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Forward Looking Statement

This presentation includes “forward-looking statements” within the meaning of Section 27A of the Securities Act of 1933, as amended (the “Securities
Act”), and Section 21E of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, as amended (the “Exchange Act”). All statements, other than statements of historical facts,
included in this presentation that address activities, events or developments that Gulfport expects or anticipates will or may occur in the future, including
statements relating to the proposed transactions, future capital expenditures (including the amount and nature thereof), business strategy and measures
to implement strategy, competitive strength, goals, expansion and growth of Gulfport’s business and operations, plans, market conditions, references to
future success, reference to intentions as to future matters and other such matters are forward-looking statements. These statements are based on
certain assumptions and analyses made by Gulfport in light of its experience and its perception of historical trends, current conditions and expected
future developments as well as other factors it believes are appropriate in the circumstances. However, whether actual results and developments will
conform with Gulfport’s expectations and predictions is subject to a number of risks and uncertainties, general economic, market, business or weather
conditions; the opportunities (or lack thereof) that may be presented to and pursued by Gulfport; competitive actions by other oil and gas companies;
changes in laws or regulations; and other factors, many of which are beyond the control of Gulfport. Specifically, Gulfport cannot assure you that the
proposed transactions described in this presentation will be consummated on the terms Gulfport currently contemplates, if at all. Information
concerning these and other factors can be found in the company’s filings with the Securities and Exchange Commission, including its Forms 10-K, 10-Q
and 8-K. Consequently, all of the forward-looking statements made in this presentation are qualified by these cautionary statements and there can be no
assurances that the actual results or developments anticipated by Gulfport will be realized, or even if realized, that they will have the expected
consequences to or effects on Gulfport, its business or operations. We have no intention, and disclaim any obligation, to update or revise any forward-
looking statements, whether as a result of new information, future results or otherwise.

Prior to 2010, the Securities and Exchange Commission generally permitted oil and gas companies, in their filings, to disclose only proved reserves that a
company has demonstrated by actual production or conclusive formation tests to be economically and legally producible under existing economic and
operating conditions. Beginning with year-end reserves for 2009, the SEC permits the optional disclosure of probable and possible reserves. We have
elected not to disclose our probable and possible reserves in our filings with the SEC. We use the terms “unrisked resource potential,” “unrisked
resource,” “contingent resource,” or “EUR,” or other descriptions of volumes of hydrocarbons to describe volumes of resources potentially recoverable
through additional drilling or recovery techniques that the SEC’s guidelines prohibit us from including in filings with the SEC. “Unrisked resource
potential,” “unrisked resource,” “contingent resource,” or “EUR,” do not reflect volumes that are demonstrated as being commercially or technically
recoverable. Even if commercially or technically recoverable, a significant recovery factor would be applied to these volumes to determine estimates of
volumes of proved reserves. Accordingly, these estimates are by their nature more speculative than estimates of proved reserves and accordingly are
subject to substantially greater risk of being actually realized by the Company. The methodology for “unrisked resource potential,” “unrisked resource,”
“contingent resource,” or “EUR,” may also be different than the methodology and guidelines used by the Society of Petroleum Engineers and is different

from the SEC’s guidelines for estimating probable and possible reserves.
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History of Gulfport’s Utica Play
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Overview of Utica Shale

Utica ShaI Activity Map

Chesapeake
Mangun #8H
3.1 Mmcfpd + 1,015 Bblpd liquids

Asset Overview (1)

Enervest L ] Six 400 Bbl tanks on location
| Frank 2H Ch
fl 24-Hour Test Rate of 1.2 MMcfd + Chesapeake Conglio #6H Rex Energy
L350 8bipct of oi + 312 8BIpfof NL Shaw f5H Peak Rate 5.0 Mmfpd + Cheeseman #1H . ~ 128,000 gross (64,000 net) acres

Peak rate 2.9 Mmcfpd + 290 Bopd 24-Hour Test Rate
180 Bblpd of NGL + 770 Bblpd of oil of 9.2 MMcfpd

—  Focused within the wet gas/retrograde
condensate and mature oil windows of
the Utica/Point Pleasant

—  5yearlease terms that are extendable

Enervest
Cairns 5H
24-Hour Test Rate of 2.2 MMcfd +
729 Bblpd of oil +587 BBIpf of NGL

Chesapeake
Burgett #8H

140 Bsﬁ;adkc:fa ::Gzﬁi?zgcggldp; of ol i Rangzeaﬁ,e:f,.‘urces with 5 year options
e —  Continue to pursue attractive acreage

Chesapeake

Brown #10H
Peak rate 1,445 Boepd
(Inc. 8.7 MMcfpd of gas)

Chesapeake
White #8H

Chesapeake

acquisition opportunities
hesapeat *  50% interest / 100% operated
et )+ 455 MBOE — 910 MBOE EUR / well @

Chesapeake
Houyouse #8H

e 781 gross locations (3)
Peak rate 5.6 Mmcfpd + 335 Bblpd

~. * ———— «  36.4 MMBoe of gross original oil in place
Peak rate of 400 Bblpd of oil ~

Chesapeake

| Stuart Henderson #1H

] Peak rate 1.9 Mmcfpd + 100 Bblpd
of NGL + 410 blpd of oil

Chesapeake X (2)
s Buell #8H
) Gulfport Energy 9.5 MMcfpd + 1,425 Bblpd liquids per section
. Gulfport Energy Lyon #1-27H Six 400 Bbl tanks on location

Stout #1-28H Drilling

Drilling — g Hess / Marquette
+E N. American Coal #3H-3
Gulfport Energy — 5 5 p‘s" t’;e;gy 24-Hour Test Rate of 11 MMcfpd
Clay 1-4H R, ™ o Sb
Completing u?

2012 Activities Update ()

Gulfport Energy £535H - Completing e Currently running two rigs

Groh #1-12H ol o " N 243 Gulfport Energy

Ryser #1-25H . Spudded twelve wells
Anadarko - d AN
Spencer #A-1H & #A-5H i : - _ LAl Gulfport Energy
2-Month Production: - b Catcd Ll ; %4 | G Wagner #1-28H
20,000 Bbls of oil + : g z )

2013 Planned Activities (4

. Plan to drill approximately 50

37 MMcf of gas
Gulfport Energy
BK Stephens #1-16H

Miley #5H

! Completed LEGEND
Gulfport Energy @  Permitied Horiz Wells grOSS Wel IS
Anadarko i Shugert #1-1H Driling, Drilled or Producing

Horiz Wells
Brookfield #A-3H

A 4 r Gulfport Energy @ Cross Section Wells ° CAPEX (net): $215 to $225 million

e brgan Shugert #1-12H
of oil + ~¥12 MMcf of gas rg Completed, Resting Shaney #1 Type Log

CONSOL Gulfport Energy * GPOR Lease Acreage
NBL 1A Antero Stutzman #1-14H
Peak rate of 9.0 MMcfpd + 10 Rubel Unit Completing
Bblpd of condensate Completed

(1) 3Q12 (4)  As of November 6, 2012 GU L F PO R T

(2) Preliminary management estimates, actual results may vary ENERGY CORPORATION
(3) Based on Gulfport gross acreage and 160-acre spacing WWW.GULFPORTENERGY.COM


http://www.gulfportenergy.com

Utica Shale - Summary of Wells Tested

Production Mix

Length of Peak IP

EI BT Con:);;lte:lon Lateral S:a:aZs Test i F:::::.I:n
(feet) o (Boe/d) @
Wagner 1-28H Harrison 5/28/12 8,143 28 4,650 9% 50% 40% 18%
Boy Scout 1-33H Harrison 6/13/2012 7,974 22 3,456 45% 26% 29% 25%
Groh 1-12H Guernsey 7/7/2012 5,414 16 1,935 61% 20% 19% 18%
Shugert 1-1H Belmont 7/27/2012 5,758 16 4,911 3% 56% 41% 17%
Ryser 1-25H Harrison 8/11/2012 8,291 23 2,914 51% 27% 22% 21%
BK Stephens 1-14H @ Harrison 9/19/2012 5,276 19 3,007 41% 34% 25% 11%

*  First six wells averaged a peak rate of 1,006 barrels of condensate per day, 8.17 MMCF of natural gas per day and 1,111
barrels of NGLs, or 3,479 BOEPD (1)

—  Production mix of included approximately 29% condensate, 39% natural gas, and 32% natural gas liquids

GULFPORT

Source: Company filings W ¥ Bl 8 N’ BN 8

ENERGY CORPORATION

(1) Assumes full ethane recovery
WWW.GULFPORTENERGY.COM

(2) Test rate reflecting a 30-day resting period and the well will return to complete a 60 day resting period
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Targeting the Acreage

When entering the Utica, Gulfport’s science team researched public data sources to find
available information regarding the geology and petrophysical characteristics of the

play. Utilizing the team’s initial research, Gulfport:
1. Targeted the liquids windows
2. Prepared Point Pleasant TOC map
3. Mapped the Point Pleasant Thickness

4. Focused on Overlapping “Sweet Spot” to Acquire Acreage

' GULFPORT
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Targeted the Liquids Windows

Our Main target is the “Wet
Gas” phase of the hydrocarbon
system. Multiple reasons
include: valuable liquids
increase profitability, a likely
increase in reservoir pressures
should aid in recoveries and
provide energy to help move
the larger liquid molecules
through the small pore
network, Kerogen develops
internal pores, enhancing the
total reservoir pore storage.

The dry gas window will work
but likely will be less profitable.
The oil window ability to
produce is questionable and
depending on pore sizes and
formation pressure, may not be
a regional “resource type” play.
In this region natural fractures
may dictate production

Maturity windows source from: Patchen, D.G., and 17 others, 2006, A geologic play book for Trenton-Black River

Appalachian Basin exploration: Final report prepared for U.S. Department of Energy.

In this age rock, the types of
maturity indicators include the
regression analysis of the
thermal color alteration (CAl) of
conodonts as compared to the
reflectance of vitrinite (Ro)* .
Additional measurement from
Rock-Eval analysis indicate can
indicate maturity, along with
indication of the rocks ability to
generate hydrocarbons and the
type of hydrocarbons
generated.

*Vitrinite is absent in pre-
Silurian rocks because land
plants had not yet evolved

GULFPORT
ENERGY CORPORATION
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Prepared Point Pleasant TOC (Total Organic Carbon) Map

] ) (
Lake rx«y /
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GULFPORT

TOC Contours source Ryder and others, 1998, modified from Wallace and Roen, 1989 ENERGY CORPORATION
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Mapped Point Pleasant Thickness (Isopach Mapping)

Good general “rule of
thumb” should have a
thickness > 100’ of
interval

(GuLrpoRT

NERGY CORPORATION
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Focused on Overlapping “Sweet Spot” to Acquire Acreage
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Planned Early for Pipeline Infrastructure / Takeaway

1. Gulfport dedicated acreage to MarkWest Energy Partners (“MarkWest”)

2. MarkWest is developing gathering and compression assets in Harrison, Belmont,
and eastern Guernsey counties to provide gathering, processing, fractionation, and

marketing services for Gulfport Energy
3. MarkWest will have 20 inch main lines complete in core area at the end of 1Q2013
4. Gulfport and MarkWest worked together to plan drill sites and pipeline routes
5. Recently signed letter of intent with MarkWest to gather Gulfport’s condensate

6. Gulfport will have rail, barge and pipeline options to avoid being “price takers” in

the play

‘ GULFPORT
ENERGY CORPORATION
WWW.GULFPORTENERGY.COM
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MarkWest Midstream Facilities

Harrison Processing and Fractionation Complex
Under Construction Total
Harrison Interim (4Q2012) 60 MMcf/day
Harrison
de-ethanization L ] - (] Harrison 1 (1Q2013) 125 MMcf/day
ropose Harrison Il (TBD) 200 MMcf/day
Shell ethane
Harrison | cracker C3+ Fractionation (4Q2013) 60 MBPD
‘ Interconnect to TEPPCO pipeline (4Q2013)
.\ A
N\ y = g
3 = =7V - £ Interconnect to ATEX pipeline (1Q2014)
_— ! ' S
ﬁé}/’/ \ De-ethanization (1Q2014) 40 MBPD
¥ /|
Noble Processing Construction Complex
Majorsville Planned Construction
Interim Noble Refrigeration (4Q12) 45 MMcf/day
Noble | Noble | (3013) 200 MMcf/day
MObIey NGL Pipelines
Under Construction
NGL Pipeline from Harrison to Majorsville (4Q2013)
= INTERCONNECT TO 3 PARTY PIPELINE
—_— f.::x:’;:g:ﬁi:i ::::t::: Sherwood NGL Pipeline from Harrison to Noble (4Q2013)
SUNUCO PIPELINE

GULFPORT
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Post Leasing / Pre Drilling Science

In August 2011, Gulfport employed Von Gonten and Associates to conduct additional

science prior to the start of drilling. Von Gonten’s research findings suggested:
1. Similarity Between the Utica Shale and Eagle Ford
2. ~225 ft. Frac Stages Were Optimal Based Upon Frac Simulations

3. Effective Drainage Half Lengths Could Be as Short as 125 — 140 feet

' GULFPORT
ENERGY CORPORATION
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Similarity Between the Utica Shale and Eagle Ford

Utica Shale — Eagle Ford Comparison

Eagle Ford

Utica + Point Pleasant

[ I T 1 JHHE =30
i SaA s aRHIIE i AR RE
TAHE T T
| | i1 IHAREATRERE: REC S -
- il ‘,
! T Hib _
4 j 1 i | Utica
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Ej:t 'I'lljlck;ess - 226;‘3“/ I el o ? i 4 ,qi [l Water Saturation — 14.71%
ective Porosity - 5.3% I s i A Permeability — 408 Nd
Water Saturation — 16.1% Y e w0 fy | :
Permeability — 284 Nd o il l{: I oA
i i W T
1 e 5 - -
I I ;. | M7 2 Point Pleasant
i ol g il Gross Thickness — 130 ft
- - L o/ Net Thickness — 130 ft
Lower Eagle Ford 3 ] : it 'Y i1 ;) Effective Porosity — 5.2%
Gross Thickness — 118 ft } B & 0k = Water Saturation — 3%
Net Thickness — 118 ft Y Cl 17% H - IR [ el Permeability — 734 Nd
Effective Porosity — 8.5% o AL &
Water Saturation — 14.5% T ;_rv I 1 [T = }éf‘{ {5
Permeability — 496 Nd S 0 I, ;’; ﬂ | |
eyl z‘i [ 31 I TITTTS TS Total Utica+Point Pleasant
T ? § il 1 Gross Thickness — 290 ft
Total Eagle Ford ) . AN e e el el Net Thickness — 290 ft
Gross Thickness - 324% /¢ E : T Ty, Efeciive Porosity—42%
Net Thickness — 324 ft et B = e b e R P e N . S el Water Saturation — 9.5%
Effective Porosity —6.5% | __s___ vew |wo _iomsy Fep | Eeewe o Toow FERMmv, L AL N G AL R ;Hﬁrg P bility — 546 Nd
Water Saturation — 15.5% PEFPE|_|  bycoFilled | Com Sv | GO.sclion 27"“"6' T k,fr:nfgg Ig‘zyg Nd-ft
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kh - 116,640 Nd " s o e

*  The Point Pleasant member of the Utica is similar to the
Eagle Ford
—  ~50% calcite and 20% clay content (which is similar to the
Eagle Ford)
. Higher carbonate content and low clay content have been

important factors contributing to high deliverability Eagle Ford
well

—  Porosity is in excess of 5%
—  95%is an intrakerogen porosity system
Permeability is similar to that of the Eagle Ford

Note: Sourced from W.D. Von Gonten Study

The Point Pleasant member of the Utica delivers
excellent economics

Gulfport’s position in the heart of the Utica wet gas window
could yield well performance results on par with the most
attractive shale plays

The Point Pleasant thickness appears to be essentially
constant and thick across our acreage

GULFPORT
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Frac Simulations Suggest 225 Ft. Stages

Based on a well with a 4,300 foot lateral and core data

\ 19 Stages

EUR

5 10 15 20 25 25+
Number of Frac Stages

4,300 Foot

=== "~ 225 Foot Optimum Stage Length
19 Stages

Note: Sourced from W.D. Von Gonten Study ‘ ENERGY CORPORATION

WWW.GULFPORTENERGY.COM
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Drilling for Data

When drilling began in the Utica, Gulfport:
1. Cored and Logged Entire Target Interval
2. Studied Ingrain Digital Core Analysis
3. Subdivided the Rock Type Intervals
4. Engaged NuTech to Run Multiple Frac Simulations Prior to Drilling

5. Planned Optimized Drilling Target Line

‘ GULFPORT
ENERGY CORPORATION
WWW.GULFPORTENERGY.COM
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Cored and Logged Entire Target Interval

4
j3uLd

11
i

i
.
|

I

 TD=8750
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Studied Ingrain Digital Core Analysis : Overpressure and Organic Material

*  Analysis of lon-milled Scanned Electron Microscopy (“SEM”) images of the Point Pleasant formation indicate:

—  Horizontal organic extrusion fractures may be indication of overpressure

—  Significant porosity development inside the organic material Scanning Electron
—  Porosity and permeability results on par with samples from lower Eagle Ford Microscopy (“SEM”) view of
N\ organic extrusion fractures
Porosity T Tt SR T~
Associated with |15 o b

~
7

Organic Material

Fracture is Partially Filled
with Organic Material

vertical direction

[T eI YTt —

\
Point Pleasant *,
plug samples N

show horizontal %, 2
organic N g
extrusion ‘g X St
fractures (may . Solid Organic
indicate Material

over-pressure)

GULFPORT

Note: Sourced from Ingrain Inc. Study ENERGY CORPORATION
WWW.GULFPORTENERGY.COM
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Studied Ingrain Digital Core Analysis : Eagle Ford Analog

Utica Shale — Eagle Ford Analog

Utica Shale — Point Pleasant Interval Eagle Ford

Porosity Associated
h Organic Material

Organic
Material

UONIAINQ [BIN), —me
U0R23IQ [N =

Lower Eagle Ford, wet gas window
Porosity —11.5 %

Kerogen —7.7 %

Perm = 1034 nD

High calcite, large pendular OM pores
plus smaller spongy OM pores

*u ureJBu| T10Z @

“2u) uresdu) Z10Z @

Solid Mineral Grains |

* lon-milled SEM images show extensive organic porosity development in Point Pleasant formation
— Organic matter porosity creates superior porosity and permeability in the rock
*  Similar organic porosity development in Eagle Ford formation

GULFPORT

ENERGY CORPORATION

Note: Sourced from Ingrain Inc. Study
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ided the Rock Type Intervals
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Engaged NuTech to Run Multiple Frac Simulations

Scenario Variables Include:

1. Type of Sand

a) High Strength Proppant
b) Size of Sand

¢) Maximum Sand Concentration
2. Stage Length
3. Cluster Spacing
4. Average Pump Rate
5. Optimal Position of Perforations within the Point Pleasant

6. Ran CHK Buell #8-H Frac Information from the Completion Report Submitted
to the Ohio DNR as Control Case

7. Compared 6 Proposals from 6 Service Companies

Note: Sourced from NuTech Study ' ENERGY CORPORATION

WWW.GULFPORTENERGY.COM




Sample Results of NuTech Simulations

22

180 Day
Scenario# CUM HC
(MusCF)

180 Day
Rate
(MCFED)

385Day 385 Day

1085 Day

3 Dy CUM HC

NPV(S)

730 Day

180
CUMHC  Rate ROI(%)

Rat
ROI%)  nauscr) McFED) =

1085 Day

(MMSCF}) [MCFED)

1825 Day
CUM HC
{MMsCF)

1825 Day
Rate
(MCFEID)

5.478.000 0.082.000 A 1 18.487.000 22.625.000 24120 25.835.000

33 844 7.152.000 0.754.000 425.0 1.118 6.067.000 20.232.000 823 23.686.000 24780 873 26621000 | @69%
B =) 7.218.000 0.816.000 1436.0 1.120 6.131.000 20.302.000 226 23.766.000 24240 574 26712000 | 831%
35 7307 845 7.177.000 0.774.000 444.0 1.121 6.082.000 20.268.000 226 23.732.000 2500.0 875 26678000 | 8E2%
36 7315 822 7.068.000 0.673.000 444.0 1.121 5.672.000 20.166.000 226 23.633.000 2502.0 875 26572000 | 854%

T 5478 774 4.716.000 5.640.000 244.0 1282 14,657,000 511% 1791.0 18.574.000 1.118 23.720.000 2607.0 1,052 27.302.000 | es52%
38 478.0 260 31.735.000 6.511.000 1030.0 850 0.653.000 3Ti% 13310 13,858,000 740 16,724,000 1571.0 702 2.031.000 | 885%
39 5032.8 8.422 62.248.825 80.610.086 85093 5419 105727.277 | 1328% | 101718 124.053.520 3841 138,666,546 1739% | 129706 3.503 150.684.319 | 1889%
40 43162 0.883 837741 75.253.622 E7100 6.588 106,661,301 10804.0 131.138.308 5.079 50,350,145 14608.0 4573 | 186.316.201 | 2085%
41 39332 7475 45.917.002 62674386 2118 4408 24214727 83804 100.080.835 3324 12,7447 10785.0 305 [123032108 | 1544%
42 43578 7455 .741.990 50.035.912 74338 4514 91,401,287 80832 3523 21454512 115333 3255  [132573.833 | 1454%
43 4502 8.130 32143791 | 4855 | 47308 56.192.425 86224 4534 7552049 8140.5 3465 08.631.18: 10688.6 3.085 [ 119530470 | 1483%

] 50 100 200 280 200 350 400 450 500
8450

Depth (R)

Propped Fracture Dimensions.

2320 Day 2320 Day

3650 Day

CUMHC  Rate T:v?:}, CUM HC R::?:g:gn]

(MMSCF) (MCFED) {MMSCF)
22 2720 E 28,342,000 3301 32,421,000 2,847 731 35,565,000
2 2788 23 22,154,000 3278 33,260,000 2827 ) 36,443,000
M 2504 E 28,242,000 3382 33,371,000 3048 740 36,552,000
5 2811 E 22,212,000 3280 33,342,000 741 36,526,000
38 2813 D 22,115,000 3402 33,247,000 2058 741 36,433,000
a7 2000 022 | 30,425,000 372 35,560.000 442 3 30,502,000
S 212 &4 21,121,000 2507 24,462,000 3048 04 27,055,000
3 14200 | 3267 | 180844114 16470 | 2841 | 176588818 18,525 2113 188416448 | 2382%
40 16247 | 4364 | 17081078 10208 | 4005 | 201081474 22,107 3728 7245
41 1868 | zge0 | 131e1ari 13884 146.768.040 5,03 2368 150.170.200 | 1856%
4z 120680 | 304 | 14184E718 14701 | 2762 | 156.007.608 0727 2871 107.231.078 | 1842%
43 11778 | 2850 | 128013008 13618 | 2661 | 142,008, 5,078 2470 153003812 | 1006%

Top of POINT PLEASANT

Top of LEXINGTON LIME

Top of TRENTON LIME




Planned Optimized Drilling Target Line

34067210620000 57 ft 34067210620100
GULFPORT GULFPORT
WAGNER#11H WAGNER 1-28H 1 1H
County=HARRISON  County=Harrison
Alt ID=ATHENS

L

TRENTON LS

TD=16439
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Completing Wells and Refining Techniques

To refine and plan completion techniques on the wells, Gulfport:
1. Ran DFIT Tests
2. Designed a Seismic Survey With MicroSeismic
3. Planned and Executed the Frac Job
4. Compared Frac Results for Each Stage To Fine Tune the Optimum Well Path
5. Ran a Production Log
6. Planned Future Tests of Spacing Between Wells

7. Still learning
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Ran DFIT (Diagnostic Fracture Injection Test)

Regression Analysis - Surface
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Designed a Seismic Survey With MicroSeismic

MicroSeismic Surface Array
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Planned and Executed the Frac Job
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Results on One Stage of MicroSeismic Survey

Map View Depth View Looking Northeast
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Compared Frac Results To Fine Tune the Well
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Production log sample
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Planned Future Tests of Spacing Between Wells

Original Thesis Future Possibilities
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The ODNR Technical Advisory Committee has approved 225 foot horizontal spacing for one operator
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Still Learning

Gulfport is still collecting data and conducting science to learn more about:

1.

2.

Bottom Hole Pressure Data

Surface Shut in Pressures

. PVT (Pressure Volume Temperature) Data
. Best Spacing Between Horizontal Laterals
. Optimal Frac Design

. Best Drilling Plan

. Ideal Period to Rest the Wells

. Basic Approach: Drill long laterals (8,000’ +) and frac with short

stages for best combination of EUR’s and economics
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Conclusion

Through Gulfport’s science staff’s exemplary technical capabilities, we were able to:

1.

2.

Conduct Geological and Petrophysical Research

Choose Acreage Buying Area

Plan for Product Takeaway and Optimal Drilling Locations
Propose Well Path Based on Drilling and Completion Techniques
Drill Wells and Gathered Data

Frac Wells and Refine Drill Paths and Completions

We Still Have A Lot to Learn...
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