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The Shaw Group Inc.

The Shaw Group is a global, vertically integrated provider of comprehensive engineering,
procurement, pipe fabrication, construction and maintenance services to the power, process,
environmental and infrastructure sectors.
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Shaw Group Divisions

Power:
Fossil & Nuclear

Power:
Maintenance

Energy &
Chemicals

Fabrication &
Manufacturing

Environmental &
Infrastructure

Deal Flow Origination

Utility clients
desiring off balance
sheet power

Deep relationships
with developers
Robust business
development leads
EPC + Equity
Opportunities

Plant manager
relationships
Efficient/optimization
projects

Expansions

Repower
opportunities
AQCS/Emissions
Control projects

Plant manager
relationships
Inside fence power
and other projects
Efficiency projects

* Modularization for
quality control and
fast deployment of
projects/investments

+ Standardization and
quality control

Early deal
identification through
top tier permitting
platform

Landfill gas and env.
projects

Municipal government
energy projects
Federal energy opps.
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Shaw Capital, Inc.

= Business Model
—  Wholly owned subsidiary of The Shaw Group Inc.
—  Project development and capital management arm of Shaw
— Has access to deal flow, clients, and sector-specific technical expertise

= Focus Areas
— Deal origination, diligence, structuring, funding, management, and optimization
— Solicits qualified investment opportunities for Shaw Capital investments
— Financial screening and assessment of Shaw Group projects

= Functionality
— Robust internal processes and procedures
— Access to global business development platform
— Proven analytical tools for market, sector, and project screening
— Back office support from a Fortune 500 company (accounting, legal, tax, etc.)

= Fund, Investment Advisory / Due Diligence Experience
— Asset advisor for Leaf Clean Energy Company (publicly listed on AIM)

— Shaw Capital team has been involved in over $7 billion in energy investments,
development, and due diligence

— Domestic US Private Equity and UK Public Equity Fund experience
— Generated >$25 billion deal flow with routine turn of $3 - $4 billion per year

Infrastructure Assets
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Shaw Capital Connects Clients with Capital

Shaw Capital leverages our transaction experience and The Shaw Group’s experience in the
development and construction of a broad range of investments in order to assess potential projects,
execute compelling transactions, and manage investments.

Deal Origination Technical Services Financial Solutions

Shaw Clients Shaw Business Lines Shaw Capital Sources of Capital

Power
Combined Cycle Power » Fossil & Nuclear The Shaw Group Inc.
Oil Refineries . Power T
Petrochemical Facilities Maintenance = . .
inancial Screening
Biofuel Plants
Transaction Structuring
Water / Wastewater Plants » Energy & . .
Chemicals Technical Expertise
Operational Experience
Hydro Power
Fabrication & . .
. Project Companies
» Manufacturing J P
Geothermal Power » Environmental & Third Partv Investors
Landfill Gas Infrastructure y
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General Market Conditions

=  Through the third quarter of 2009, global clean energy investments have totaled
$67.8 billion

= |In the first half of 2009, public clean tech sectors are up and the WilderHill Clean
Energy Index has outperformed both the Nasdaq and S&P 500

= Quality projects with creditworthy counterparties will still receive funding

= Institutional and commercial lenders have very little risk appetite related to companies
and projects

— DOE Loan Guarantees: A debt rating agency must rate projects before the DOE issues the
guarantees. Minimum rating to meet DOE requirements:
Standard & Poor’s: BB
Moody’s: Ba2
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United States Clean Energy Incentives

=  The United States has pledged $66.6 billion in clean energy stimulus spending

=  There are a number of existing and available incentives, including:

— 30% cash grant to clean energy projects (American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, Section 1603)
*  Construction must begin by December 31, 2010
*  No limit to the amount of eligible property and no funding limit set
»  Expansion projects are also eligible

— DOE loan guarantees to clean energy projects using commercialized technologies (Energy Policy Act,
Section 1705)
*  Construction must begin by September 30, 2011
«  Provides up to $8 billion in DOE loan guarantees with $750 million available to pay the credit subsidy cost
*  Up to 80% of the loan will be guaranteed by the DOE

— Federal Financing Bank Guaranteed Loans with Rural Utility Service, a department of the U.S. Department
of Agriculture
*  Borrow up to 75% loan to value for biomass generation projects
* Interest rates are typically under 4.5% with the loan’s term matching the PPA term (20-plus years possible)
*  Only a minimum 1.0x debt service coverage ratio

— Extension of PTCs and ITCs under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009
*  Wind project PTCs were extended to December 31, 2012

» Biomass (closed and open loop),, hydroelectric, and marine and hydrokinetic facilities had their PTCs extended to
December 31, 2013geothermal, landfill gas, municipal solid waste

*  30% Solar ITCs were extended to December 31, 2016 (credit reverts to 10% after December 31, 2016 with no end date)
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Renewable Portfolio Standards
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Natural Gas Generation

. Natural gas is the cleanest burning fossil fuel. Burning natural gas produces about 30% less carbon dioxide than
burning petroleum and about 45% less than burning coal.

. Combined cycle natural gas is a relatively economical form of energy production:
—  Capital cost of approximately $1,000/kW
— Levelized cost of energy of $70 - $100/MWh (assuming $6.00/MMBtu for natural gas)

. Newly announced CCGT projects in 2009 include approximately 2GW of capacity.

. Progress Energy announces new build 950 MW CCGT plant and retirement of old coal plants

— On October 1, 2009, the North California Utilities Commission (NCUC) approved Progress Energy Carolinas' plan to
build new a 950-megawatt combined-cycle power plant, with a projected investment of about $900 million

—  Progress plans to build the Wayne County plant near the HF Lee coal-fired facility. Once the new plant becomes
functional in 2013, the company plans to retire the three coal units at Lee, which entered service in 1950s and 1960s.

Fossil Fuel Emission Levels
- Pounds per Billion Btu of Energy Input

Pollutant Natural Gas Oil Coal
Carbon Dioxide 117,000 164,000 208,000
Carbon Monoxide 40 33 208
Nitrogen Oxides 92 448 457
Sulfur Dioxide 1 1,122 2,591
Particulates 7 84 2,744
Mercury 0.000 0.007 0.016

Source: EIA - Natural Gas Issues and Trends 1998
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Shaw Group’s Gas Turbine Experience

Sumpter GTSC
FirstEnergy
320 MW 4 x GE 7EA

Island Cogeneration

Westcoast Power Rumford GTCC
Mint Farm GTCC 240 MW 1x1x1 GT 24 (P P Energy Management Inc.
Mirant \ Meridian Cogeneration Project Crete GTSC 265 MW 1x1x1 7FA
280 MW 1x1x1 7FA OF TransAlta / Husky Oil DTE/Energy Londonderry Project
’7 213 MW 2x2x1 7FE 320MW 4 x GE 7EA AES Londonderry LLC

Big Hanaford
CC-Cogen Project
TransAlta

248 MW 4 x LM6000

720 MW 2x2x1 501G

Tiverton GTCC
Energy Management Inc.
265 MW 1x1x1 7FA

Ravenswood CC-

Currant Creek
GTCC Cogen
PacifiCorp 7 KeySpan Energy

525 MW 2x2x1 7FA 265 MW 1x1x1 7FA
Harry Allen GTCC N Astoria GTCC

Nevada Power: Astoria Energy, LLC
550 MW 2x2x1 7FA 540 MW 2x2x1 7FA

Marcus Hook

Apex GTCC (Fll(DZé(CLogen
Mirant 700 MW 3x3x1 7FA
550 MW 2x2x1 7FA N
) Covert GTCC
Harquahala GTCC PG&E NEG
PG&E NEG 1,100 MW 3x3x3 501G
1,100 MW 3x3x3 501G °
Cordova Energy Center GTC O Q‘ WY Buck GTCC
Cordova Energy Company LLC O N Duke Energy
o2 o 500 MW 2x2x1 501F S 620 MW 2x2x1 7FA
Maalaea 17-19 GTCC 54 o
Maui Electric Co. Harrison County Pow Big Cajun GTSC
58 MW 2 x LM2500 D GTCC NRG Energy Georgetown GTSC
Wolf Hollow GTCC Entergy/NTEC 240 MW 2 x SW 501D IPL/DTE Georgetown LLC
. 240 MW 4 x GE 7EA
Maui 19 GTSC AES 550 MW 2x2x1 7FA Bayou Cove GTSC Greystone GTSC
Maui Electric Co. 730 MW 2x1 501G NRG Energy AES
20 MW 1 x LM2500 320 MW 4 x GE 7EA 510 MW 3 x MHI 501F
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Nuclear Incentives

=  The Energy Policy Act of 2005 has a number of new nuclear incentives
— DOE Loan Guarantees: $18.5 billion allocated for loan guarantees up to 80% loan to value ratios; four

finalists have been selected already

— Production Tax Credits: Up to 1.8 cents per KWH for 6,000 MW of capacity in the first eight years of

operation (split pro rata between new plants)

— Delay Insurance: Provides 100% coverage for first two plants up to $500 million each and 50% for plants 3-6

up to $250 mm

Concerns

Climate change

Fuel price volatility

Energy security

Higher raw material costs

VV VV

Actions taken

NRC

DOE

States

Technology
Providers

Utilities

Streamlined the licensing process
Certified new nuclear technologies

Offered the loan guarantee and tax incentive programs

Significantly improved and clarified the regulatory framework to
recover the investment in new nuclear units

Prepared standard designs for new nuclear technologies

Filed COL applications with the NRC

Signed EPC contracts

Will spend over $500 million developing / building these new
units in the next 12 months
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There Are Four AP1000 Units Being Built in China Now
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Sanmen, China AP1000 Site Photo
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Sanmen, China AP1000 Site Photo
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Proposed Clean Energy Legislation on Two Fronts

=  GHG Emission Control

— EPA proposal to limit CO2 emissions from all facilities emitting at least 25,000 tons of CO2 per year as early
as 2011

— House and Senate bills create cap and trade programs with 17%-20% reduction of 2005 levels by 2020 and
83% by 2050

» Like the Waxman-Markey (House) bill, the Boxer-Kerry (Senate) measure would give away the vast majority of
allowances for a transition period of 20 years to ease burdens on energy-intensive industries and on consumers
in states that rely heavily on coal for electricity. 25% of the allowances would be auctioned off, with revenue
going to the federal government to keep the legislation from increasing the deficit.

» Other highlights of the Senate proposal include the setting aside of allowances in a strategic reserve to stabilize
carbon prices. It would be tapped if prices exceed $28 in 2012; the ceiling price would rise 5 to 7% a year.

» The bill would give bonus credits to coal-fired plants that use techniques to capture carbon emissions and store
them underground, more than tripling the bonuses allowable under the House bill. That provision would help
about 25 or more coal plants.

» The Senate proposal would also expand the scope of domestic offsets -- carbon-reducing measures that could
help firms meet emission targets. The EPA estimated in a report on the economic impact of the Kerry-Boxer
draft that farmers could reap $1.2 billion to $18 billion in annual benefits.

» The Senate version would also increase benefits for oil refiners, provide training for nuclear power plant
workers and give unspecified appropriations for coal plants that convert to natural gas.

= Federal Renewable Energy Standard

— Waxman-Markey bill that was passed by the House of Representatives would require utilities to meet 20% of
their demand through renewable energy sources by 2020. Similar proposals are being considered in the
Senate under the Bingaman Bill.

15
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GHG Emission Reduction Is Gaining Real Momentum

= Two bills are working their way through Congress now that cap GHG emissions
=  Both bills are relatively similar in scope and should be capable of passage

Emission Reductions Under Cap-and-Trade Proposals in the 111th Congress, 2005-2050
October 28, 2009

9000 [
Business as usual —
8000 [ P
2005 levels
7000 Short-termm==—
1990 levels

projected emissions®

6000 [

5000 [

4000 [~ Kerry-BO).(er., S. 1733 (Chairman’s Mark)

== Emission caps only

== Caps plus all complementary requirements
Potential range of additional reductions

3000 [

Million metric tons CO2e

2000 [ Waxman-Markey, H.R. 2454 (as passed)
= Emission caps only
1000 [~  =Caps plus all complementary requirements

Potential range of additional reductions
| [N T T T N N N Y N N T N N N N N

2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050

0

Source: World Resource Institute

'\ 16
Shaw’ shaw Capital, Inc.



Two Ways to Meet the GHG Reduction Targets

1. Limited Portfolio: Does not allow for new nuclear or CCS generation technologies to be deployed

2. Full Portfolio: Does allow for all sources of generation to be developed and / or deployed
m Coal m Oil m Hydro m Solar
m Retrofit m Cas = Wind Demand Reduction
@ New CCS Nuclear ® Biomass = Demand with No Policy
7 1 7

Limited Portfolio Full Portfolio
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The Key Is How Much We Are Willing to Pay for It

=  The Limited Portfolio approach would cause electricity prices to increase 210% by 2050

=  The Full Portfolio approach would cause electricity prices to increase 80% by 2050
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New Generation Will Be a Part of the Solution

= EPRI estimated that ~200 GWe of new generation capacity would be needed from now until 2030
to meet the Full Portfolio approach to GHG emission control

=  Seventy six percent (76%) of the new baseload generation would come from nuclear reactors

New Generation Sources Added by 2030

GWe 200 -
- Baseload Power | 15 |
[ intermittent Power
160 A
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