seal, and Migration.

6.5. Tolmount Area

A number of Discoveries, Prospects and Lezats be foundn the immediate area arounthe Tolmount
Field includingArtemis, Artemis EasMongour and Malin discussed heféhese are all discoveries in, or
targeted at, theLower Leman Sandstone reservoir.

I I I
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Figure6-4 Location Map for Tolmount Field and near field prospectivity

6.5.1. ArtemisDiscovery and Artemis East Prospect (Licence P2136)

Artemis is a tight gas discovery, located in Block 47/3k between the Apollo and Minerva Fields,
approximately 10km south of the Tolmount Field. The discovery wella,7éBilled in 1974 encountered

gas learing Leman Sandstone reservoir which was appraised by well 6A3Both wells were tested

with low flow rates due to tight reservoir being encountered. In 2002 BG drilled a horizontal well-47/3b
12 in an attempt to develop the Field in a similar faghio the Minerva and Apollo Fields. The well was
ultimately a failure, intersecting poorer reservoir quality sands than expected with the well returning sub
commercial flow rates.

The trap is well defined and is described as a faolinded anticline trenishg northwestg southeast with

faults to the northeast and southwest and dip closure to the northwest and southeast. The FWL was not
penetrated in either of the two vertical wells and is interpreted to be 10850 ft TVDSS from regional
pressure data. The Amis East prospect to the northeast has the same structural configuration as the
Artemis discovery.

The reservoir is the Leman Sandstone comprising a complex interfingering mix of Aeolian, sabkha and
fluvial facies with the fluvial facies dominant. Resarquality is moderate in terms of porosity and poor

in terms of permeability. Matrix permeability is occluded by secondary illite precipitation, which is at odds
to the adjacent Apollo and Minerva Fields, leading to the interpretation that the Artemistate may

have been more deeply buried before inversion during the Cretaceous. It is thought likely that the reservoir
within the Artemis East Prospect would be similar. Operatorplansto developthe reservoir via long
horizontal / sib-horizontal fraced wells Consequentlythe high cost of developingrtemis Easif drilled

and successful) with its relatively small voluimienly thought economicallyiableif the Artemis Discovery

is developed first

I I I
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6.5.1.1. RISC estimation of Geological Chance of Success for Artemi® Emsgtect
Table6-7 RISC GCoS for the Artemis East Prospect
Artemis East | GCoS GCoS Key Risks
Prospect (%) (%)

Well defined northwest;, southeast trending fault

Trap 90 bound anticline. Fault closure to the northeast and
southwest with dip closure to the northwest and

. southeast. Top seal provided by the overlying Silverpi
Containment 2 claystones and Zechstein evaporites. Lateral faedtl is

juxtaposition of Leman sands against Silverpit

Seal 80 claystones. In the high case Artemis East may be
connected to the Artemis Discovery.

_ Situated along the margin of the Leman Fairway, the
Reservoir 100 reservoir ipresent in the surrounding discoveries and
presence FAStRAD | 26SOSNE WiAIKEGQ

. on Artemis and similar reservoir properties can be
Reservoir 90 .
expected at Artemis East. Gas was successfully flowe
Reservoir surface in the wells drilled on Artemis, butsub-
effectiveness 90 economic rates. Successful development is likely to
require long horizontal / suimorizontal fracced wells.
Source 100 Proven .hydrocarbon ge.neraltlon_ from the unQerIymg
Carboniferous coals. Migration intbe Leman is well
- Source 100 | establishedGas is the expected HC phase.
Timing and
L 100
Migration
RISC GCoS (%4 65 65
Description of | Key risks is reservoir effectiveness. As in the Artemis Discovery successful development o
key risks potential discovery afrtemis East is likely to involve fraccing.
6.5.2.  Mongour Discovery (Licence P1330)

The Mongour Discovery is located in Block 42/28C, between the Tolmount Field and the Wollaston Field.

The discovery well 42/28 was drilled in 1973 discovered gasaring sandsvithin the Leman Sandstone
interval with a GDT of 9800 ft TVDSS. Another well, 42/@8lled approximately 1.5km to the northwest,

penetrated a thicker section of Leman Sandstones but was found to be dry. This well is mapped within a

topographic low whst the 42/282 well is mapped as a smalivay dip closure.

RISC recognisevalue in a future development only if the discovery forms part of a larger structure,

extending to the north and south, bound by faults. Teeratorproposesthis as a high case scenario, for
which RISC provida GCoS below.

16 E.ONE&P North Sea Information Memorandum Volume 2 June 2015
17E.ONnE&P North Sea Information Memorandum Volume 2 June 2015
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a 2 y 3*Rdsbiirce (Geoss Uriskéd) ¥al1 Blboe
a 2 y 3 2 d?NRedoirc@ (GrosslUariSked): 8314AVNboé S

6.5.2.1. RISC estimation of Geological Charaf Success for MongoiscoveryHigh Case)
Table6-8 RISC GCoS for the Mongour Discovery (high case)
Mongour GCoS GCoS Key Risks
Discovery High| (%) (%)
Case
Using the GDT in th#2/28-2 well gives two separate
small closures within the prospect area. The high case
Trap 80 trap is reliant on fault seals to the north separating the
prospect from the Wollaston Field and to the south. Th
fault seal to the south is likely to be effective as
Containment 32 suggested by a deeper GWC in the Tolmount Field. Tg
seal is provided by the overlying shales and silts of the
Silverpit Fm. Some mapping and depth conversion
Seal 40 uncertainty exists relating to the faulted region in the
centre of the larger closure and the tog@aphic low
associated with the dry 42/28 well.
Reservoir The Leman Sandstone is proven in the two wells drille
100 e : .
presence within the main structure and reservoir is shown to be
: Reservoir 100 | effective from core data in these wells.
Reservoir
. 100
effectiveness
Source 100 Proven _hydrocarbon ge_nergtion_ from the under_lying
Carboniferous coals. Migration into the Leman is
Timing and Source 100 | established by the discovery wells and surrounding
L2 100 discovered fieldsGas is the expected HC phase.
Migration
RISC GCoS (% 32 32

Description of
key risks

The key risk is identified as containment. A gas discovery in the 2428| proves the low cas
volume, however in the high case sealing faults are required to the north and south with s¢
uncertainty on the exact size of the container.

6.5.3.

Malin Prospet (P1330 Licence)

The Malin Prospect is located 2km east of the Tolmount Field in Block 42/28d. The trap is described as a

tilted fault block with fault closure to the west and north, but the closure to the south and east is unclear
due to poor imaging a& result of a salt wall. The reservoir target is the Permian Leman Sandstones proven

in the adjacent fields and discoveries. Source and charge are also well proven in this area.

h LISNI (2 NRa

GCoS: 27%

a I £ RrgspectiteRdsourgai(@Grasy Uniisked): 27 MMbd LIS NI G 2 NQ &

18 E. ONE&P North Sea Information Memorandum Volume 2 June 2015
19E.OnE&P North Sea Information Memorandum Volume 2 June 2015
20 E.ONE&P Nath Sea Information Memorandum Volume 2 June 2015
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6.5.3.1. RISC estimation of Geological Chance of Success for Malin Prospect
Table6-9 RISC GCosS for the Malin Prospect

Malin Prospect| GCoS GCoS Key Risks
(%) (%)
T 30 The trap is poorly defined on the southern and
rap western margins due to imaging problems associat
with a salt wall. Further work to improve the seismi
Containment 24 image quality could deisk the prospect. Fault

Seal 80 closures to the north and west appear to offset
Leman aginst the overlying shales of the Silverpit
Fm. which also provides the top seal for the prospe

Reservoir The presence and reservoir quality of the Leman

90 ) . ;
presence _ Sandstone is proven in the adjacent Tolmount and
. Reservoir 90 Whittle Fields and Mongour Discovery.
Reservoir
. 100

effectiveness

Source 100 Proven .hydrocarbon ge.nera.tlon' from the under!ymg
Carboniferous coals. Migration into the Leman is

Timing and Source 100 | established by the discovery wells and surrounding

Migration 100 discovered fieldsGas is the expected HC phase.

RISC GCoS (%) 22 22

Description of | The key risk is trap definition. A viable trap cannot be defined on the current dataset.

key risks

6.5.4. ProspectiveResources Summary

RISMas not valued th&xploration potentialThere aresixprospects, which have reached a mature level
in order to be relatively confident of a calibrated Geological Chance of Success. Hosielsenot a
statistically significant population, and therefoaecalculation of &imated Monetay Value EM\j of the
portfolio of exploration prospects will have wide error bars and will not fully reflect the range of potential
outcomes

I I I
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Table6-10 h LISNJ (0 2 NR& I NP & &s of keypdisdaleied A S NB & 2 dzNO S

Contingent Resources
Operator Best Estimate Gross
Discovery ProspectiveResource
(MMboe)

Hawking 14.3

Cobra 33

Artemis 27

Mongour 14.1

Corfe 17

TOTAL 105.4

Table6-11 h LIS NJ dgicBsNdRa@verable resourcesith RISQ &CoS and risked recoverable resources

Prospective Resources
Operator Best
opert | STHEGEE | mcoces | Ruentees
Resource (MMboe)
Ada 3 66 2.0
Newton 32 19 6.1
Python 107 28 3.0
Artemis East 7.9 65 5.1
Malin 27 22 59
Ekland 67 22 14.7
TOTALS 1475 - 36.8
o | T —

RISE; Project Eva CPR (15.0092) Paged8
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6.6. Additional Prospectivity

6.6.1. Central and Southern North Sea Leads

A number of leads that have been identifiegE.Onare summarisetbelow. These volumes are considered
indicative and have not been evaluated by RFISCIo not consider these leads well enough calibrated

to be used for EMV calculation.

Table6-12 Summary of additional Qgtral and Southern North Sea Prospectivity identified BxOn

Operator
Best
. L Estimate
Lead Name . Licence Major Licence Operator
(HC Phase) Lead Name | Licence| Operator Partners Blocks Award Date | Commitments Regr\?esrsa b GCoS
Resource
(MMboe)
. Drill or Drop
Cluin Cluin p2105 | E:ON | pana (s0%)| 2/2%€ | 20.12.2013 | decision by 17 30%
(Gas) (50%) 42/29d 20.12.2017
Newton
Deep gg:’;"” 6.8 35%
(Gas) .
E.On Bayerngas 1 Firm Welbn
(DGo:Sg)son Dodgson P2290 (50%) (50%) 48/3 01.09.2015 the licence 7 48%
Joly o
(Gas) Joly 7.2 36%
Adder 0
(Gas) Adder 6.3 48%
Viper ; E.On Bayern 1 Firm Welb
Viper - yerngas irm Vvelbn 3.2 40%
(Gas) p P2212 Go%) | (50%) 48/2b | 01.12.2014 | o o 0
(B(;’:S) Boa 4 40
. Licence due
North Rita . P771 E.On GDF Suez | 44/22c, i
(Gas) North Rita P766 (74%) (26%) 2421 14.06.1991 iz%gzozs 1.3 n/a
Licence due
Deep Hunter Deep Hunter | P452 E.On GDF Suez 44/23e | 11.05.1983 | expiry 4.17 n/a
G 21%
(Gas) (79%) (21%) 10.05.2019
Bayerngas | 43/1, .
Lyra Lyra p2271 | EON | (3506) Dyad 4372, | 01.09.2015 | Drill or Drop 51 17%
(Gas) (35%) (30%) 23/6 01.09.2019
ENI
West (21.87%),
Franklin West BG P188c Due
Terrace Franklin (14.11%), p188 ié%‘g’ZOlS 50** 48%
(Gas + Terrace q Vo,
Condensate) E.On 16.03.1972 | P362c Due
P188 (5.2%), 221300, 1 paeoc expiry
P362, | Total ExxonMobil| 22/30¢, | 17151980 | 16.12.2016
P666, | (46.17%) | (4-38%), ;ggg' P666C P666C Due
P2068 Chevron ' | 20.07.1989 | expiry
(3.9%), 29/4d | poneac 19.07.2025
Elgin West Dzyi‘;(y 01.01.2013 | P206& Initial
(Gas + Elgin West (Summ(:z term end date 37 40%
Condensate) Petroleum 01.01.2019
u
(2.19%)
Edison .
Drill or Drop
0,
TR7 TR7 po161 | EON | (80%), 15/27b | 01.12.2014 | decision by 88 18%
(Qil) (40%) Bayerngas 01.01.2018
(30%) o
- TS I I
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Operator
Best
. A Estimate
Lead Name n Licence Major Licence Operator
(HC Phase) Lead Name | Licence| Operator | Partners Blocks Award Date | Commitments Gross GCoS
Recoverable
Resource
(MMboe)
Edison Dirill or Drop
0,
Tumbleweed| + e vweed| p217g | E-ON | (30%), 2UATb, | 61 122014 | decision by 22 46%
(Ol (40%) Bayerngas | 21/18b
01.01.2018
(30%)
Chimaera E.On é%os/o)n Awaiting Dirill or Drop 4
(Gas + Chimaera P2303 ) . Ba (:rr’1 as 15/24a | official years after 36 29%
Condensate) (40%) (30)tl%) 9 confirmation | award

*Numbers represent irplace estimates.

6.6.2.

West of Shetlands

E.Onhold three exploration licences in the West of Shetland©asrator E.Orwere recentlyparticipant

in three other licences as newperator but these are due to be relinquished in Q1 2016. The table below

lists the licences with Blocks, identified lea@peratorbest estimate recoverable volume and key licence
information. RIS@o not congiler these leads well enough calibrated to be used for EMV calculation

Table6-13 Summary of West of Shetland Prospectivity identified ByOn

Lead Operator Best
. Outstanding | Estimate Gross
Name Lead . Licence : Operator
Licence| Operator Partners Blocks Licence Recoverable
(HC Name Award . GCoS
Phase) Commitments Resource
(MMboe)
Drill or Drop
%’;ZS‘;‘ Colza P2023 E'OO” gggﬁg' 01.01.2013 | decision by 68 25%
(100%) 01.01.2017
Drill or Drop
?gcsi)y ke | Mardyke | P2073 E'OO” 209/4, 209/5 | 01.01.2013 | decision by 100 17%
(100%) 01.01.2017
Gunnison E.On 219/13, Dirill or Drop
(Oil or Gunnison | P2012 Pyl 219/14, 01.01.2013 | decision by 34 15%
Gas) (100%) 219/15 01.01.2017
I — | jE— I
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7. Economics

7.1. Fiscal Terms

Upstream oil andjas activities in fields on the UK Continental Shelf (UKCS) are subject to sevesalflayer
taxation which aresummarizedelow:

FiscalTerm Description
LicenseTerm Block specific
Royalties No state royalties apply
Petroleum Revenue Tax PRTid G E 2y2 NdvadEtdNadm individual fields with development
(PRT) consents prior to 16 March 2003. PRTing-fencedat a field level and deductible

against RFCT and SCT.

The only Southern North S&aOrfield subject to PRT is Ravenspurn North whe
PRT is applied at a rate of 50% in 2015 and 35% thereafter.

PRTassessable profis calculatedas follows:
+ Sales Revenue
+ Tariff revenue
- Opex, exploration & appraisal costs and capex (35% uplift on qualify

capex)

- Abandonment losses
- Field losses carried forward/back
- Qil allowance

Application ofPRT igurther subject to Payback and Safeguard limits under whi
PRT only applies after payback is achieved (defined as cumulative reve
exceeding cumulative cts, and Safeguard during which PRT is charged on 8
of adjusted profit less 15% of the ending balance of cumulative capex for
chargeable period. The Safeguard period is defined as 1.5 times the charge
periods up to the achievement of Payback.

Ring Fence Corporation RFCT is levied on the Upstream profits from oil & gas activities at a rate of 3
Tax (RFCT) Allowable deductions include:

A PRT

A Opex

A Capital allowances of which

o0 Capex other than long life assets (>25 years) is written down
100% as its incurred

o Capex on long life assets is written down by 24% in theehr
and 6% palecliningbalance thereafter
o0 Abandonmentxpenses expensed as it is incurred
A Interest expenses
A Ring Fence Expenditure Supplement

A RFCT losses carried forward indefiniwiypackward for up to 3 years.

Supplementary Charge SCT is levied on Upstream profits from oil & gas activities at a rate of 20%
(SCT) similar base to RFCT with the exceptions of interest being excluded fi
deductions and additional field allowarsallowable as deductions.

I, L — I I
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7.2. Economic Analysis

Economiassessment dE.OM & { 2 MueiittKSeaNdyoducing fields have been based on discounted cash

flow analyses incorporating production and cost profiles and the fiscal terms described above

Atotal of F 2 dzNJ LINA OS aOSYy I NAR2a Kl DOBaNBESNAYY BAWK{ t Q& Of
LINAOSad ¢KS GKNBS 2 (KS N NGBS 6NARA OGEZRNEp@SENt HHided v WNA 2
forecast by Premiefe.On sells its gas to othErOn subsidiaries at National Balancing Point (NBP) prices

with hedging at a corporate leveRISC has not valued the hedges.

A summary description of the assumptions used in the models follows.
7.2.1. Key Assumptions

7.2.1.1. ValuationDate

The valuation has been card out in US Dollars with an Effective Date $flanuary 2015 to align with
the Sale and Purchase agreambetween Premier Oil and E.QFable7-4 & Table7-5). The reserves and
net present values have also been calculated with an effective da3@*obecember 201%Table7-6 &
Table7-7) to meet the requirements of th&JK Listing Authority.

7.2.1.2. Field allowances

RavenspurnNorth is subject to PRT araligible for oil allowance to reduce potential PRT payable.
Information supplied by Premier indicates Ravenspurn North has a remaining oil allowance balance of
109,382 tonnes oubf a total of 2.5 million tonnes and a maximum of 125,000 tonnes per chargeable
period. Analysis shows Ravenspurn North generates insufficient revenue to incur any PRT charges or make
use of the oil allowance hence the oil allowance is immaterial.

7.2.1.3. Taxlos pools

Premier has provided the following information on apportioned tax losses/pool deductible against
Southern North Sea fields.

Table7-1 Southern North Sea Fields Share of tax losgepdning Position 11.2015- Net £MM)

EPUK EU Aggregate

RFCTLoSS 9.248 60.203 69.451
SCT Loss 9.276 37.492 46.768
Plant and machinerfool 21.759 7.223 28.982

Mineral extraction allowance | 0.899 9.644 10.543

RISC has utilised EU allowances fiahle7-1.

I, L — I
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7.2.1.4.

CommodityPrices
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A total of faur price scenarios have been considerétle2015gas production is assumed to have been

soldat monthly average of daghead contracpricesas reported by Ofgem and liquids sold at the average
of the dated Brent monthly price. NA O S
B, C& D representmid, low and higtprices forecast by Premiefhe prices are exclusive afiy hedge
contracts in place at the time of the transaction.

{ OSY I NA 2

Table7-2 Commodity Prices

Wi Q N&B LINPric&eetadios wlL { / Q&

2015 2016 2017 2018 | 2019+
Oil Price (US$/bbl)
t NAOS { OSy Il NJ 5240 35.00 | 40.00 | 45.00 | 60(2016 real +2.5% pakg.65
t NAOS { OSy Il NJ 5240 55.00 60.00 65.00 | 80 (2016 real +2.5% pa) i.e. 86
t NAOS { OSy Il NJ 5240 45.00 50.00 55.00 | 65 (2016 real +2.5% pa) i.e. 70
t NAOS { OSy Il NJ 5240 55.00 70.00 75.00 | 95 (2016 real +2.5% pa) i.e. 102
Gas Priceg UKNBP spot (GBp/th)
t NAOS { OSyl NJ 442 33.0 34.0 35.0 | +2.5% pa
t NAOS { OSylIl N] 442 40.0 41.0 420 | +2.5% pa
t NAOS { OSyl NJ 442 375 380 39.0 | +2.5% pa
t NAOS { OSyIl N] 442 42.5 44.0 450 | +2.5% pa
7.2.1.5. Economic parameters
Table7-3 Economic Parameters
2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 2019+
Cost Inflation 0% 0% 0% 0% +2.5% pa
Exchange $/£ 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5

7.2.1.6.

Discount Rate

Project NPVs are reported atdiscount rate ofL0%nominal.Discount rates 08% and 12%ominalare

considered as valuation sensitivities.

7.2.1.7.

Cases

RISC hasvaluated 1P, 2P and 3P cases for producing fields and fields under development under the fiscal
terms and economic parameters described above.

7.2.1.8.

Economic limit

RISC estimates field economic limits using a-lwsdk value methodology whereby a field is abandoned at
a time beyond which operations would erode economic value.

RISE; Project Eva CPR (15.0092)
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7.3. Economic Resultas of1% January 2015

Economics have been run using the discodntash thw method for the four price scenaridssed on
estimates of future production of assessed reserves/resources and forecasts of future capital and
operating costsvith an effective date of1January 2015

Thefollowing Net Present ValuebBave not been djusted for other factors (egnalogous transactions,
strategic, political and security risks) that a buyer or seller may consider in any transaction concerning
these assets and therefore may not be representative of the fair market value.

The economic reults for the pipelines are independent of the oil and gas price scenarios. A single scenario
was evaluated for each of the ETS and CMS working interests at the efftattvef F' January 2015.

I I I
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Table7-4 Pre-Tax Valuation SummanNPVat 10% discount rate itdS$MMat 15t January 201p
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_ EOn Price _ Price _ Price _ Price _
Field Status Wi Case Scenario Scenario Scenario Scenario
Yl Q Y. Q Y/ Q Y5 Q
1P 0 0 0 0
Rita Currently Shuin 74% 2P 0 0 0 0
3P 0 0 0 0
1P -60 -60 -60 -60
Ravenspurn North Producing 29% 2P -59 -59 -59 -59
3P -59 -59 -59 -59
1P 5 9 7 10
Johnston Producing 50% 2P 10 14 12 15
3P 14 19 16 21
1P -37 -37 -37 -37
Caister Ceased Production 40% 2P -37 -37 -37 -37
3P -37 -37 -37 -37
1P 4 16 10 21
Babbage Producing 47% 2P 20 39 30 47
3P 51 78 66 90
1P -20 -20 -20 -20
Orca Producing 23% 2P -20 -20 -20 -20
3P -20 -20 -20 -20
1P -11 -10 -10 -10
Hunter Producing 9% 2P -11 -10 -10 -10
3P -11 -10 -10 -10
1P -12 -12 -12 -12
Minke Ceased Production 43% 2P -12 -12 -12 -12
3P -12 -12 -12 -12
1P -33 -33 -33 -33
Tolmount Eeer‘]’si'r?grglegt 50% | 2P 111 214 160 267
3P 584 789 682 897
CMS Pipeline Facility 20% -4 -4 -4 -4
ETS Pipeline Facility 30% 29 29 29 29
1P -139 -122 -130 -116
;?;2:”(]'25)' 2P 27 154 89 216
3P 535 773 651 895
I S I
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Table7-5 Post Tawaluation SummaryNPVat 10% discount ratéen US$MMat 15t January 2015
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E.O . . Price .
. Cas Price Price . Price
Field Status n =a ) Scenario =&
Wi e { OSY Il N Scenamn¥. Q W/ 0 { OSY I N
1P 0 0 0 0
Rita Currently Shuin 74% 2P 0 0 0 0
3P 0 0 0 0
1P -60 -60 -60 -60
Ravenspurn North Producing 29% 2P -59 -59 -59 -59
3P -59 -59 -59 -59
1P 5 9 7 10
Johnston Producing 50% 2P 10 14 12 15
3P 14 17 16 17
1P -37 -37 -37 -37
Caister ) 40% | 2P -37 -37 -37 -37
Production
3P -37 -37 -37 -37
1P 4 16 10 20
Babbage Producing A47% 2P 20 31 27 36
3P 42 54 49 58
1P -20 -20 -20 -20
Orca Producing 23% 2P -20 -20 -20 -20
3P -20 -20 -20 -20
1P -11 -10 -10 -10
) 79%
Hunter Producing 2P -11 -10 -10 -10
3P -11 -10 -10 -10
1P -12 -12 -12 -12
Minke Copser] 43% | 2P 12 12 12 12
Production
3P -12 -12 -12 -12
1P -33 -33 -33 -33
Tolmount Development 50% | 2P 28 81 53 108
pending FID
3P 256 363 307 418
CMS Pipeline Facility 20% -4 -4 -4 -4
ETS Pipeline Facility 30% 17 17 17 17
1P -151 -134 -142 -129
Total (Incl. 2p -68 1 33 34
Pipelines)
3P 186 309 247 368
Consolidated Tax benefit 2Pt 76 71 75 66
- TS I I
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7.3.1. Field Valuation Sensitivities

The sensitivity of valuations considered include discount rates, sales prices and costs and are summarized
for each fields 2lPeservescase below. The sensitivities are appliedPtice Scenari@Q

Sensitivity Analysis - Ravenspurn North 2P

Capex{+20%/_20%]

Opex(+20% / -20%)
Gas Price(-20% / +20%)

Discount rate (12% / 8%) -61 || -58

-72 -67 -62 -57 -52 -47
NPV10 USSMM

Figure7-1 Ravenspurn North Sensitivity Analysis

Sensitivity Analysis - Johnston 2P

Gas Price(-20% / +20%)

Capex(+20% [ -20%)

Opex(+20% / -20%)

Discount rate (12% / 8%)

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16
NPV10 USSMM

Figure7-2 Johnston Sensitity Analysis

21 Consolidated tax benefit calculated for arithmetic total of field 2P cash flows only

S IIIIDNSEETT—S— .
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Sensitivity Analysis - Caister 2P

Capex(+20% [ -20%)

Discount rate (12% / 8%) -38 || -36
Gas Price(-20% / +20%) EEEJ
Opex(+20% / -20%) BSJES'!

-46 - -42 -40 -38 -36 -34 -32 -30 -28
NPV10 USSMM

Figure7-3 Caister Sensitivity Analysis

Sensitivity Analysis - Babbage 2P

o price{izo%/ +20%)
Opex{+20%/ 720%]

Capex(+20% [ -20%) El
Discount rate (12% / 8%)

NPV10 USSMM

Figure7-4 Babbage Sensitivity Analysis

S IIIIDNSEETT—S— .
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Sensitivity Analysis - Orca 2P
Capex(+20% / -20%)
Opex(+20% / -20%)

Discount rate (12% / 8%) 221 || -20
Gas Price(-20% / +20%) EEEO

-24 -23 -22 -21 -20 -19 -18 -17 -16
NPV10USSMM

Figure7-5 Orca Sensitivity Analysis

Sensitivity Analysis - Hunter 2P
Capex(+20% / -20%)
Gas Price(-20% / +20%)

Discount rate (12% / 8%)

Opex{+20%/ 720%]

-14 -13 -12 -11 -10 -9 -8
NPV10 USSMM

Figure7-6 Hunter Sensitivity Analysis

S IIIIDNSEETT—S— .
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Sensitivity Analysis - Tolmount 2P

Gas Price(-20% / +20%)

Capex(+20% [ -209%)
Discount rate (12% / 8%) _
Opex(+20% / -20%) | 37
.30 -10 10 30 50

NPV10 USSMM

70

90

Figure7-7 Tolmount Sensitivity Analysis

7.4. Economic Resultas of31% December 2015

Economics havalsobeen run using the discounted cash flow method for ther price scenaris based
on estimates of future production of assessed reserves/resources and forecasts of future capital and

operating costsvith an effective date of 31 December 2015.

Thefollowing Net Present Valuebave not been adjusted for other factors (agalogous transactions,
strategic, political and security risks) that a buyer or seller may consider in any transaction concerning
these assets and therefore may not be representative of the fair market value.

The ecoomic results for the pipelineare independent of the oil and gas price scenarios. A single scenario
was evaluated for each of the ETS and CMS working interests effféietivedate of P January 2015.

I
RIS Project Eva CPR (15.0092)

Pagel10



Table7-6 Pre-Tax Valuation SummanNPVat 10% discount ratén US$MMat 31st December 201p
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. EOn Price' Price' Price' Price_
Field Status Wi Case Scenario Scenario Scenario Scenario
Y Q Y. Q Y/ Q Y5 Q
1P -12 -12 -12 -12
Rita Currently Shutn 74% 2P -12 -12 -12 -12
3P -12 -12 -12 -12
1P -62 -62 -62 -62
Ravenspurn North Producing 29% 2P -62 -62 -62 -62
3P -62 -62 -62 -62
1P -1 3 1 4
Johnston Producing 50% 2P 3 8 6 10
3P 8 13 10 15
1P -43 -43 -43 -43
Caister Ceased Production 40% 2P -43 -43 -43 -43
3P -43 -43 -43 -43
1P -24 -10 -18 -5
Babbage Producing 47% 2P -7 13 4 23
3P 25 55 41 68
1P -20 -20 -20 -20
Orca Producing 23% 2P -20 -20 -20 -20
3P -20 -20 -20 -20
1P -12 -11 -11 -11
Hunter Producing 9% 2P -12 -11 -11 -11
3P -12 -11 -11 -11
1P -13 -13 -13 -13
Minke Ceased Production 43% 2P -13 -13 -13 -13
3P -13 -13 -13 -13
1P -36 -36 -36 -36
Tolmount E:r‘]’gi'r?grglegt 50% | 2P 122 235 176 294
3P 656 882 763 1,000
CMS Pipeline Facility 20% -4 -4 -4 -4
ETS Pipeline Facility 30% 32 32 32 32
1P -195 -176 -186 -170
.1?32:.325' 2P 16 123 53 194
3P 555 817 681 950
I S I
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Table7-7 Post Tax Valuation Summary (NPV at 10% discoate in USSMM at 31st December 2015)

Field Status E.On Case Price Price Price Price
Wi { OSYyLI N { OSYyl NR|{OSyIl N}y { OSyI N
1P -12 -12 -12 -12
Rita Eu"en“y ShuE 1 2406 2P 12 12 12 12
3P -12 -12 -12 -12
1P -62 -62 -62 -62
Ravenspurn North Producing 29% 2P -62 -62 -62 -62
3P -62 -62 -62 -62
1P -1 3 1 4
Johnston Producing 50% 2P 3 8 6 10
3P 8 13 10 15
1P -43 -43 -43 -43
Caister Ceased 40% 2P 43 43 43 43
Production
3P -43 -43 -43 -43
1P -24 -10 -18 -5
Babbage Producing 47% 2P -7 13 4 23
3P 25 44 38 49
1P -20 -20 -20 -20
Orca Producing 23% 2P -20 -20 -20 -20
3P -20 -20 -20 -20
1P -12 -11 -11 -11
) 79%
Hunter Producing 2P -12 -11 -11 -11
3P -12 -11 -11 -11
1P -13 -13 -13 -13
Minke e 43% | 2P 13 13 13 13
Production
3P -13 -13 -13 -13
1P -36 -36 -36 -36
Tolmount Development 50% | 2P 31 89 58 119
pending FID
3P 295 413 352 473
CMS Pipeline Facility 20% -4 -4 -4 -4
ETS Pipeline Facility 30% 18 18 18 18
1P -209 -190 -200 -184
Total (incl. 2P 121 37 79 5
Pipelines)
3P 180 323 253 390
Consolidated Tax benefit 2p2 84 78 82 73
22 consolidated tax benefit calculated for arithmetic total of field 2P cash flows only
I S I
RIS, Project Eva CPR (15.0092) Pagell2




@R!SC
8. UKBIlockslicensed byE.On

Table8-1 Blocks licensd by E.@ E & P UK Limited

E.ON E&P UK LIMITED 15/27b 40% E.ON E&P UK LIMITED P2161
21/17d 40% E.ON E&P UK LIMITED P2178
21/18b 40% E.ON E&P UK LIMITED P2178
22/13b 22.50% NEXEN PETROLEUM U.K. LIMITED P1420
22/14b 25% E.ON E&P UK LIMITED P1114
22/14d REST 22.50% NEXEN PETROLEUM UK. LIMITED P1801
22/18b 22.50% NEXEN PETROLEUM UK. LIMITED P1801
22/18c 40% PARESOURCES NORTH SEALIMITED P2184
22/19b 22.50% NEXEN PETROLEUM U.K. LIMITED P1801
22/19d 40% PARESOURCES NORTH SEALIMITED P2184
22/25a MERG 65.99% BRITOIL LIMITED P111
22/27a A 20% CNR INTERNATIONAL (U .K.) LIMITED P114
22/29b 5.20% TOTAL E&P UK LIMITED P2068
22/30b ELGN 5.20% TOTAL E&P UK LIMITED P188
22/30c 5.20% TOTAL E&P UK LIMITED P666
23/26d A 100% E.ON E&P UK LIMITED P264
28/15 NORTH 15% STATOIL (U.K.) LIMITED P2067
28/20 NORTH 15% STATOIL (U.K.) LIMITED P2067
28/20 SW 15% NEXEN PETROLEUM U K. LIMITED P2067
292a A 20% CNR INTERNATIONAL (U.K.) LIMITED P224
29/3b 25% TOTAL E&P UK LIMITED P1626
29/4d 18.57% TOTAL E&P UK LIMITED P752
29/5b 5.20% TOTAL E&P UK LIMITED P362
29/5¢ 5.20% TOTAL E&P UK LIMITED P666
29/16 SE 15% STATOIL (U.K.) LIMITED P2067
30/12e 20% TALISMAN SINOPEC ENERGY UK LIMITED P1939
30/13a WEST 15% TALISMAN SINOPEC ENERGY UK LIMITED P79
30/13b 25% GDF SUEZ E&P UK LTD P1823
42/28d 50% E.ON E&P UK LIMITED P1330
42/28e 50% E.ON E&P UK LIMITED P2105
42/29d 50% E.ON E&P UK LIMITED P2105
44/21b 68.31% E.ON E&P UK LIMITED P766
44/22¢ 76% E.ON E&P UK LIMITED P771
44/23a AREAA 40% CONOCOPHILLIPS (U.K.) LIMITED P452
44/23e D 79% E.ON E&P UK LIMITED P452
44/24a 42.67% GDF SUEZ E&P UK LTD P611
44/29b A 35% GDF SUEZ E&P UK LTD P454
44/29b B 42.67% GDF SUEZ E&P UK LTD P454
44/30a 42.67% GDF SUEZ E&P UK LTD P611
4713k 100% E.ON E&P UK LIMITED P2136
48/1b 50% E.ON E&P UK LIMITED P2212
48/2b 50% E.ON E&P UK LIMITED pP2212
48/10c 50% E.ON E&P UK LIMITED P2103
205/16d 50% FAROE PETROLEUM (U .K.) LIMITED P2011
205/17b 50% FAROE PETROLEUM (U.K.) LIMITED P2011
205/21c 50% FAROE PETROLEUM (U.K.) LIMITED P2011
205/22b 50% FAROE PETROLEUM (U .K.) LIMITED P2011
208/14 100% E.ON E&P UK LIMITED P2023
208/15 100% E.ON E&P UK LIMITED P2023
209/4 100% E.ON E&P UK LIMITED P2073
209/5 100% E.ON E&P UK LIMITED P2073
213/5 30% OMV (U.K.) LIMITED P1997
214/1 30% OMV (U.K.) LIMITED P1997
214/4c 30% OMV (U.K.) LIMITED P2080
215/30 30% OMV (U.K.) LIMITED P1997
216/26 30% OMV (U.K.) LIMITED P1997
216/27 30% OMV (U.K.) LIMITED P1997
219/13 100% E.ON E&P UK LIMITED P2012
219/14 100% E.ON E&P UK LIMITED P2012
219/15 100% E.ON E&P UK LIMITED P2012
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Table8-2 Blocks licenced by E.On E & P UK EU Limited

Equity Holder Block / Subarea Interest Operator Licence
E.ON E&P UK EU LIMITED 23/16¢ 30% DANA PETROLEUM (E&P) LIMITED P1720
431263 RAVE (CA) 35.94% BP EXPLORATIO’E|3|:?|—IEE|R;ATING COMPANY P380
43/26a RAVEA 35.94% E.ON E&P UK EU LIMITED P380
43/26a RAVEB 35.94% E.ON E&P UK EU LIMITED P380
43/26a RESID 72.22% E.ON E&P UK EU LIMITED P380
43/27a 42.22% E.ON E&P UK EU LIMITED P686
48/2a 47% E.ON E&P UK EU LIMITED P456
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9. List of terms

Thefollowing lists, along with a brief definition, abbreviated terms that are commonly used in the oil and

gas industry and which may be used in this report.

Term Definition

1P Equivalent to Proved reserves or Proveghiace quantities, depending on tlentext.

1Q 1st Quarter

2P The sum of Proved and Probable reserves qui@te quantities, depending on the context.

2Q 2nd Quarter

2D Two Dimensional

3D Three Dimensional

4D Four Dimensional time lapsed 3D in relation to seismic

3P The sum oProved, Probable and Possible Reserves-ptace quantities, depending on the context.

3Q 3rd Quarter

4Q 4th Quarter

AFE Authority for Expenditure

Bbl US Barrel

BBL/D US Barrels per day

BCF Billion (10) cubic feet

BCM Billion (10) cubic meters

BFPD Barrels of fluid per day

BOPD Barrels of oil per day

BTU British Thermal Units

BOEPD US barrels of oil equivalent per day

BWPD Barrels of water per day

°C Degrees Celsius

Capex Capital expenditure

CAPM Capital asset pricing model

CGR Condensate Gas Ratjaisually expressed as bbl/MMscf

Contingent Those quantities of petroleum estimated, as of a given date, to be potentially recoverable from kn

Resources accumulations by application of development projects but which are not cuygresdnsidered to be
commercially recoverable due to one or more contingencies. Contingent Resources are a clg
discovered recoverable resources as defined in the FFRIES.

CO2 Carbon dioxide

CP Centipoise (measure of viscosity)

CPI Consumer Price tex

DEG Degrees

DHI Direct hydrocarbon indicator

Discount Rate

The interest rate used to discount future cash flows into a dollars of a reference date

DST

Drill stem test

E&P

Exploration and Production

EG

Gas expansion factor. Gas volume at standardface) conditions / gas volume at reservoir condition
(pressure & temperature)

RISE; Project Eva CPR (15.0092)
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Term Definition

EIA US Energy Information Administration
EMV Expected Monetary Value

EOR Enhanced Oil Recovery

ESP Electric submersible pump

EUR Economic ultimate recovery
Expectation The mean of a probability distribution
F Degrees Fahrenheit

FDP Field Development Plan

FEED Front End Engineering and design
FID Final investment decision

FM Formation

FPSO Floating Production Storage and offtake unit
FWL Free WatelLevel

FVF Formation volume factor

GlIP Gas Initially In Place

GJ Giga (16) joules

GOC Gasoil contact

GOR Gas oil ratio

GRV Gross rock volume

GSA Gas sales agreement

GTL Gas To Liquid(s)

GWC Gas water contact

H2S Hydrogen sulphide

HHV Higherheating value

ID Internal diameter

IRR Internal Rate of Return is the discount rate that results in the NPV being equal to zero.
JV(P) Joint Venture (Partners)

Kh Horizontal permeability

km2 Square kilometres

Krw Relative permeability to water

Kv Vertical permeability

kPa Kilo (thousand) Pascals (measurement of pressure)
Mstb/d Thousand Stock tank barrels per day
LIBOR London interbank offered rate

LNG Liguefied Natural Gas

LTBR LongTerm Bond Rate

m Metres

MDT Modular dynamic (formation)ester
mD Millidarcies (permeability)

MJ Mega (10) Joules

MMbbl Million US barrels

MMscf(d) Million standard cubic feet (per day)

I
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Term Definition

MMstb Million US stock tank barrels

MOD Money of the Day (nominal dollars) as opposed to money in real terms

MOU Memorandum of Understanding

Mscf Thousand standard cubic feet

Mstb Thousand US stock tank barrels

MPa Mega (10) pascal (measurement of pressure)

mss Metres subsea

MSV Mean Success Volume

mTVDss Metres true vertical depth subsea

MW Megawatt

NPV Net Present Value (of a series of cash flows)

NTG Net to Gross (ratio)

oDT Oil down to

OGIP Original Gas In Place

OQIP Original Oil in Place

Opex Operating expenditure

owcC Oilwater contact

P90, P50, P10 90%, 50% & 10% probabilities respectively theg stated quantities will be equalled or exceeded. Th
P90, P50 and P10 quantities correspond to the Proved (1P), Proved + Probable (2P) and Proved + P
+ Possible (3P) confidence levels respectively.

PBU Pressure buildip

PJ Peta (1015) Joules

POS Probability of Success

Possible As defined in the SPERMS, an incremental category of estimated recoverable volumes associated

Reserves a defined degree of uncertainty. Possible Reserves are those additional reserves which analy|
geoscienceand engineering data suggest are less likely to be recoverable than Probable Reserves
total quantities ultimately recovered from the project have a low probability to exceed the sum of Pro
plus Probable plus Possible (3P) which is equivalentechtbh estimate scenario. When probabilistig
methods are used, there should be at least a 10% probability that the actual quantities recovered
equal or exceed the 3P estimate.

Probable As defined in the SPERMS, an incremental category stimated recoverable volumes associated wit

Reserves a defined degree of uncertainty. Probable Reserves are those additional Reserves that are less likel
recovered than Proved Reserves but more certain to be recovered than Possible Reserves. It is €
likely that actual remaining quantities recovered will be greater than or less than the sum of the estim
Proved plus Probable Reserves (2P). In this context, when probabilistic methods are used, there g
be at least a 50% probability that the actugiantities recovered will equal or exceed the 2P estimate.

Prospective Those quantities of petroleum which are estimated, as of a given date, to be potentially recoverable

Resources undiscovered accumulations as defined in the-BRIS.

Proved As defined in the SPERMS, an incremental category of estimated recoverable volumes associated

Reseves a defined degree of uncertainty Proved Reserves are those quantities of petroleum, which by analy,
geoscience and engineering data, can be ed@mawith reasonable certainty to be commercially,
recoverable, from a given date forward, from known reservoirs and under defined economic conditi
operating methods, and government regulations. If deterministic methods are used, the term reason
certainty is intended to express a high degree of confidence that the quantities will be recovered
probabilistic methods are used, there should be at least a 90% probability that the quantities act
recovered will equal or exceed the estimate. OfténF SNNBR (2 & wmt > | f &z

PSC Production Sharing Contract

PSDM Prestack depth migration
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Term Definition

PSTM Prestack time migration

psia Pounds per square inch pressure absolute

p.u. Porosity unit e.g. porosity of 20%-€ p.u. equals a porosity rangé 18% to 22%

PVT Pressure, volume & temperature

QA/QC Quality Assurance/ Control

rb/stb Reservoir barrels per stock tank barrel under standard conditions

RFT Repeat Formation Test

Real Terms (RT) | Real Terms (in the reference date dollars) as opptsédbminal Terms of Money of the Day

Reserves RESERVES are those quantities of petroleum anticipated to be commercially recoverable by applica
development projects to known accumulations from a given date forward under defined conditig
Reserveanust further satisfy four criteria: they must be discovered, recoverable, commercial, ¢
remaining (as of the evaluation date) based on the development project(s) applied. Reserves are fU
categorised in accordance with the level of certainty assediatith the estimates and may be sub
classified based on project maturity and/or characterized by development and production status.

RT Measured from Rotary Table or Real Terms, depending on context

SC Service Contract

scf Standard cubic feet (measured 60 degrees F and 14.7 psia)

Sg Gas saturation

Sgr Residual gas saturation

SRD Seismic reference datum lake level

SPE Society of Petroleum Engineers

SPEPRMS Petroleum Resources Management System, approved by the Board of the SPE March 28@joaset
by the Boards of Society of Petroleum Engineers, American Association of Petroleum Geologists,
Petroleum Council and Society of Petroleum Evaluation Engineers.

s.u. Fluid saturation unit. e.g. saturation of 80% 0 s.u. equals a saturati range of 70% to 90%

stb Stock tank barrels

STOIIP Stock Tank Oil Initially In Place

Sw Water saturation

TCM Technical committee meeting

Tcf Trillion (182 cubic feet

TJ Tera (10?9 Joules

TLP Tension Leg Platform

TRSSV Tubing retrievablesubsurface safety valve

TVD True vertical depth

uss$ United States dollar

US$ million Million United States dollars

WACC Weighted average cost of capital

WHFP Well Head Flowing Pressure

Working I O02YLXl yeQa Slidzale kedutt®rNg eoyalties g produdiiddBhars dviad taofhdrs

interest under the applicable fiscal terms.

WPC World Petroleum Council

WTI West Texas Intermediate Crude Oil
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