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Single relationship

Fully integrated team

ent to transparency

“Shared accountability

Consistent long-term resources




7 Year Relationship Committed to
Success with Guaranteed Pipeline

Base Project Execution Strategy
¢ $80MM - $100MM annual TIC commitment

e $190MM annual TIC currently

e 60,000 hrs ($4-$5MM) annual engineering &
design

MOC Execution (Small Plant Changes)
e Non-capital small plant changes
e $400M annual budget
e Streamlined process

e Separate / dedicated resources




Applied strategic vetting process

‘the individual teammates

Shell Norco leadership trusted
Hargrove




Solid Improvements in Both Cost and Schedule
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Stabilized Predictability Over Time for Cost and Schedule
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» Collaborative processes

 Transparency MaXimiZing Value

« Common goals
ALIGNMENT e $10MM TIC project max
\ = N e Time & Materials (T&M) basis

e Allowing for discovery / changes
e Low to mid complexity
e Lots of piping, mechanical projects

ies® Structured FEL process

* Minimized rework/recycle
* Innovation
* Replication

i




Organizational Chart
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Balancing our Plans / Actions for Continuous Improvement

Avoiding scope misalignment with clarity and documentation

Alleviating schedule challenges with true resource loading, better tracking and clear project priorities

o

o

e Improved project portfolio management

e T&M predictability through alignment and transparency in proposal development
o

Maximize resource utilization with flexibility to shift as demand changes

m




Maintaining our culture is important

Replication is key

Implemented full-time document control specialist
Implemented procurement support specialist

This type of long-term work is not for everybody

COVID pandemic has lowered our baseload work
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