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2024 U.S. Election Watch: Energy Sector Implications

The 2024 US election is 6 months away, with neither the Democratic nor
Republican party appearing to have a durable advantage over the other given
unfavorable sentiment on both parties and several unknowns, including ongoing
litigation against former President Trump, the evolution of the Israel-Hamas war,
the inflation outlook as well as the timing of fed cuts, and border control issues.
Another wildcard is an unforeseen health event by either candidate in what
promises to be a grueling fall calendar. According to JPM’s Strategic Research
team (see link), most election observers expect a split Congress, with Republicans
flipping the Senate, but Democrats retaking control of the House, with razor thin
margins likely in both chambers of Congress. Over the past month, market
expectations around the Presidential election outcome appear to have shifted back
towards Trump, with the RCP betting odds at 51.7 for Trump vs. 35.7 for Biden (the
race was a dead heat on May 1, according to the RCP betting odds).

We think the looming election will have the most impact on the broader Clean
Energy and Utility sub-sectors given the potential impact on federal clean energy
incentives. In the aftermath of Trump’s 2016 election win, the S&P Global Clean
Energy Index fell by 10% in the week following the election. While the knee-jerk
reaction could be similar under a hypothetical Red wave, there are aspects of the
IRA (energy independence/security and job creation) that are aligned with the
Republican agenda, and much of the expansion in US manufacturing on the heels
of IRA tax credits are in states with Republican strongholds. In traditional energy,
one of the most important topics in the 2020 election cycle was the regulation of
leases and drilling activity on federal lands, but the industry successfully adapted
to these tighter regulations, helping to drive record oil and gas output in the US. We
think the most important hot button issues in the upstream and midstream segments
include the LNG export permit pause, EPA standards, and federal pipeline permits,
although the pace of pipeline development will continue to be shaped by the courts.

e Clean Energy stocks broadly have been under pressure, largely on
fundamental factors vs. political risk, with limited IRA benefits baked into
valuations: Within our Clean Energy coverage, we include direct IRA benefits
in our price target methodology for five product companies (FSLR, ENPH,
SEDG, ARRY, and NXT). Three of the five stocks currently trade below the
portion of our YE24 valuation based solely on organic operations, excluding
value given to direct tax credit benefits. Sentiment around stocks in sub-sectors
such as EV charging and green hydrogen has already been challenged due to
weak fundamentals, with the stocks lagging the broader market by 17% YTD
and 42% YoY, and, as such, we see risk for further downside on negative
headline risk associated with the election outcome.

e We outlined the prospects for Clean Energy performance under 3
potential election scenarios: We looked at the key implications for the Clean
Energy sector under the three most plausible scenarios today: (1) Biden
Presidency, Split Congress; (2) Trump Presidency, Split Congress; and (3)
Trump Presidency, Republican Congress. We see a Biden re-clection and split
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Congress as the lowest risk outcome for Clean Energy, as a divided House and Senate
would be unlikely to influence any rollback or repeal of IRA incentives. Similar to the first
scenario, a Trump Presidency and a split Congress would be unlikely to influence any
rollback or repeal of IRA incentives but could raise the risk profile, as Trump would likely
slow IRA implementation by reducing funding to departments like the DOE, DOT, EPA,
IRS, and Treasury to reduce capacity and the scope of grant and loan spending. We view
a Trump Presidency and Republican Congress as the highest risk scenario for Clean
Energy, as the Republican majority could partially repeal the IRA through areconciliation
bill, impacting unspent funds given the focus on curtailing federal spending. That said,
we do not expect a full repeal of the IRA given the magnitude of spending earmarked in
Republican-leaning jurisdictions, as we discuss further in the note.

e Curtailment of the DOE Loan Programs Office’s loan authority could occur under
a Republican sweep: We see likely curtailments to the DOE Loan Program Office’s
authority in a Republican-controlled scenario, which would have negative impacts for
Clean Energy names seeking non-dilutive funding for capex-intensive projects. The IRA
provided the DOE Loan Programs Office with $100B of incremental loan authority, with
several companies already receiving loans and over 200 active applications seeking more
than $260B of funding. There could be risk of loan downsizing or cancellation for
applicants who have received conditional commitments without term sheet finalization,
or disbanding of applications for applicants who are in earlier stages of the process.

e Subsidies for EVs could be downsized or repealed under a Republican sweep, but
domestic protectionism would likely be a focus in either election scenario: The 30D
clean vehicle tax credit, which provides up to $7,500 for the purchase of a qualifying EV
that undergoes final assembly in North America and meets certain local battery
component requirements, could be at risk of downsizing or repeal, coupled with potential
relaxing of federal emission standards to further disincentivize EV adoption in a
Republican sweep. We also envision tightening of EV charging incentives, including the
30C tax credit that covers up to 30% of the total cost of each charger (up to $1,000 for
consumers and $100,000 for commercial projects) and has even been criticized by
Senator Joe Manchin as being too generous in its eligibility criteria. However, with
Biden’s recent tariff hike on Chinese EVs to 100% and EV batteries to 25% this year, we
think both parties would remain focused on protectionism and US competitiveness.

e Clean hydrogen tax credits would likely be unchanged in either election scenario:
The 45V tax credit provides clean hydrogen producers with up to $3/kg of clean hydrogen
produced, subject to certain emission thresholds. With final guidance expected by 2H24,
we think the 45V tax credit remains fairly safe irrespective of the election outcome. The
45V credit enjoys strong backing from the traditional energy sector as well as in
Republican-leaning areas where several hydrogen production projects have been
proposed and clean hydrogen hubs have already been selected, such as Appalachia and
the Gulf Coast.

e Anti-dumping/countervailing (AD/CVD) tariffs on solar imports could rise in either
election scenario: We believe there is potential for US tariff hikes on Chinese imports
in a second term under President Biden. Former President Trump has been more adamant
on increasing duties on Chinese imports, citing potential for tariffs upwards of 60%
should he win in November. Furthermore, we believe President Trump would potentially
remove the existing bifacial module exemption, which grants tariff immunity for
modules capable of capturing light on both sides of the panel, which are used in the
majority of utility-scale solar installations today. Given the wide range of potential
outcomes, we ran a scenario analysis evaluating US utility-scale solar project capex
under various tariff assumptions and module costs. Tariffs ranging from 20-60% on a
module increase total project costs between 4-12%, by our estimates.

e Fullrepeal of IRA unlikely under a Republican sweep as planned investment skews
toward Red states: A Republican controlled Congress and Presidency would pose the



Arun Jayaram A¢ North America Equity and Credit Research J.P Morgan

(1-212) 622-8541 30 May 2024
arun.jayaram@)jpmchase.com

greatest threat to the IRA as it currently stands, in our view. However, much of the US
manufacturing expansion announced on the heels of IRA tax credits is planned for
operations in states with Republican strongholds. With an estimated $460bn and counting
of clean energy investment announced since the IRA’s August 2022 passage, attempts to
repeal the law would likely face stiff opposition from a myriad of public and private
actors. Specifically, an estimated two-thirds of the IRA-driven investments have flowed
to Republican states and districts, particularly small towns in the rural south (due to tax,
regulation, land, and labor tailwinds). Due to these potential bottlenecks, Republicans
may instead pursue a partial or symbolic repeal of more controversial parts of the law
instead of more popular tax credits for domestic manufacturing, nuclear power, and grid
investments. As a result, we view the core utility and renewable energy provisions of the
IRA as largely resilient, regardless of the 2024 Election outcome, though a Trump victory
likely presents an overhang until definitive policy clarity emerges.

e Unregulated renewables levered to election outcome; regulated assets largely
unaffected. Renewables heavy utilities screen as most levered to IRA resilience. While
concerns on an IRA repeal present an overhang over renewables developers (AES, AGR,
NEE, NJR), we also view a potential Biden re-election as a potential catalyst for
renewables to regain lost ground after significant underperformance in 2023. A full IRA
repeal would remove the efficiency of tax credit transferability, which could weigh on
regulated utilities’ competitiveness to wholly own renewables, possibly representing a
headwind for EPS growth rates. Still, we would expect steady renewables growth given
C&I decarbonization goals as well as state laws and mandates.

e Biden EPA rules first face Trump, then the Federal Courts. We expect more
aggressive EPA rules to continue to meet substantial legal and political resistance,
especially in the context of growing power demand forecasts and concerns over grid
resiliency. While the Trump Administration would likely undo President Biden EPA’s
power plant emission and proposed EV and good neighbor rules, a second Biden term
would seek to continue the status quo. President Trump appointed 28% of all judges
currently on the federal bench, including 33% of the SCOTUS, giving the Courts a
conservative tilt overall. However, President Biden has appointed 22% of all judges
currently on the Federal Bench. Additionally, if President Biden wins a second term and
Democrats hold the Senate, we could see a continued leftward shift of the federal bench,
presenting a more favorable backdrop for environmental rule making.

e Republican administration would likely end LNG export pause; Cheniere fine in
any scenario. Following the White House decision in early 2024 to enact a temporary
pause on pending decisions for LNG export projects, we expect the election outcome to
dictate the pace of future infrastructure build-out. Currently, we see the DOE permitting
pause as largely transitory in nature. Regardless of the outcome, top pick Cheniere
remains confident in commercializing and ultimately securing permits for future
expansions despite the current pause, pointing to success in developing the existing
platform after previous permitting pauses.

e Election will likely have limited near-term impact on E&Ps, but Trump 2.0 could
support more access to resources and reduce the regulatory burden: Domestic oil
and gas production is largely influenced by global supply-demand conditions and prices
vs. government policy. While we would expect Trump to provide more access to
resources on federal lands and to reduce the red tape associated with permit activity and
EPA regulations, we would expect no significant impacts to drilling activity under the
intermediate term. On the other hand, we believe a Trump administration could support
policies to encourage more energy exports such as LNG, which could have positive
implications to the long end of the gas curve.

e Middle East tensions could be mostly negative for refiners, should the US provoke
or fail to contain escalation... With tensions still seemingly unresolved between Israel
and Iran following the missile attacks on April 13th, we think continued escalation that


https://cleanpower.org/investing-in-america/
https://www.politico.com/news/2023/01/23/red-states-are-winning-big-from-dems-climate-law-00078420
https://www.wsj.com/articles/climate-legislation-inflation-reduction-act-small-towns-eb0ce798
https://www.jpmm.com/research/content/GPS-4685092-0
https://www.epa.gov/newsreleases/epa-proposes-new-carbon-pollution-standards-fossil-fuel-fired-power-plants-tackle
https://www.epa.gov/newsreleases/biden-harris-administration-finalizes-strongest-ever-pollution-standards-cars-position
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2024/01/26/statement-from-president-joe-biden-on-decision-to-pause-pending-approvals-of-liquefied-natural-gas-exports/?secureweb=wintrv

Arun Jayaram A¢ North America Equity and Credit Research J.P Morgan

(1-212) 622-8541 30 May 2024
arun.jayaram@)jpmchase.com

could ultimately lead to lower Iranian crude production or the closure of the Straight of
Hormuz could impair availability of sour crudes to Gulf Coast refiners and result in
narrower sweet-sour differentials. In her Election Watch note on March 21(see link), J.P.
Morgan Chair of Global Research Joyce Chang noted that “Trump 2.0 would likely take
a harder line on Iran, and there is a risk that Iran reacts differently and proves more
disruptive...”, suggesting that the risk of the above scenario is perhaps greater under a
Trump presidency.

e ...whileelection results could also have important implications for Russia/Ukraine.
The Russia/Ukraine war has had several implications for US refiners, including a loss of
natural gas supply from Russia into the EU, which led to a spike in European gas prices
in 2022, raising break-evens for European refineries and having an impact on diesel
production given a greater use of natural gas in diesel production. More recently, Ukraine
has launched a campaign of drone attacks on Russia refineries, which has left refinery
capacity offline as a result. While we think supply chains have generally adjusted for both
crude and products to Russia sanctions, and offline refinery capacity should be mostly
back prior to the election, any resolution to the war in Ukraine could ultimately take out
some upside risk for refiners. On this front, Joyce believes that under a second Trump
presidency, the probability is increased of Ukraine signing a settlement unfavorable to its
own interests in order to end the war.

o Refiners a beneficiary of Trump tax cuts. As full tax payers (with some offsets around
MLP and renewable fuels earnings, where applicable), refiners have been beneficiaries
ofthe Trump corporate tax cuts in 2017, which Joyce expects to be extended under Trump
2.0, while she does not expect Trump to pursue incrementally lower rates. With the
corporate rate cut from 35% to 21%, VLO, as an example, saw its effective tax rate cut
from an average of ~33.5% in the 2011-2015 to ~24% from 2017-2019. We think the tax
savings have largely been returned back to shareholders for refiners in the form of share
buybacks.

e Key RFSissue likely around SREs. While the total % obligation in the RFS was raised
over time in both the Trump and Biden administrations, the administrations differed in
their treatment of small refinery exemptions (SREs). We believe the RFS % obligation
is unlikely to be adjusted downward under either administration, but his actions during
his first presidency would suggest Trump would be far more likely to issue SREs with less
scrutiny, which could ultimately put further downward pressure on RIN prices. One
difference between the next presidential term and the prior two is that many refiners have
started up incremental renewable diesel capacity, which serves as a partial offset to their
short RIN positions from their conventional refining operations.
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Baseline expectations into the 2024 elections. We expect campaign rhetoric and
fluctuating polling data to accentuate share price moves for stocks under coverage that
supersede the IRA’s premium, or lack thereof, currently baked into trading valuation
levels across the renewable space. We think a Red wave, where Republicans sweep all
three legislative branches, carries the greatest risk to the IRA, though political experts
and odds makers continue to view the clean sweep as unlikely, thus far. Furthermore,
while many Republican officials have been publicly critical of the IRA, there are
essential aspects of the IRA that fall in alignment with the Republican agenda — for
example, energy independence/security and job creation — which, when combined with
much of the announced capital investment to be deployed in Red states and the
challenges of repealing a law of this magnitude (e.g. Affordable Care Act), makes a full
IRA repeal unlikely in our baseline view. That said, we believe Republican lawmakers
would likely target “non-core” portions of the IRA, such as ITC adders and incentives
for longer-dated technologies that are not currently being deployed in mass capacity. In
particular, we believe offshore wind would be a target for incentive repeal, as former
President Trump recently noted on the campaign trail that he would end planned
offshore wind projects on his first day in office should he win in November.

Little baked into valuations. We include direct IRA benefits in our price target
methodology for five product companies under our coverage. Three of the five stocks
currently trade below the portion of our YE24 valuation based solely on organic
operations, excluding value given to direct tax credit benefits, and all five trade below
our full YE24 price target.

Figure 1: JPM Price Targets for Select Companies

| FSLR ENPH SEDG ARRY NXT

JPM YE24 Price Target ("PT") $262 $128 $73 $29 $63
PT from organic earnings $176 $114 $62 $24 $61
PT from IRA incentives $86 S14 $12 sS4 Y
Percentage of PT from IRA incentive 33% 11% 16% 14% 11%
IRA incentive utilized 45x 45x 45x 45x 45x

Source: J.P. Morgan estimates.
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Figure 2: Current Trading Multiples Compared to Multiples the Day Prior to the IRA Announcement

FY22E Multiple

Stock Metric FY24E Multiple (7127/2022) Premium/(Discount)
AMPS EV/EBITDA 14x 14x -5%
ARRY (JPMe: inc-45x) EV/EBITDA 9x 25x -63%
ARRY (JPMe: ex-45x) EV/EBITDA 14x 25x -44%
AY DPS Yield 9.9% 5.3% -89%
BE EV/EBITDA 15x 56x -73%
BEP DPS Yield 6.8% 3.5% -92%
BEPC DPS Yield 6.3% 3.4% -85%
CsIQ P/E 3x 8x -65%
ENPH (JPMe: inc-45x) P/E 33x 62x -48%
ENPH (JPMe: ex-45x) P/E 50x 62x -20%
FCEL EV/Sales 2x 6x -65%
FLNC EV/Sales 1x 2X -48%
FSLR (JPMe: inc-45x) EV/EBITDA 9x nm nm
FSLR (JPMe: ex-45x) EV/EBITDA 19x nm nm
GNRC EV/EBITDA 13x 15x -13%
HASI P/E 10x 17x -40%
ITRI EV/EBITDA 15x 15x 1%
NEP DPS Yield 13.2% 3.8% 249%
NOVA EV/EBITDA 21x 46x -56%
ORA EV/EBITDA 10x 14x -26%
RUN Mkt Cap/Current NAV 0.5x 1.1x -56%
SEDG (JPMe: inc-45x) P/E nm 45x nm
SEDG (JPMe: ex-45x) P/E nm 45x nm
SHLS EV/EBITDA 11x 43x -76%
SPWR EV/EBITDA nm 32x nm
TPIC EV/EBITDA 18x 14x 22%
Average Premium/(Discount) - inc-45x -33%
Average Premium/(Discount) - ex-45x -31%
SP500 P/E 21x 18x 19%

Source: J.P. Morgan estimates, Bloomberg Finance L.P. **Multiples use JPMe earnings excluding FY22 multiples for NEP and FLNC
which use Street consensus.
Pricing as of 5/17/24

Planned renewable investment skews toward Red states. While our baseline view
does not assume a full IRA repeal under a Republican sweep, a Republican controlled
Congress and Presidency would pose the greatest threat to the IRA as it currently stands,
in our view. However, much of the US manufacturing expansion announced on the heels
of IRA tax credits is planned for operations in states with Republican strongholds (see
investment figures below). As such, we believe Senators/Representatives from these
states may be inclined to support IRA provisions that support local job growth, making a
large-scale repeal of the IRA difficult.

This document is being provided for the exclusive use of spencer.wall@jpmorgan.com & clients of J.P. Morgan.
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Figure 3: Investments Announced Under the IRA
$ in billions, bubble color = party of Governor (Red = Republican, Blue = Democrat)
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Source: Clean Economy Works.

Figure 4: Post-IRA US Module Manufacturing Announcements by State

State MWs % of Total
TX 25,200 28%
uT 20,000 22%
OH 8,600 10%
GA 5,800 6%
AZ 5,500 6%
AL 3,500 4%
LA 3,500 4%
NM 3,500 4%
NY 3,400 4%
OK 3,000 3%
co 2,000 2%
CA 1,700 2%
NC 1,200 1%
MN 1,150 1%
IN 1,038 1%
e 1,000 1%

Source: J.P. Morgan, Company reports, Solar Power World, PV Magazine, Bloomberg Finance L.P.

What happens with greater US/China scrutiny? As background, the US has imposed
anti-dumping/countervailing (AD/CVD) tariffs on solar module imports from China
since 2012. In response to the tariff imposition, Chinese module manufacturers
expanded into southeast Asia, where the US historically has not imposed AD/CVD solar
import tariffs. In early-2022, Auxin Solar, a US-based solar panel manufacturer,
petitioned the US government to review imports coming from SE Asia (Thailand,
Cambodia, Vietnam, and Malaysia) to determine whether Chinese manufacturers were

7
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circumventing tariffs by continuing to mostly manufacture in China and conduct simple,
final assembly processes in SE Asia. In August 2023, the US Department of Commerce
issued a final determination in the investigation, ruling that five companies will be
subject to new tariffs on imports to the US from SE Asia. That said, there are potential
workarounds to the new tariffs owing to exceptions granted by Commerce: tariffs will
not be imposed if 1) non-Chinese wafers are used or 2) China wafers are used but at
least four of six other materials are sourced outside of China (silver paste, aluminum
frames, glass, backsheets, EVA sheets, junction boxes). Additionally, President Biden
issued an executive order in June 2022 that no new tariffs would be enacted for two
years, meaning that the new AD/CVD tariffs will not go into effect until June 2024. As
such, we do not expect a material impact on US solar fundamentals when the
moratorium expires from this iteration of AD/CVD tariffs .

AD/CVD - a further look at the background. AD/CVD tariffs have survived three
separate presidential administrations, both political parties in the White House, and the
two main 2024 presidential candidates each respectively supported the tariffs.
Furthermore, US/China trade tensions have yet to show signs of easing, and the
enactment of the IRA has underscored the focus on domestic solar manufacturing, in our
view. As such, while we believe there is potential for US tariff hikes on Chinese imports
in a second term under President Biden, former President Trump has been more
adamant on increasing duties on Chinese imports while on the campaign trail, citing
potential for tariffs upwards of 60% should he win in November. Furthermore, we
believe President Trump would potentially remove the existing bifacial module
exemption, which grants tariff immunity for modules capable of capturing light on both
sides of the panel, which are used in the majority of utility-scale solar installations
today. Given the wide range of potential outcomes, we ran a scenario analysis
evaluating US utility-scale solar project capex under various tariff assumptions and
module costs. Tariffs ranging from 20-60% on a module increase total project costs
between 4-12%, by our estimates (see figure below).

AD/CVD - the next iteration. On May 15, the US Commerce Department and
International Trade Commission (ITC) announced the initiation of antidumping and
countervailing duty investigations of solar cells from Cambodia, Malaysia, Thailand,
and Vietnam. The announcement came after leading US solar manufacturers, including
First Solar and Hanwha Q CELLS, filed the initial petition on April 24, alleging unfair
trade practices from SE Asian countries, unfairly weighing on domestic solar
manufacturers. The ITC will make a preliminary determination 45 days after the petition
was filed (June 10), while the DoC will make a preliminary determination 65 days after
the petition for CVD (July 18) and 140 days for AD (October 1). Note that these
deadlines could be extended further — the DoC’s initial determination in the 2022 AD/
CVD case was approximately 8 months after the petition was filed. We note that
“critical circumstances,” which would make tariffs retroactive for 90 days prior to the
preliminary determination, will be deemed necessary or not necessary, based on the
preliminary findings. We believe the investigation is an incremental positive for US-
based panel manufacturer First Solar (FSLR/OW), though a negative for the remainder
of our solar coverage. Based on industry sources, we believe the US is currently
oversupplied with solar modules, with 12-18 months of deployments in inventory.
Therefore, we would not expect an impact to 2024 project deployments; however, if an
investigation is conducted, we believe utility-scale solar providers under coverage
(ARRY, NXT, SHLS) could see bookings activity for 2025 deliveries begin to slow.
Residential solar was relatively less impacted by the 2022 AD/CVD investigation;
however, homeowner demand was then strong enough that installers were generally
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willing to pay a premium to cover the AD/CVD risk, which we believe would be less
likely in 2024 given relatively reduced homeowner demand.

Figure 5: Import Tariff Impact on US Utility-Scale Solar Development Cost - $0.20/w Module Cost

Scenario
US Import Tariff Assumption
US Capex Assumption 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%
US Utility-Scale Solar Total Cost/w $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00
Module Cost/w $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 $0.20
Tariff Cost/w $0.04 $0.06 $0.08 $0.10 $0.12
Tariff Adjusted Module Cost/w $0.24 $0.26 $0.28 $0.30 $0.32
Tariff Adjusted Total Project Cost/w $1.04 $1.06 $1.08 $1.10 $1.12
Cost/w change, % 4.0% 6.0% 8.0% 10.0% 12.0%

Source: J.P. Morgan estimates.

Red or Blue, historical deployments grew. We remind investors that, despite
differences in policy, there were more renewables deployed during the four years of the
Trump administration than in the last four years of the Obama administration, owing to
continued cost declines. Therefore, although the election news cycle could accentuate
aforementioned volatility levels, we would expect growth trends in relatively more
mature technologies such as solar, wind and storage to continue regardless of policy.

Figure 6: Wind and Solar Installations Under the Last 3 US Presidential Four-Year Cycles

GW
Obama: Trump:  Biden: 2021-
2013-2016 2017-2020 2024E
Solar 33,944 51,863 123,938
Wind 22,579 41,411 38,295
Total 56,523 93,274 162,233

Source: Bloomberg Finance L.P. and J.P. Morgan.

Follow the money. Under various energy transition scenarios, BNEF forecasted in its
2022 New Energy Outlook that there will be between $100-200 trillion dollars invested
in a global energy transition through 2050. Global renewable energy investment reached
$673bn in 2023, marking another annual record and up 10% over 2022. While we
acknowledge that subsidies can drive investment, it is our opinion that no single
president can effectively inhibit or materially derail a global transformation of the
forecasted magnitude.
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Figure 7: BNEF Investment Forecast Through 2050 - Economic Figure 8: BNEF Investment Forecast Through 2050 - Net Zero Scenario
Transition Scenario $in USD
$in USD
Heat pumps
4% Fossil fuel

power
%

Fossil fuel
power

- 2%
$119.5

trillion

$194.2

trillion

Grids

11%

Hydrogen
1%

CCS (non-power)

1%

Source: Bloomberg Finance L.P. Source: Bloomberg Finance L.P.
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Rhetoric around Clean Tech remains polarized in the US, with a presidential
election on the horizon likely to dictate where near-term sentiment trends. A
common view among investors is that a Republican majority would result in a rollback
of federal clean energy incentives. We think weak sentiment around Clean Tech stocks
(-26% YTD vs. S&P +12% YTD) has been more symptomatic of challenged market
fundamentals rather than political risk, with most investors waiting on the sidelines until
an election outcome becomes clearer. In any case, we see further room for Clean Tech
stocks to fall on negative headline risk given elevated short interest (20-30%) for several
of our names; in the week following Trump’s 2016 election win, the S&P Global Clean
Energy Index fell 10%. In the following sections, we detail 1) potential election
outcomes, 2) potential implications for clean energy incentives, and 3) exposure for our
coverage universe. We see the most risk for the hydrogen and charging sectors given
reliance on the DOE Loan Program Office to supply low-cost non-dilutive
financing and/or exposure to potential curtailments of the IRA 30D, emission
standards, and other tax credits that directly impact supply and demand dynamics,
likely slowing the pace of clean technology adoption in these markets which have
already been slow to start. To be fair, we think any benefit from federal incentives is
currently considered upside from investors and not a base case scenario, but we think
these sectors in particular could underperform on near-term headline risk within Clean
Tech despite maintaining a positive long-term outlook tied to decarbonization, even
without incentives. The remainder of our coverage focused on advanced air mobility
and advanced batteries should remain more insulated on a relative basis, with little
reliance on domestic subsidies to date.

J.P. Morgan’s Strategic Research Team noted that neither the Democratic nor
Republican Party is seen as having a durable advantage over the other given
unfavorable views on both parties, but a split Congress with the Democrats taking
the House and the Republicans taking the Senate with narrow margins is seen as
the most likely outcome. The factors outlined as key in determining the presidential
outcome include 1) whether Trump is convicted of a crime amid ongoing litigations
against him and the implications for maintaining public and fund-raising support; 2)
evolution of the Israel-Hamas war and prospects for resolution; 3) whether Fed cuts and
the inflation outlook will alleviate cost of living pressures; and 4) management of border
control issues.

We outline 3 potential election scenarios below, ranking them from lowest to
highest risk to Clean Tech performance, in our view:

1. Low Risk: Biden Presidency, Split Congress: A split Congress (Republican
Senate & Democratic House) would be unlikely to influence any rollback or
repeal of IRA incentives, as evident by prior attempts to do so over the last 1-2
years, such as through the The Limit, Save, Grow Act of 2023 focused on
limiting federal spending (link). If a repeal bill were somehow able to advance,
Biden would veto it and focus on continued IRA implementation with low
probability of a veto override.

2. Moderate Risk: Trump Presidency, Split Congress: Similar to the scenario
above, a split Congress would be unlikely to influence any rollback or repeal of
IRA incentives. However, Trump would likely slow IRA implementation by

1
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reducing funding to departments like the DOE, DOT, EPA, IRS, and Treasury
to reduce capacity and the scope of grant and loan spending. In addition, there
would likely be attempts to make IRA tax credit guidance stricter and reduce
the total scope of benefits.

3. High Risk but Low Probability: Trump Presidency, Republican Congress:
A Republican majority would result in a high probability of partial IRA repeal
through a reconciliation bill impacting any funds that have not yet been outlaid
considering the focus on curtailing federal spending. However, taking into
account the extent of IRA-related investments made in Republican-leaning
jurisdictions, we think a full repeal of the IRA is unlikely and would face legal
challenges.

Figure 9: US Clean Tech Planned Factory Investments Post-IRA by Political Leaning

$ billions
Republican-
Ieaning _ =
Democratic- 135
leaning s

Unknown 2.1

Source: Bloomberg New Energy Finance.

Potential Risks for Clean Tech

In the event that the election outcome favors the Republican party and IRA
implementation is targeted, we think the DOE Loan Program Office’s authority,
30D consumer EV tax credit, and EPA emission standards would be at highest risk
of curtailment. If a change in administration becomes clearer over the next few months,
we will most likely see a significant acceleration in clean energy policymaking,
including the finalization of key IRA tax credit guidance, dispersal of allocated funds,
and/or issue of additional loans or grants. In the meantime, we think some large-scale
projects could remain paused ahead of FID until there is sufficient clarity to proceed.

Table 1: Sector Exposure

Sector Exposure

45V Tax Credit
40C Tax Credit

30D Tax Credit
30C Tax Credit
NEVI Program
EPA Emission Standards

Hydrogen

EV Charging

Source: J.P. Morgan.
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Table 2: Risk of Curtailment of Clean Energy Incentives

Clean Energy Incentive Risk of Curtailment
DOE Loan Program High

30D Tax Credits High

EPA Emission Standards High

30C Tax Credits Moderate

45V Tax Credits Low to Moderate
NEVI Program Low

Total IRA Repeal Low

Source: J.P. Morgan.

DOE Loan Program

Loan Authority: We could see a pause in new loan or loan guarantees, measures to
make the due diligence process more onerous, or even the shutdown of the LPO
altogether. The IRA provided the DOE Loan Programs Office with ~$100B of
incremental loan authority, expanding its Title 17, ATVM, and Tribal Energy funding
programs with the intention to help clean tech companies scale to bankability. Since the
IRA’s passage, LPO has provided conditional loan commitments and/or loans to Plug
Power (PLUG, N), Lithium Americas (LAC, N), BlueOvalSK, KORE, CelLink, Li-
Cycle, Redwood Materials, and Ioneer Rhyolite Ridge.

Potential Action: We could see no new loans or loan guarantees backed during the
transition period, a rollback in the amount of loan authority, or even potential
elimination of the LPO altogether. The Heritage Foundation’s policy proposal to
shape a potential Republican presidential transition (“Project 2025”) includes several
mentions of limiting the DOE LPQ’s loan granting capabilities, citing the risk passed
on to taxpayers, the disproportionate amount of private investment directed towards
publicly backed projects with political support, and barriers for other companies
outside of the process. Alternatively, we could see the due diligence process become
longer and more challenging, with a preference for projects that improve national
security and grid reliability, which could disadvantage companies in the charging
sector within our coverage. We will likely see companies in the advanced stages of a
DOE loan application focus on closing a deal before the election.

As of February 2024, LPO had 203 active applications in its pipeline for a total of
$261.8B requested, featuring a notable presence from renewables deployment,
hydrogen, and likely charging in the “advanced vehicles and components” or “clean
fuels and products” categories.

Implications:

Plug Power (PLUG): Earlier in May, Plug Power announced that it has received an
up to $1.66B conditional loan commitment from the US Department of Energy’s
Loan Programs Office to finance up to 6 green hydrogen plants (link). Plug must
still receive final loan approval, subject to various conditions and final financial
negotiations with the DOE, which could include raising additional capital in the
interim, with risk of delay if any challenges arise during the federal permitting
process. Based on precedent from Lithium Americas (LAC), which received a
conditional loan commitment in March, it can take 6-9 months to move from a loan
commitment to a finalized loan for a single project. We think Plug’s loan platform


https://www.ir.plugpower.com/press-releases/news-details/2024/Plug-Receives-1.66-Billion-Conditional-Commitment-Loan-Guarantee-From-Department-of-Energy-for-Green-Hydrogen-Development-Pipeline/default.aspx
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and project-level application approval could bleed in to 2025 and could therefore
face some risk in being finalized and funded.

Charging Owner-Operators: Several pure-play charging owner-operators have a
large pipeline of potential sites to expand to, but many companies remain fairly
capital-limited and impacted by inflationary pressures, despite already receiving
capex offsets on the local level and federal level through grants and subsidies. We
have heard some publicly comment that they are engaged in Part 2 of the DOE loan
application process. While the current loan-granting authorities at the DOE appear to
be supportive of a multitude of projects, we note that the sheer volume of
applications (200+) undergoing some level of due diligence could impact the pace at
which loans move and push timing back to a time post- a potential presidential
transition and risk losing access to the capital. In a recent call, LPO Director Jigar
Shah commented that the LPO had already run through most of its authorized
administrative budget completing due diligence on a large pipeline, which points to
slowdowns even with a supportive administration.

Electric Vehicles

30D Tax Credits: We could see an increase in local content thresholds and/or
removal credits altogether. The IRA extended the 30D clean vehicle tax credit, which
provides up to $7,500 for the purchase of a qualifying EV that undergoes final assembly
in North America and meets battery component and critical mineral requirements,
subject to limitations around sourcing from a foreign entity of concern (FEOC).
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Potential Action: We could see several means of curtailing the 30D tax credits,
either by re-instating the pre-IRA credit cap of 200,000 vehicles per manufacturer,
increasing local content requirements to shrink the number of tax credit-qualifying
EVs, or even by removing the tax credit altogether.

EVs have become largely politicized, with only ~30% of Republicans supporting
financial incentives for EV purchases vs. ~70% of Democrats (link). Trump has
publicly promised to slash EV incentives, claiming that a proliferation of EVs would
eliminate auto industry jobs and benefit China, and impose a 100% tariff on EVs
imported to the US from Mexico (link).

We note that Republicans planned to repeal the pre-IRA version of the 30D tax
credit in 2017 and 2019 in proposed tax and budget plans, respectively, prior to its
extension through the IRA but never managed to fully cut; given that geopolitical
tensions with China have worsened even further since this time, we remain cautious
on the tax credits staying in their current forms.

EV demand has remained downtrodden, even with the tax credits being available to
consumers over the last several months (albeit with fewer qualifying models now vs.
in 2023), but we think a removal of the credits could have ripple effects on public
perception around EV affordability and further dampen demand.


https://epic.uchicago.edu/wp-content/uploads/2023/11/EPIC_AP-Norc-Poll-2023_Fact-Sheets_Final.pdf?secureweb=prime
https://www.nytimes.com/2024/03/18/climate/trump-electric-vehicles-blood-bath.html
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Table 3: Current 30D Tax Credit Requirements

Consumer Commercial

Maximum $7500, of which: $7,500 (vehicles up to 14,000 lbs.)
$3750 is for critical minerals
$3750 s for battery content

Assembly Requirement North America None
Critical Minerals Increasing each year None
No critical minerals from China or other “foreign entities of From 2025 N.A.
concern”
Battery Components Increasing each year None
No battery components from China, other “foreign entities From 2024 N.A.
of concern”
MSRP Cap Truck/SUV/Van $80K None
Car $55K None
Income Cap $150K single/$300K married None
Relative price limits Lesser of 15% cost basis or

incremental cost vs. ICE equivalent

Source: Stanford University.

Table 4: Current Critical Mineral & Battery Component Content Requirement Ramp

2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029+
Critical minerals From U.S or FTA partner
40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 80% 80%

+from 2025: zero that were extracted, processed, or recycled by a Foreign Entity of Concern (FEOC, inc.
China, Russia, North Korea, Iran).

Battery Components ~ Manufactured or assembled in North America
50% 60% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

+from 2024: zero components manufactured by an FEOC.

Source: Stanford University.

EPA Emission Standards: We could see a significant loosening of federal emission
standards to disincentivize EV adoption. The EPA recently announced stricter vehicle
emission standards which require light- ,medium-, and heavy-duty vehicles
manufactured from model years 2027-2032 to eliminate carbon emission at an
accelerated pace (link).

e Potential Action: We could see significant lowering of the emission standards and/
or delay to timing of the mandate taking effect, as well as attempts to challenge
state-level emission standards that are stricter.

e In March 2020, the Trump Administration took measures to roll back the former
Obama Administration’s 2012 fuel efficiency standards requiring automakers’ fleets
to average ~54mpg by 2025 to ~40mpg instead, implying fuel economy efficiencies
even below the auto industry’s annual average gain (link).

e The recently issued stricter standards have been met with Republican criticism, who
characterize the move as a “misguided electric vehicle mandate” that will inevitably
increase US reliance on Chinese critical minerals (link). Moreover, several states
have moved to sue the EPA, citing overreach. The EPA has said its rules are
“technology-neutral” with pathways for decarbonization with hybrid, electric, and
fuel cell vehicles or “advanced” ICE vehicles. In the technology scenarios provided
in the final ruling report, the EPA forecasts ICE vehicles becoming 17-29% of the
overall vehicle mix by model year 2032 vs. BEVs between 35-56%, which is likely
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to be an area of focus considering Trump’s anti-EV stance.

Table 6: Current EPA Medium-Duty Emission Standards

2026 2027 | 2028 | 2029 | 2030 | 2031 | 2032 2026 2027 | 2028 | 2029 | 2030 | 2031 | 2032
(reference) (reference)
Cars 131 139 125 112 99 86 13 Vans 423 392 391 355 317 281 245
flriscics 134 134 165 146 128 109 90 Pickups 522 497 486 437 371 331 290
Total Flect 168 170 153 136 119 102 85 Total Fleet 488 461 453 408 353 314 274
Source: EPA. Source: EPA.
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Table 7: Projected New Vehicle Penetrations by Technology to Meet EPA Standards

Pathway Technology 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
ICE 64% 58% 49% 43% 35% 29%,

Pathway A - HEV 4% 5% 5% 4% 3% 3%
Higher BEV Pathway 3 o o o o o v
{crntal anabpsis caze) PHEV 6% 6% 8% 9% 11% 13%
BEV 26% 31% 39% 44% 51% 56%

ICE 62% 56% 49% 39% 28% 21%

Pathway B - HEV 4% 4% 3% 6% 1% 6%
Moderate HEV and - az Y o o -
PHEV Palhwa)' PHEWV 108 12% 15% 18% 24% 29%%
BEV 24% 29% 33% 37% 41% 43%

ICE 61% 41% 35% 27% 19% 17%

Pathway C - HEV 4% 15% 13% 16% 15% 13%
Higher HEV and - " . ey prp—y ET] o
PHEV Pathway PHEV 10%% 17% 22% 27% 32% 6%
BEV 24% 26% 30% 3% 34% 35%

Source: EPA.

Section 301 EV Tariffs: We think recently enacted tariffs on Chinese EV imports
would likely remain in place in either election scenario.

e Biden recently enacted strict tariffs on Chinese exports to the US, citing artificially
low prices and unfair trade practices, amid broader government discussions of clean
tech overcapacity overseas. The tariff rate on EVs under Section 301 will now
increase from 25% to 100% in 2024. Meanwhile, tariffs on lithium-ion EV batteries
will increase from 7.5% to 25% in 2024.

o The US imports very few Chinese EVs today (12,362 in 2023) but imports
significant amounts of EV batteries and critical minerals (link). Given that China has
been at the forefront of clean energy cost-reductions over the last several years, we
think the tariffs will likely create inflationary pressures for US EVs with pass-
throughs to end-consumers. Prior research from the Center for Strategic and
International Studies showed that more restrictive trade policies could delay how
competitive clean tech is relative to a higher-carbon counterpart, modeling 1 year for
solar vs. natural gas, 2 years for EVs vs. ICE, and 3 years for onshore wind vs. gas
(link). While the report was written prior to the IRA being passed, we still think the
tariffs in either election scenario could worsen consumer affordability (or sentiment
around it) in the US in favor of hybrids.

EV Charging Incentives (30C Tax Credit & NEVI): With an anti-EV stance and
cautious outlook on federal spending, we could see curtailments of 30C and NEVI
funding. The 30C tax credit is available to consumers as well as commercial and fleet
operators installing charging infrastructure. The tax credit covers up to 30% of the cost
of each charger up to $1,000 for consumers and $100,000 for commercial projects. The
NEVI program provides grant funding to states to deploy chargers along highway
corridors and in low-income communities.


https://www.census.gov/data/developers/data-sets/international-trade.html
https://www.csis.org/analysis/reshore-reroute-rebalance-us-strategy-clean-energy-supply-chains
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e Potential Action: We could see significant tightening around who is eligible for the
30C tax credit as well as attempts to slash funding for the NEVI program for future
fiscal years (though to a lesser extent).

e The White House suggests that %; of consumers are eligible for the 30C tax credit
based on the draft guidance. However, even Democratic Senator Joe Manchin said
the proposed guidance "spits in the face of rural America" and accused the
administration of "ignoring the law in pursuit of its radical climate agenda" by
making the credit too widely accessible, rather than evening the playing field for
rural consumers who may not otherwise be incentivized to install the infrastructure
(link).

o The Reverse the Curse resolution from the US House Budget Committee proposed
cutting BIL funding by $25B, while the 2025 Project proposes cutting even more —
$102B — on “wasteful” clean energy measures, and specifically pointing to EV
charging and transportation decarbonization. We think NEVT funding faces less risk
than its IRA tax credit counterparts since most funding will have already been
outlaid by the time a presidential transition were to take place, unlike the IRA,
which includes funding for several years following this. In addition, NEVI funding
for the near term has been appropriated to states, creating more separation between
federal and state actions.

Figure 10: 30C Tax Credit Eligible Locations

g Gulf of

Mexico ottt
MEXICO OHauana
i i

Source: Argonne National Laboratory. Turquoise = 30C-eligible locations through 2030.

Implications:

e ChargePoint (CHPT): With a change in administration likely to further weaken
already muted sentiment around the EV value chain, we could see downside risk to
commercial and fleet EV demand, and especially so if looser EPA emission
standards fail to support the “stick” part of carrot and stick incentives to electrify
medium- and heavy-duty vehicles. We could not only see slower EV adoption but
also slower learnings on the cost curve, making it take longer for EVs to become
affordable and widely accessible. ChargePoint has publicly stated that NEVI and
30C are not expected to be extremely meaningful parts of the story, but could
prevent host customers from expanding sites and therefore purchasing hardware and
software from ChargePoint. In any case, we think ChargePoint could still insulate
itself by demonstrating it can reach profitability in a challenged EV market as soon
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as this year, and benefit from its sticky software side of the business, which has
recently de-coupled from the hardware part of the business (link).

e Charging Owner-Operators: Charging owner-operators who control the charging
infrastructure benefit more directly from federal, state and local grants and credits
(including the likes of 30C and NEVI) to offset capex per stall, which can be up to
hundreds of $1000s. Installing more chargers is the core growth driver of the
business, but it is also reliant on an operator’s ability to fund the expansion. We
think in the meantime that growing utilization from existing drivers, new drivers,
and rideshare customers should help owner-operators grow in the near term, even if
EV demand does slow as a result of pushback to EV incentives, but we see this
likely reversing over time if driver friction grows or if competitors are able to add
chargers at a faster rate.

Hydrogen

45V Tax Credits: We think there is a low probability of any significant tightening
around 45V tax credit eligibility. The 45V tax credit provides clean hydrogen
producers with up to $3/kg of clean hydrogen produced, subject to certain emission
thresholds and additional guidance around additionality, time matching, and
deliverability to reduce lifecycle emissions.

e Potential Action: With final guidance around the corner (expected in 2H24, as early
as June but more likely in November), we think the 45V tax credit remains fairly
safe from significant curtailment. If anything were to occur, we think there could be
loosening of emissions requirements to qualify for clean hydrogen credits, with
limited risk around repealing this tax credit entirely, in our view.

e The oil and gas sector, which has been favored by the Republican party, has become
fairly involved in pursuing hydrogen production projects, many of which are
focused on blue hydrogen (natural gas-based hydrogen + CCS) over renewables-
based green hydrogen. The draft guidance proposed by the Treasury around 45V
largely excludes blue hydrogen given strict requirements around clean power
feedstocks, and the 45Q CCS tax credit is less lucrative. During CERAWeek in
March 2024, Exxon commented that the current restrictions around the tax credits
would prevent Exxon from moving forward with blue hydrogen projects.

e The American Petroleum Institute (API), the largest oil and gas trade association in
the US and a large Republican donor, commented that the 45V tax credit is too
popular in Republican states to repeal. Moreover, Dan Brouillette, who was Trump’s
last Energy Secretary and now is CEO of Edison Electric Institute, commented that
tax credits were largely favored broadly by Republican lawmakers.

Implications:

e Plug Power (PLUG): In our view, it is seeming more likely that final 45V guidance
will end up being more lenient than the draft given the extent of pushback from
project developers and industry players. While tax credit guidance had been a large
anticipated catalyst in prior quarters, we think investors are more focused on the
company’s ability to roll through price increases to salvage its hydrogen fuel
margins against the backdrop of a challenged balance sheet; therefore, outside of
headline risk, we think investors are not penciling in any kind of significant tax
credit benefit that would be eliminated as a result of changes in administration.
Sentiment around the name remains muted, in our view, with investors more likely
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to warm up based on successful execution over a multi-quarter period rather than
from a subsidy decision alone, which in any case would be minimal for several years
as Plug ramps up its hydrogen network.

Advanced Batteries & Advanced Air Mobility

Advanced Batteries (ENVX): While any rollback of the 45X IRA tax credit could
be detrimental to the broader advanced battery industry, we think this should have
limited impact on silicon-anode player Enovix, whose manufacturing footprint is
almost entirely in Asia, supported by local government incentives. The company has
never publicly claimed benefits from US tax credits.

Advanced Air Mobility (ACHR, BLDE, JOBY & LILM): We sense that the
advancement of eVTOLSs are not particularly partisan, with support from local and
state governments that span different political leanings. We actually see eVTOL as
being potentially insulated from either presidential outcome considering Archer and
Joby’s demo trials with the US Air Force for various kinds of missions with initial
contracts in the $100M range. Moreover, with China largely dominating the
competitive landscape for drones, we think there will be bipartisan support to
prevent this from happening in the eVTOL market given potential national security
significance.
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Utilities and Energy Infrastructure

Inflation Reduction Act (IRA)

Debate over IRA resilience looms large; hurdles to material rework loom larger.
IRA resilience remains at the forefront of investor and policy maker conversations over
the potential implications of the 2024 elections. While material benefits to Red states
lead us to view a full repeal as highly unlikely in a Trump victory (tweaking certain
parts likely), we expect the potential overhang to continue until November and
potentially beyond in the event of a Trump Presidency. To repeal all or parts of the law,
the GOP would likely have to win a trifecta in Washington, requiring President Trump
to re-take the White House and Republicans to take the US Senate, while holding the
US House. With the majority party often holding only a slim majority in both
Chambers, an IRA repeal would likely rely on the use of parliamentary maneuvers such
as the budget reconciliation process (bypassing the 60-vote threshold for a filibuster in
the Senate) and would require a near lockstep, party line Republican vote. The likely
narrow margin would put potential GOP defectors in a position to make demands,
mirroring the multiple attempts and months of internal negotiations leading up to the
failed ACA repeal. As an IRA repeal likely does not represent the top priority in a
Trump presidency, we would expect certain DOE loan programs, initiatives such as
offshore wind, and other measures to immediately slow down. While a Republican
sweep would likely adversely impact the space, we see notable political hurdles to a full
repeal. A Biden presidency would likely result in status quo.

IRA incentives still favor Red states, supporting resilience. Under a Republican
sweep scenario, we may witness an internal debate between ideology and economics,
with some Republicans pushing to repeal the IRA on principle and others quietly
expressing reluctance due to IRA funding disproportionately benefiting Red states and
districts. With an estimated $460bn and counting of clean energy investment announced
since the IRA’s August 2022 passage, attempts to repeal the law would likely face stiff
opposition from a myriad of public and private actors. Specifically, an estimated two-
thirds of the IRA-driven investments have flowed to Republican states and districts,
particularly small towns in the rural south (due to tax, regulation, land, and labor
tailwinds). Accordingly, the swing Congressional Republican votes would likely have
strong economic incentives at home to break with their party on an IRA repeal vote. Due
to these potential bottlenecks, Republicans may instead pursue a partial or symbolic
repeal of more controversial parts of the law, instead of more popular tax credits for
domestic manufacturing, nuclear power and grid investments. As a result, we view the
core utility and renewable energy provisions of the IRA as largely resilient, regardless of
the 2024 election outcome, though a Trump victory would likely present an overhang
until definitive policy clarity emerges.

Commercial renewables levered to election outcome; regulated assets largely
unaffected. Renewables-heavy utilities screen as most levered to IRA resilience, but
potential changes would likely have implications for the sector at large. While concerns
on an IRA repeal present an overhang over renewables developers (AES, AGR, NEE,
NJR), we also view a potential Biden re-election as a potential catalyst for renewables
to regain ground after significant underperformance in 2023. A full IRA repeal would
remove the efficiency of tax credit transferability, which could weigh on regulated
utilities’ competitiveness to wholly own renewables, possibly representing a headwind
for EPS growth rates. Still, we would expect steady renewables growth given C&lI
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https://cleanpower.org/investing-in-america/
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decarbonization goals as well as state laws and mandates.

Figure 11: JPM Green Capex Estimates and Future Opportunities

Current Previous

Company (4124) (12123) Difference Future opportunities to increase Green Capex
AEE 15% 13% 2% Additional renewables from MO IRP (including Rush Island retirement), reallocation of capex to MO
AEP 22% 22% 0% Achieving higher renewables ownership on current and future regulated RFPs
AES 74% 4% 0% Further acceleration of renewables deployment across US; global green hydrogen projects
AGR 19% 19% 0% Repowering; additional onshore and offshore projects from development pipeline
ALE 32% 38% -6% RFP success needed to maintain current capex; new ACE projects/repowerings would add
CMS 20% 20% 0% Additional storm undergrounding opportunities; higher demand for VGP program; REP filing
CNP 4% 4% 0% Additional IN generation decarbonization; Houston opportunities
D 16% 56% -40%  VCEA investment runway provides substantial opportunities into 2030+
DTE 31% 25% 6% Execution of CleanVision IRP's 15 GW renewable projects and accelerated coal retirements
DUK 21% 21% 0% Carbon Plan execution, Carolinas load growth and electrification opportunities
ED 0% 0% 0% Achieving NY approval for utility owned solar & storage; NY OSW related transmission
EIX 3% 3% 0% Increased utility owned storage
ES 5% 5% 0% Direct i limited by i/third party hip; CT/NY OSW related transmission
ETR 13% 13% 0% Lower use of tax equity financing, improve RFP win rate >50%, industrial green tariff demand
EXC 0% 0% 0% Direct i limited by [third party c ip; MD OSW related transmission
FE 6% 0% 6% Receiving approval for further solar investments in WV; NJ OSW related transmission
NEE 61% 61% 0% I ing NEER bles targets, regulated solar additions in FL
NWE 0% 0% 0% Focus on dispatchable generation for now, potential wind opportunities
PCG 0% 0% 0% Increased utility owned storage
PEG 12% 16% -4% Ir ing CEF i programs; NJ-related trar ion, energy efficiency, GSMP
POR 20% 18% 2% Opportunities from state-mandated renewables and battery storage additions
SO 3% 3% 0% GA Power IRP with more renewables but questions over coal retirements
SRE 1% 1% 0% Targeting further renewables projects at lenova; LNG decarbonization opportunities
WEC 34% 31% 4% Opportunities span both regulated and infrastructure businesses with emphasis on the former
XEL 14% 4% 10% Approved CO IRP, proposed MN IRP, upcoming plant retirements, PPA expirations, PPA buyouts

Source: North American Utilities; Electric Green Ranker 8. JPMe, company reports.

EPA Rules and Regulations

Biden EPA rules first face Trump, then the Federal Courts. We expect more
aggressive EPA rules to continue to meet substantial legal and political resistance,
especially in the context of growing power demand forecasts and concerns over grid
resiliency. While the Trump Administration would likely undo President Biden EPA’s
power plant emission and proposed EV and good neighbor rules, a second Biden term
would seek to continue the status quo. President Trump appointed 28% of all judges
currently on the federal bench, including 33% of the SCOTUS, giving the courts a
conservative tilt overall. However, President Biden has appointed 22% of all judges
currently on the federal bench. Additionally, if President Biden wins a second term and
Democrats hold the Senate, we could see a continued leftward shift of the federal bench,
presenting a more favorable backdrop for environmental rule making. In the interim, we
also highlight the Biden Administration’s decision to delay proposing new rules on the
2,000 existing gas plants until after the 2024 election, potentially due to grid capacity
concerns, opting to instead focus on drafting new rules for existing coal and new gas
plants. While we do not expect regulations on new natural gas fired power plant
additions (D, DUK, SO) to present a material headwind due to legal challenges and
growing concerns over power needs, a second Biden term could prompt questions on the
pace of further gas additions. Larger picture, given the longer term horizon of the
proposed EPA rules and likely drawn-out process of their implementation, some have
emphasized the makeup of the Administration and federal bench, not just over the next
four but next eight and twelve years, will likely determine the ultimate outcome on
emissions rules.
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Figure 12: Current Percentage of Federal Judges by President
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Source: Ballotpedia.

Race to exit coal will continue, regardless of EPA rules or the next President. While
the federal court’s composition could possibly somewhat shield utilities with high coal
exposure from the Biden Administration’s proposed EPA regulations, we still see
significant C&I decarbonization pledges, ESG considerations regarding coal, and
advantaged renewable economics motivating utilities to create credible generation
transition plans that exit coal. As discussed in our eighth Green Ranker, coal retirements
typically translate into higher renewable generation capex, and we find coal exits as a
compelling mechanism for IOUs to garner favorable market attention and lower
customer bills. Despite many utilities’ plans to exit coal by 2030, we note that higher-
than-expected power demand growth, including from data centers, could push back
some coal plant retirement timelines. We highlight utilities with high coal exposure
beyond 2030 (AEP, D, DUK, and SO) as carrying the highest exposure to current and
future EPA regulations. Larger picture, given continued pressure from investors, local
and state governments, and market forces, we expect coal retirements to present
opportunities, even during a second Trump Presidency.

Below, we break down coal ownership across our coverage, including percent of
generation expected to be retired in the next five years, underutilized assets (>40% 2020

capacity factor), those expected to have zero coal generation in 2030, and those that
have built new plants since 2005, using SNL power plant data.
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Figure 13: JPM Coal Plant Estimates

T of Coal Capacity _Coal Refirements by Coal Opportunity Coal Bui er
Ticker Total Coal MW retired by 2029 2029 in MW Coal Opportunity % Total (MW) Coal Post 2030? Y/N 2005? YIN

AEE 4,744 21% 1,286 10% 497 Y N
AEP 11,494 35% 4,060 62% 7,147 Y Y
AES 5,854 98% 5,747 0% 10 Y N
AGR 0 0% 0 0% 0 N N
ALE 820 0% 0 0% 0 Y N
CMS 1413 100% 1413 0% 0 N N
CNP 393 92% 360 69% 273 Y N
D 3,594 19% 684 100% 3,594 Y Y
DTE 4,120 63% 2,579 0% 0 Y N
DUK 14,617 21% 3,082 67% 9,734 Y Y
ED 0 0% 0 0% 0 N N
EIX 0 0% 0 0% 0 N N
ES 0 0% 0 0% 0 N N
ETR 1,035 90% 935 90% 935 N N
EXC 0 0% 0 0% 0 N N
FE 3,159 0% 0 0% 7 Y N
NEE 215 100% 215 100% 215 N N
NWE 432 0% 0 13% 56 Y N
PCG 0 0% 0 0% 0 N N
PEG 0 0% 0 0% 0 N N
POR 296 0% 0 100% 296 N N
SO 8,745 49% 4,312 53% 4,609 Y N
SRE 0 0% 0 0% 0 N N
WEC 3,233 44% 1,438 1% 343 Y Y
XEL 5,461 81% 4,430 29% 1,578 N Y

Source: J.P. Morgan estimates, S&P Global Market Intelligence.

Separately, recent/upcoming EPA rulemaking on the water side remains a capital
tailwind for water IOUs (AWK, SJW) across PFAS investments and prospective lead/
copper pipe rule changes.

LNG Exports & FERC Permitting

A Republican administration would likely end LNG export pause; Cheniere likely
fine in any scenario. Following the White House decision in early 2024 to enact a
temporary pause on pending decisions for LNG export projects, we expect the election
outcome to dictate the pace of future infrastructure build-out. Currently, we see the DOE
permitting pause as largely transitory in nature. We generally agree with our
Commodities team’s view that a Biden re-election would likely lead to LNG export
project approval resuming, though the test for LNG exporters to prove LNG benefits
globally could become increasingly difficult. Our conversations with Cheniere indicate
potentially increased life cycle emissions reporting requirements post review. On the flip
side, our Commodities team sees a potential Trump victory not only lifting the pause,
but likely even shifting to a more rapid approval speed. Regardless of the outcome, top
pick Cheniere remains confident in commercializing and ultimately securing permits
for future expansions despite the current pause, pointing to success in developing the
existing platform after previous permitting pauses.

Continuity at FERC likely; courts ultimately dictate pipeline permitting process
absent federal legislation. Our recent FERC Commissioner fireside chat covered
interstate natgas pipeline permitting, highlighting a broad divergence in ideological
views across commissioners. In either a Biden or Trump regime, we foresee continuity
at FERC supporting the view that natural gas will remain for a long time, as well as the
need for some new thermal resources. We await to see if new Commissioners would
continue the view of some Commissioners that the hurdles for natgas pipelines to
ascertain an EA or EIS are low, arguing the permitting process fails to fully contemplate
whether a pipeline project actually improves federal infrastructure reliability. In the
absence of a meaningful update to the existing permitting framework, potential exists
for additional litigation targeting pipeline delays, with the courts ultimately dictating the
pace of pipeline development. For the gas LDCs (ATO, NJR, NI, SR, and SWX), we
instead continue to monitor state-level policy actions and sentiment, viewing the
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Northeast as a challenging backdrop on energy transition goals versus customer bill
outlook stresses.

Tax and fiscal policy focus items across utilities and midstream; SEC ESG
reporting also in focus. The TCJA individual tax cuts are currently slated to sunset in
December 2025, which would leave utility customers having less cash at the end of the
day, playing into the customer affordability equation. The extension of the debt ceiling
could also drive a myriad of domino effects. For midstream, tax policy and the corporate
tax rate impact the timing of ultimate tax payment timing, which influences appetite for
M&A. Finally, SEC control will impact ESG reporting standards, with more stringent
considerations under a second Biden term likely favoring greener, renewable heavier
names, while a Trump Presidency would likely attempt to roll back formalizing ESG
standards, favoring more traditionally carbon intensive names.
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E&P

The 2020 presidential campaign had two distinct narratives for the E&P industry, with
the Trump campaign being quite vocal towards US energy dominance, and the Biden
campaign focusing more on green energy and energy transition. While the initial days of
President Biden’s four-year term started with a bit of turbulence for the E&P companies
(permitting on federal lands was a key topic in early 2021; see our published research
here), Lower 48 oil production in the US has grown at a reasonable pace to 12.52
MMBo/d in 2023 (record high annual production) from 10.85 MMBo/d in 2020 (see
Figure 14; though we note that 2020 oil production was impacted by the Covid-19
pandemic). We believe the growth in US oil production over the past few years has been
driven by supportive commodity prices, as oil prices have averaged ~$80 per WTI bbl
since early 2021 (WTI prices even reached >$120 per bbl in 1H22 after the start of the
Russia-Ukraine war). Commodity prices have been well above the full-cycle breakevens
for the industry. Another factor that contributed to the production growth was the
increase in technological innovation by the industry, which has resulted in faster cycle
times and longer laterals.

While oil production has grown significantly, we believe the policies undertaken by the
federal government usually have an impact on the E&P industry over the longer term
and could even have a 5-plus-year lag between the time of the enactment of the policy
and the impact on production levels. Additionally, a second Trump administration could
have more impact on demand, as former President Trump has expressed his vocal
opposition to EVs and climate change incentives during his campaign. If a second
Trump administration suppresses regulations and tax credits that support EV sales, it
could ultimately result in higher fossil fuel demand/consumption. We think a second
Trump presidency could resurrect the energy dominance rhetoric, while the continuance
of President Biden in the Oval office would be more of a status-quo event for the
industry.

e Leasing of federal lands. One of the key policies that could influence oil and gas
production over the longer term would be the leasing of federal lands and waters for
oil and gas development. While oil production growth in the short term is usually
influenced by supply/demand dynamics, an active lease sales program could boost
production over the long term.

e Offshore leases. In 2023, the Interior Department released its five-year plan
for offshore oil and gas leasing and set three lease sales between 2024 and
2029. The department set a lease sale in the Outer Continental Shelf for 2025
and has scheduled the other two lease sales in 2027 and 2029. According to
the American Petroleum Institute (see here), 2024 would represent the first
year in ~50 years without an offshore lease sale. We think the Biden
administration could continue with limited offshore lease sales going
forward and possibly only lease the minimum amount required for oil and
gas development (60 million acres) so that the administration can issue
offshore wind power leases under the provisions of the Inflation Reduction
Act. The E&P industry has generally opposed this five-year plan and has
filed a legal challenge against it in the US Court of Appeals for the District
of Columbia.

e Oil and gas leasing regulations. In mid-April 2024, the Interior Department
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announced its final rule to revise the Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM)
oil and gas leasing regulations, which essentially would raise the cost for
E&Ps to drill on federal lands. While E&Ps have been able to reduce their
cost structure over the past few years through technological innovation and
efficiency improvements on the field, the new regulations could ultimately
require higher commodity prices to generate the same level of return. The
department has increased the minimum lease bond amount to $150k (and
statewide bond to $500k) from $10k earlier, which could discourage drilling
activity from smaller oil and gas producers. Per the Interior Department, the
increase in the lease bond would provide adequate incentive to companies to
meet their reclamation obligations or cover the potential costs to reclaim a
well if the E&P fails to meet their obligation. In addition to higher bond
requirements, the department has increased the royalty rates to 16.67% until
August 2032 (from 12.5% earlier). While we don’t anticipate any near-term
impact to oil and gas production from this regulation, the higher cost
structure could soften oil and natural gas production over the longer term.
Under a potential Trump administration, we think these regulations could be
revisited.

o Possible impact on capex spending due to EPA guidelines. The Inflation
Reduction Act (signed into law in 2022) included provisions to reduce methane and
GHG emissions from the oil and natural gas sector, particularly through the creation
of the Methane Emissions Reduction Program. This program established a Waste
Emissions Charge (WEC) for methane, which allows the EPA to impose and collect
an annual charge on methane emissions that exceed specified waste emissions
thresholds from applicable oil and gas facilities. In January 2024, the EPA proposed
a WEC of ~§900 per metric ton for reported methane emissions in 2024, which
would further increase to $1,200 per metric ton for 2025 emissions and $1,500 per
metric ton for 2026 emissions. Additionally, the EPA announced final standards to
cut emissions from oil and gas operations in December 2023 that included various
requirements such as elimination of routine flaring of natural gas at new oil wells,
comprehensive monitoring for methane leaks, and new standards for equipment,
such as controllers, pumps, and storage tanks. Over the past few years, E&P budgets
have started to include dedicated spending for various environmental/ESG-related
projects. We believe these expenditures could continue to increase (or at least remain
roughly flat) over the near term under the continuance of a second Biden presidency.
On the other hand, we think a second Trump administration could lean more towards
the oil and gas industry and could even attempt to scrap or reduce the impact of
these regulations. Under such a scenario, E&P spending on ESG-related projects
could decline, although we still expect E&Ps to maintain their focus on ESG
irrespective of the outcome of the election.

e SEC rules on climate-related disclosures. The SEC recently adopted a mandatory
requirement for corporations to disclose various climate-related risks in their
periodic filings. Based on the SEC’s final rules, corporations have to provide
disclosures about climate-related risks that are reasonably likely to have a material
impact on the company’s business strategy, results of operations, or financial
condition. In addition, larger companies would also be required to disclose
information about GHG emissions (subject to a phased-in assurance requirement).
Due to pending legal challenges, we note that the SEC has stayed these rules at the
current time. While many companies already provide these disclosures in their
annual filings, we believe a mandatory requirement could substantially increase
compliance costs for smaller companies (which would potentially outweigh the
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financial benefits from the mandatory disclosures). The SEC had first proposed
these rules in 2022 and received ~24k comments on the rule (maximum comments
ever received for an SEC rule). While the SEC is an independent agency, we note
that many appointments of the agency are influenced by the President.

e Stance on ‘Energy Week’ bills could be a small preview. In March 2024, the
House of Representatives authored two pieces of legislation (led by Republicans) to
support oil and gas development in the US. The first bill would prevent any
administration from unilaterally banning hydraulic fracturing without Congressional
authorization, while the second bill intends to nullify Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) rules that would restrict oil and gas production on federal lands. While we
assign a low probability for these bills to become law under the current
administration (due to a Democratic led Senate and approval required by the White
House), we believe these bills could be a priority under a Republican sweep.

o Corporate taxes. Former President Trump introduced the TCJA tax cuts in 2017,
which reduced the corporate tax rate. This resulted in a significant +10% S&P
earnings revision in the space of two months in late 2017. Since these tax cuts are
set to expire at the end of 2025 (and their extension could require a GOP sweep), we
think there could be potential earnings headwind from 2026, as corporate taxes
revert to 35% (from 21%), unless the cuts are extended.

e Impact on Tax Credits from the IRA. The Inflation Reduction Act featured a
comprehensive package of clean energy and industrial tax credits, with an aim to
incentivize the use of technologies to manage carbon emissions. The IRA included
several improvements /enhancements to the federal 45Q tax credits and increased
credit incentives to capture and store carbon emissions. The US government now
provides up to $85 per ton of carbon dioxide permanently stored, $60 per ton of
carbon dioxide used for enhanced oil recovery (EOR) or other industrial uses, and
$180 per ton of carbon dioxide that is permanently stored through direct air capture
(DAC) projects. Many energy companies have undertaken long-term projects based
on these tax incentives, as it helps companies to pursue nascent technologies like
carbon capture and clean hydrogen. We note that it would be difficult to repeal many
IRA subsidies, as it would require legislative changes.

Figure 14: L48 Crude Qil Production

Basin 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Permian - TX 2,830 3,473 3,449 3,486 3,717 4,129
Permian - NM 659 899 1,005 1,245 1,582 1,780
Eagle Ford 1,418 1,476 1,252 1,163 1,195 1,306
Williston Basin 1,320 1,481 1,244 1,171 1,123 1,248
DJ Basin 472 543 477 433 451 451
Powder River Basin 146 180 167 161 182 195
MidCon 605 640 509 429 446 465
Appalachia 113 141 133 116 115 144
Haynesville 74 70 60 58 60 59
California 440 429 397 376 338 323
Gulf Coast 166 159 128 122 125 119
Other Onshore 451 441 379 384 419 443
Offshore GoM 1,758 1,897 1,647 1,701 1,718 1,858
Crude Oil (Mbo/d) 10,454 11,828 10,848 10,844 11,470 12,518
Onshore 8,696 9,932 9,202 9,143 9,752 10,660
Total Mbo/d A YoY 1,375 (980) (4) 625 1,048
Total Percent A YoY 13% -8% 0% 6% 9%

Source: Wood Mackenzie.
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Integrated Oils & Refining

Middle East tensions could be mostly negative for refiners should the US provoke
or fail to contain escalation... With tensions still seemingly unresolved between Israel
and Iran following the missile attacks on April 13th, we think continued escalation that
ultimately led to lower Iranian crude supply or the closure of the Straight of Hormuz
could impair availability of sour crudes to Gulf Coast refiners and result in narrower
sweet-sour differentials. Further, given the consumer has shown increasing sensitivity to
high price environments throughout the economy, we think higher retail gasoline prices
driven by higher crude prices, in a scenario where overall supply is impacted by the
conflict in Israel, could be impactful to gasoline demand and therefore to crack spreads.
In her Election Watch note on March 21(see link), J.P. Morgan Chair of Global Research
Joyce Chang noted that “Trump 2.0 would likely take a harder line on Iran, and there is
a risk that Iran reacts differently and proves more disruptive...”, suggesting that the risk
of the above scenario is perhaps greater under a Trump presidency.

...while election could also have important implications for Russia/Ukraine. The
Russia/Ukraine war has had several implications for US refiners, including 1) a loss of
natural gas supply from Russia into the EU, which led to a spike in European gas prices
in 2022, raising break-evens for European refineries and having an impact on diesel
production given a greater use of natural gas in diesel production. Additionally, EU
sanctions have led to shifting supply chains around refined products, particularly diesel,
with Russia becoming a larger supplier to Latin America and the US backfilling exports
to Europe. The impact of the longer travel distances resulting from crude and product
sanctions on Russia has put upward pressure on shipping costs. Finally, more recently,
Ukraine has launched a campaign of drone attacks on Russia refineries, which has left
refinery capacity offline as a result. While we think supply chains have generally
adjusted for both crude and products to Russia sanctions, and offline refinery capacity
should be mostly back prior to the election, any resolution to the war in Ukraine could
ultimately take out some upside risk for refiners. On this front, Joyce believes that under
a second Trump presidency, the probability is increased of Ukraine signing a settlement
unfavorable to its own interests in order to end the war.

2022 showed Biden’s willingness to take measures to lower gasoline prices in an
election year. While 2024 appears to thus far be somewhat calmer in the energy markets
relative to the highly disruptive year of 2022, President Biden showed a willingness to
act on behalf of influencing the commodity markets in an attempt to lower gasoline
prices into an election, particularly as the market hit ~$5/gal retail gasoline. Measures
taken included a release of crude barrels out of the SPR and political pressure put on
refiners to add capacity. We think a revisit of the SPR release is a likely scenario into
the 2024 election, particularly as gasoline prices rise seasonally in the coming months.
The US drew the SPR down by ~22 Imm bbls over the course of 2022, or ~600kbpd on
average, with an additional ~25mm bbls in the first half of 2023. A rebuild began
toward the end of 2023, which has proven modest in pace compared to the release in
2022-23, with ~17.5mm bbls having been replaced to date (~95kbpd pace). With SPR
levels currently at ~370mm bbls, the US could draw ~50mm bbls at a 600kbpd pace
over the 12 weeks of summer, for example. This could generally help US refiners both
from a perspective of sour crude availability, which was evident during the 2022-2023
SPR release, as well as reducing the risk of negative demand elasticity on higher prices
in the summer. Given no inclination from refining management teams to add capacity in
2022, despite public suggestions from government officials to do so, we would be
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surprised to see this route taken again into the 2024 election.

Refiners a beneficiary of Trump tax cuts. As full tax payers (with some offsets around
MLP and renewable fuels earnings, where applicable), refiners have been beneficiaries
of the Trump corporate tax cuts in 2017, which Joyce expects to be extended under
Trump 2.0, while she does not expect Trump to pursue incrementally lower rates. With
the corporate rate cut from 35% to 21%, VLO, as an example, saw its effective tax rate
cut from an average of ~33.5% in the 2011-2015 to ~24% from 2017-2019. We think the
tax savings have largely been returned back to shareholders for refiners in the form of
share buybacks.

Key RFS issue likely around SREs. While the total % obligation in the RFS was raised
over time in both the Trump and Biden administrations, the administrations differed in
their treatment of small refinery exemptions (SREs). We believe the RFS % obligation
is unlikely to be adjusted downward under either administration, but his actions during
his first presidency would suggest Trump would be far more likely to issue SREs with
less scrutiny, which could ultimately put further downward pressure on RIN prices. One
difference between the next presidential term and the prior two is that many refiners
have started up incremental renewable diesel capacity, which serves as a partial offset to
their short RIN positions from their conventional refining operations.
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Coverage Universe: Jayaram, Arun: Antero (AR), Apache Corp (APA), Baker Hughes (BKR), Cactus (WHD), Chart Industries (GTLS),
Coterra Energy Inc (CTRA), Devon Energy (DVN), Diamondback Energy (FANG), EOG Resources (EOG), EQT Corp (EQT), Expro Group
(XPRO), Halliburton Co. (HAL), Helmerich & Payne (HP), Hess (HES), Liberty Energy Inc (LBRT), Marathon (MRO), Murphy (MUR), NOV
Inc (NOV), Nabors Industries (NBR), National Energy Services Reunited (NESR), Ovintiv Inc (OVV), Patterson-UTI Energy (PTEN), Pioneer
Natural Resources (PXD), ProFrac (ACDC), ProPetro Holding (PUMP), Range Resources (RRC), SLB (SLB), Southwestern Energy (SWN),
TechnipFMC PLC (FTI), Tenaris SA (TS), Transocean (RIG), Vermilion Energy, Inc. (VET.TO), Viper Energy (VNOM)Parham, Zach: CNX
Resources (CNX), Chesapeake Energy (CHK), Gulfport Energy (GPOR), Magnolia Oil & Gas (MGY), Matador Resources Company (MTDR),
National Fuel Gas (NFG), Permian Resources Corp (PR), SM Energy (SM), Vital Energy (VTLE)Peterson, William C: Alcoa (AA), Archer
Aviation (ACHR), Blade (BLDE), ChargePoint (CHPT), Cleveland-Cliffs (CLF), Constellium (CSTM), EVgo (EVGO), Enovix (ENVX),
Freeport-McMoRan (FCX), GrafTech (EAF), Ivanhoe Electric (IE), Ivanhoe Electric (CN) (IE.TO), Joby Aviation (JOBY), Kaiser Aluminum
(KALU), Lilium (LILM), Lithium Americas (CN) (LAC.TO), Lithium Americas Corp (LAC), MP Materials (MP), Nucor (NUE), Piedmont
Lithium (PLL), Plug Power (PLUG), Steel Dynamics (STLD), Stelco (STLC.TO), Teck Resources (TECK), Teck Resources (CN) (TECKb.TO),
United States Steel (X)Strouse, Mark W: Altus Power (AMPS), Array Technologies (ARRY), Atlantica Sustainable Infrastructure (AY),
Bloom Energy (BE), Brookfield Renewable Corp (BEPC), Brookfield Renewable Partners (BEP), Canadian Solar (CSIQ), Centuri (CTRI),
Enlight Renewable Energy (ENLT), Enphase Energy (ENPH), First Solar, Inc (FSLR), Fluence Energy (FLNC), FuelCell Energy (FCEL), GE
Vernova (GEV), Generac (GNRC), HASI (HAS]I), Itron (ITRI), Nextera Energy Partners (NEP), Nextracker (NXT), Ormat Technologies
(ORA), Shoals (SHLS), SolarEdge Technologies (SEDG), SunPower Corporation (SPWR), Sunnova (NOVA), Sunrun Inc. (RUN), TPI
Composites (TPIC)Tonet, Jeremy: AltaGas Ltd (ALA.TO), Ameren Corporation (AEE), American Electric Power (AEP), Antero Midstream
Corp (AM), Aris Water Solutions, Inc (ARIS), CMS Energy Corporation (CMS), CenterPoint Energy, Inc. (CNP), Cheniere Energy Partners,
L.P. (CQP), Cheniere Energy, Inc. (LNG), Consolidated Edison Inc. (ED), DT Midstream Inc (DTM), DTE Energy Company (DTE), Dominion
Energy Inc (D), Duke Energy Corp. (DUK), Edison International (EIX), EnLink Midstream, LLC (ENLC), Enbridge Inc (ENB.TO), Energy
Transfer LP (ET), Entergy Corp. (ETR), Enterprise Products Partners L.P. (EPD), Equitrans Midstream Corporation (ETRN), Eversource Energy
(ES), Excelerate Energy (EE), Exelon Corp. (EXC), FirstEnergy (FE), Gibson Energy Inc. (GEI.TO), Hess Midstream LP (HESM), Kinder
Morgan, Inc. (KMI), Kinetik Holdings Inc (KNTK), Kodiak Gas Services, Inc. (KGS), MPLX LP (MPLX), NextEra Energy Inc. (NEE),
Northwestern Energy Group (NWE), Nustar Energy L.P. (NS), ONEOK, Inc. (OKE), PG&E Corp. (PCG), Pembina Pipeline Corp (PPL.TO),
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Plains All American Pipeline, L.P. (PAA), Plains GP Holdings, L.P. (PAGP), Public Service Enterprise Group (PEG), Sempra (SRE), TC Energy
Corp (TRP.TO), Targa Resources Corp. (TRGP), The Southern Company (SO), The Williams Companies, Inc. (WMB), USA Compression
Partners, LP (USAC), WEC Energy Group (WEC), Western Midstream Partners LP (WES), Xcel Energy (XEL)Sunderland III, Richard W:
AES Corp. (AES), Algonquin Power & Utilities Corp. (AQN.TO), Allete Inc. (ALE), American Water Works Company, Inc. (AWK), Atmos
Energy (ATO), Avangrid, Inc (AGR), Emera Inc. (EMA.TO), Fortis Inc. (FTS.TO), New Jersey Resources (NJR), NiSource Inc. (NI), Portland
General Electric (POR), SJW Group (SJW), Southwest Gas Holdings Inc. (SWX), Spire Inc (SR)Royall, John M: Alimentation Couche-Tard
(ATDb.TO), CVR Energy (CVI), Canadian Natural Resources (CNQ.TO), Casey's General Stores (CASY), Cenovus Energy (CVE.TO),
Chevron Corp (CVX), ConocoPhillips (COP), Darling Ingredients Inc. (DAR), Delek Holdings (DK), Exxon Mobil Corp (XOM), HF Sinclair
(DINO), Imperial Oil (IMO.TO), MEG Energy (MEG.TO), Marathon Petroleum (MPC), Murphy USA (MUSA), Occidental Petroleum (OXY),
PBF Energy (PBF), Par Pacific (PARR), Parkland Corp (PKI.TO), Phillips 66 (PSX), Suncor Energy (SU.TO), Sunoco L.P. (SUN), Valero
Energy (VLO), World Kinect (WKC)

J.P. Morgan Equity Research Ratings Distribution, as of April 06, 2024

Overweight Neutral Underweight
(buy) (hold) (sell)
J.P. Morgan Global Equity Research Coverage* 48% 39% 14%
IB clients** 49% 45% 35%
JPMS Equity Research Coverage* 46% 42% 12%
IB clients** 70% 66% 52%

*Please note that the percentages may not add to 100% because of rounding.

**Percentage of subject companies within each of the "buy," "hold" and "sell" categories for which J.P. Morgan has provided
investment banking services within the previous 12 months.

For purposes of FINRA ratings distribution rules only, our Overweight rating falls into a buy rating category; our Neutral rating falls
into a hold rating category; and our Underweight rating falls into a sell rating category. Please note that stocks with an NR designation
are not included in the table above. This information is current as of the end of the most recent calendar quarter.

Equity Valuation and Risks: For valuation methodology and risks associated with covered companies or price targets for covered companies,
please see the most recent company-specific research report at _http://www.jpmorganmarkets.com, contact the primary analyst or your J.P.
Morgan representative, or email research.disclosure.inquiries@jpmorgan.com. For material information about the proprietary models used,
please see the Summary of Financials in company-specific research reports and the Company Tearsheets, which are available to download on
the company pages of our client website, _http://www.jpmorganmarkets.com. This report also sets out within it the material underlying
assumptions used.

A history of J.P. Morgan investment recommendations disseminated during the preceding 12 months can be accessed on the Research &
Commentary page of _http://www.jpmorganmarkets.com where you can also search by analyst name, sector or financial instrument.

Explanation of Credit Research Valuation Methodology, Ratings and Risk to Ratings:

J.P. Morgan uses a bond-level rating system that incorporates valuations (relative value) and our fundamental view on the security. Our
fundamental credit view of an issuer is based on the company's underlying credit trends, overall creditworthiness and our opinion on whether the
issuer will be able to service its debt obligations when they become due and payable. We analyze, among other things, the company's cash flow
capacity and trends and standard credit ratios, such as gross and net leverage, interest coverage and liquidity ratios. We also analyze profitability,
capitalization and asset quality, among other variables, when assessing financials. Analysts also rate the issuer, based on the rating of the
benchmark or representative security. Unless we specify a different recommendation for the company’s individual securities, an issuer
recommendation applies to all of the bonds at the same level of the issuer’s capital structure. We may also rate certain loans and preferred
securities, as applicable. This report also sets out within it the material underlying assumptions used. We use the following ratings for bonds
(issues), issuers, loans, and preferred securities: Overweight (over the next three months, the recommended risk position is expected to
outperform the relevant index, sector, or benchmark); Neutral (over the next three months, the recommended risk position is expected to perform
in line with the relevant index, sector, or benchmark); and Underweight (over the next three months, the recommended risk position is expected
to underperform the relevant index, sector, or benchmark). J.P. Morgan Emerging Markets Sovereign Research uses Marketweight, which is
equivalent to Neutral. NR is Not Rated. In this case, J.P. Morgan has removed the rating for this particular security or issuer because of either a
lack of a sufficient fundamental basis or for legal, regulatory or policy reasons. The previous rating no longer should be relied upon. An NR
designation is not a recommendation or a rating. NC is Not Covered. An NC designation is not a rating or a recommendation. For CDS, we use
the following rating system: Long Risk (over the next three months, the credit return on the recommended position is expected to exceed the
relevant index, sector or benchmark); Neutral (over the next three months, the credit return on the recommended position is expected to match
the relevant index, sector or benchmark); and Short Risk (over the next three months, the credit return on the recommended position is expected
to underperform the relevant index, sector or benchmark).

J.P. Morgan Credit Research Ratings Distribution, as of April 06, 2024
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Overweight Neutral Underweight
(buy) (hold) (sell)
Global Credit Research Universe* 27% 56% 17%
1B clients** 65% 59% 63%

*Please note that the percentages may not add to 100% because of rounding.

**Percentage of subject companies within each of the "Overweight," ""Neutral" and "Underweight" categories for which J.P. Morgan
has provided investment banking services within the previous 12 months.

For purposes of FINRA ratings distribution rules only, our Overweight rating falls into a buy rating category; our Neutral rating falls
into a hold rating category; and our Underweight rating falls into a sell rating category. The Credit Research Rating Distribution is at
the issuer level. Issuers with an NR or an NC designation are not included in the table above. This information is current as of the end of
the most recent calendar quarter.

Analysts' Compensation:The research analysts responsible for the preparation of this report receive compensation based upon various factors,
including the quality and accuracy of research, client feedback, competitive factors, and overall firm revenues.

Other Disclosures

J.P. Morgan is a marketing name for investment banking businesses of JPMorgan Chase & Co. and its subsidiaries and affiliates worldwide.

UK MIFID FICC research unbundling exemption: UK clients should refer to UK MIFID Research Unbundling exemption for details of J.P.
Morgan’s implementation of the FICC research exemption and guidance on relevant FICC research categorisation.

All research material made available to clients are simultaneously available on our client website, J.P. Morgan Markets, unless specifically
permitted by relevant laws. Not all research content is redistributed, e-mailed or made available to third-party aggregators. For all research
material available on a particular stock, please contact your sales representative.

Any long form nomenclature for references to China; Hong Kong; Taiwan; and Macau within this research material are Mainland China; Hong
Kong SAR (China); Taiwan (China); and Macau SAR (China).

J.P. Morgan Research may, from time to time, write on issuers or securities targeted by economic or financial sanctions imposed or administered
by the governmental authorities of the U.S., EU, UK or other relevant jurisdictions (Sanctioned Securities). Nothing in this report is intended to

be read or construed as encouraging, facilitating, promoting or otherwise approving investment or dealing in such Sanctioned Securities. Clients
should be aware of their own legal and compliance obligations when making investment decisions.

Any digital or crypto assets discussed in this research report are subject to a rapidly changing regulatory landscape. For relevant regulatory
advisories on crypto assets, including bitcoin and ether, please see https://www.jpmorgan.com/disclosures/cryptoasset-disclosure.

The author(s) of this research report may not be licensed to carry on regulated activities in your jurisdiction and, if not licensed, do not hold
themselves out as being able to do so.

Exchange-Traded Funds (ETFs): J.P. Morgan Securities LLC (“JPMS”) acts as authorized participant for substantially all U.S.-listed ETFs. To
the extent that any ETFs are mentioned in this report, JPMS may earn commissions and transaction-based compensation in connection with the
distribution of those ETF shares and may earn fees for performing other trade-related services, such as securities lending to short sellers of the
ETF shares. JPMS may also perform services for the ETFs themselves, including acting as a broker or dealer to the ETFs. In addition, affiliates
of JPMS may perform services for the ETFs, including trust, custodial, administration, lending, index calculation and/or maintenance and other
services.

Options and Futures related research: If the information contained herein regards options- or futures-related research, such information is
available only to persons who have received the proper options or futures risk disclosure documents. Please contact your J.P. Morgan
Representative or visit https:/www.theocc.com/components/docs/riskstoc.pdf for a copy of the Option Clearing Corporation's Characteristics
and Risks of Standardized Options or http://www.finra.org/sites/default/files/Security_Futures Risk Disclosure_Statement 2018.pdf for a copy
of the Security Futures Risk Disclosure Statement.

Changes to Interbank Offered Rates (IBORs) and other benchmark rates: Certain interest rate benchmarks are, or may in the future
become, subject to ongoing international, national and other regulatory guidance, reform and proposals for reform. For more information, please
consult: https://www.jpmorgan.com/global/disclosures/interbank offered rates

Private Bank Clients: Where you are receiving research as a client of the private banking businesses offered by JPMorgan Chase & Co. and its
subsidiaries (“J.P. Morgan Private Bank”), research is provided to you by J.P. Morgan Private Bank and not by any other division of J.P. Morgan,
including, but not limited to, the J.P. Morgan Corporate and Investment Bank and its Global Research division.

Legal entity responsible for the production and distribution of research: The legal entity identified below the name of the Reg AC Research
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Analyst who authored this material is the legal entity responsible for the production of this research. Where multiple Reg AC Research Analysts
authored this material with different legal entities identified below their names, these legal entities are jointly responsible for the production of
this research. Research Analysts from various J.P. Morgan affiliates may have contributed to the production of this material but may not be
licensed to carry out regulated activities in your jurisdiction (and do not hold themselves out as being able to do so). Unless otherwise stated
below, this material has been distributed by the legal entity responsible for production. If you have any queries, please contact the relevant
Research Analyst in your jurisdiction or the entity in your jurisdiction that has distributed this research material.

Legal Entities Disclosures and Country-/Region-Specific Disclosures:

Argentina: JPMorgan Chase Bank N.A Sucursal Buenos Aires is regulated by Banco Central de la Reptiblica Argentina (“BCRA”- Central
Bank of Argentina) and Comisioén Nacional de Valores (“CNV”- Argentinian Securities Commission - ALYC y AN Integral N°51). Australia:
J.P. Morgan Securities Australia Limited (“JPMSAL”) (ABN 61 003 245 234/AFS Licence No: 238066) is regulated by the Australian
Securities and Investments Commission and is a Market Participant of ASX Limited, a Clearing and Settlement Participant of ASX Clear Pty
Limited and a Clearing Participant of ASX Clear (Futures) Pty Limited. This material is issued and distributed in Australia by or on behalf of
JPMSAL only to "wholesale clients" (as defined in section 761G of the Corporations Act 2001). A list of all financial products covered can be
found by visiting https://www.jpmm.com/research/disclosures. J.P. Morgan seeks to cover companies of relevance to the domestic and
international investor base across all Global Industry Classification Standard (GICS) sectors, as well as across a range of market capitalisation
sizes. If applicable, in the course of conducting public side due diligence on the subject company(ies), the Research Analyst team may at times
perform such diligence through corporate engagements such as site visits, discussions with company representatives, management presentations,
etc. Research issued by JPMSAL has been prepared in accordance with J.P. Morgan Australia’s Research Independence Policy which can be
found at the following link: J.P. Morgan Australia - Research Independence Policy. Brazil: Banco J.P. Morgan S.A. is regulated by the
Comissao de Valores Mobiliarios (CVM) and by the Central Bank of Brazil. Ombudsman J.P. Morgan: 0800-7700847 / 0800-7700810 (For
Hearing Impaired) / ouvidoria.jp.morgan@jpmorgan.com. Canada: J.P. Morgan Securities Canada Inc. is a registered investment dealer,
regulated by the Canadian Investment Regulatory Organization and the Ontario Securities Commission and is the participating member on
Canadian exchanges. This material is distributed in Canada by or on behalf of J.P.Morgan Securities Canada Inc. Chile: Inversiones J.P. Morgan
Limitada is an unregulated entity incorporated in Chile. China: J.P. Morgan Securities (China) Company Limited has been approved by CSRC
to conduct the securities investment consultancy business. Dubai International Financial Centre (DIFC): JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A., Dubai
Branch is regulated by the Dubai Financial Services Authority (DFSA) and its registered address is Dubai International Financial Centre - The
Gate, West Wing, Level 3 and 9 PO Box 506551, Dubai, UAE. This material has been distributed by JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A., Dubai
Branch to persons regarded as professional clients or market counterparties as defined under the DFSA rules. European Economic Area
(EEA): Unless specified to the contrary, research is distributed in the EEA by J.P. Morgan SE (“JPM SE”), which is authorised as a credit
institution by the Federal Financial Supervisory Authority (Bundesanstalt fiir Finanzdienstleistungsaufsicht, BaFin) and jointly supervised by the
BaFin, the German Central Bank (Deutsche Bundesbank) and the European Central Bank (ECB). JPM SE is a company headquartered in
Frankfurt with registered address at TaunusTurm, Taunustor 1, Frankfurt am Main, 60310, Germany. The material has been distributed in the
EEA to persons regarded as professional investors (or equivalent) pursuant to Art. 4 para. 1 no. 10 and Annex II of MiFID II and its respective
implementation in their home jurisdictions (“EEA professional investors”). This material must not be acted on or relied on by persons who are
not EEA professional investors. Any investment or investment activity to which this material relates is only available to EEA relevant persons
and will be engaged in only with EEA relevant persons. Hong Kong: J.P. Morgan Securities (Asia Pacific) Limited (CE number AAJ321) is
regulated by the Hong Kong Monetary Authority and the Securities and Futures Commission in Hong Kong, and J.P. Morgan Broking (Hong
Kong) Limited (CE number AABO027) is regulated by the Securities and Futures Commission in Hong Kong. JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A.,
Hong Kong Branch (CE Number AAL996) is regulated by the Hong Kong Monetary Authority and the Securities and Futures Commission, is
organized under the laws of the United States with limited liability. Where the distribution of this material is a regulated activity in Hong Kong,
the material is distributed in Hong Kong by or through J.P. Morgan Securities (Asia Pacific) Limited and/or J.P. Morgan Broking (Hong Kong)
Limited. India: J.P. Morgan India Private Limited (Corporate Identity Number - U67120MH1992FTC068724), having its registered office at
J.P. Morgan Tower, Off. C.S.T. Road, Kalina, Santacruz - East, Mumbai — 400098, is registered with the Securities and Exchange Board of India
(SEBI) as a ‘Research Analyst’ having registration number INHO00001873. J.P. Morgan India Private Limited is also registered with SEBI as a
member of the National Stock Exchange of India Limited and the Bombay Stock Exchange Limited (SEBI Registration Number —
INZ000239730) and as a Merchant Banker (SEBI Registration Number - MB/INM000002970). Telephone: 91-22-6157 3000, Facsimile: 91-22-
6157 3990 and Website: http://www.jpmipl.com. JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A. - Mumbai Branch is licensed by the Reserve Bank of India (RBI)
(Licence No. 53/ Licence No. BY.4/94; SEBI - IN/CUS/014/ CDSL : IN-DP-CDSL-444-2008/ IN-DP-NSDL-285-2008/ INBI00000984/
INE231311239) as a Scheduled Commercial Bank in India, which is its primary license allowing it to carry on Banking business in India and
other activities, which a Bank branch in India are permitted to undertake. For non-local research material, this material is not distributed in India
by J.P. Morgan India Private Limited. Compliance Officer: Spurthi Gadamsetty; spurthi.gadamsetty@jpmchase.com; +912261573225.
Grievance Officer: Ramprasadh K, jpmipl.research.feedback@jpmorgan.com; +912261573000.

Investment in securities market are subject to market risks. Read all the related documents carefully before investing. Registration
granted by SEBI and certification from NISM in no way guarantee performance of the intermediary or provide any assurance of
returns to investors.

Indonesia: PT J.P. Morgan Sekuritas Indonesia is a member of the Indonesia Stock Exchange and is registered and supervised by the Otoritas
Jasa Keuangan (OJK). Korea: J.P. Morgan Securities (Far East) Limited, Seoul Branch, is a member of the Korea Exchange (KRX). JPMorgan
Chase Bank, N.A., Seoul Branch, is licensed as a branch office of foreign bank (JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A.) in Korea. Both entities are
regulated by the Financial Services Commission (FSC) and the Financial Supervisory Service (FSS). For non-macro research material, the
material is distributed in Korea by or through J.P. Morgan Securities (Far East) Limited, Seoul Branch. Japan: JPMorgan Securities Japan Co.,
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Ltd. and JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A., Tokyo Branch are regulated by the Financial Services Agency in Japan. Malaysia: This material is issued
and distributed in Malaysia by JPMorgan Securities (Malaysia) Sdn Bhd (18146-X), which is a Participating Organization of Bursa Malaysia
Berhad and holds a Capital Markets Services License issued by the Securities Commission in Malaysia. Mexico: J.P. Morgan Casa de Bolsa,
S.A. de C.V. and J.P. Morgan Grupo Financiero are members of the Mexican Stock Exchange and are authorized to act as a broker dealer by the
National Banking and Securities Exchange Commission. New Zealand: This material is issued and distributed by JPMSAL in New Zealand
only to "wholesale clients" (as defined in the Financial Markets Conduct Act 2013). JPMSAL is registered as a Financial Service Provider under
the Financial Service providers (Registration and Dispute Resolution) Act of 2008. Philippines: J.P. Morgan Securities Philippines Inc. is a
Trading Participant of the Philippine Stock Exchange and a member of the Securities Clearing Corporation of the Philippines and the Securities
Investor Protection Fund. It is regulated by the Securities and Exchange Commission. Singapore: This material is issued and distributed in
Singapore by or through J.P. Morgan Securities Singapore Private Limited (JPMSS) [MCI (P) 030/08/2023 and Co. Reg. No.: 199405335R],
which is a member of the Singapore Exchange Securities Trading Limited, and/or JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A., Singapore branch (JPMCB
Singapore), both of which are regulated by the Monetary Authority of Singapore. This material is issued and distributed in Singapore only to
accredited investors, expert investors and institutional investors, as defined in Section 4A of the Securities and Futures Act, Cap. 289 (SFA).
This material is not intended to be issued or distributed to any retail investors or any other investors that do not fall into the classes of
“accredited investors,” “expert investors” or “institutional investors,” as defined under Section 4A of the SFA. Recipients of this material in
Singapore are to contact JPMSS or JPMCB Singapore in respect of any matters arising from, or in connection with, the material. South Africa:
J.P. Morgan Equities South Africa Proprietary Limited and JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A., Johannesburg Branch are members of the
Johannesburg Securities Exchange and are regulated by the Financial Services Conduct Authority (FSCA). Taiwan: J.P. Morgan Securities
(Taiwan) Limited is a participant of the Taiwan Stock Exchange (company-type) and regulated by the Taiwan Securities and Futures Bureau.
Material relating to equity securities is issued and distributed in Taiwan by J.P. Morgan Securities (Taiwan) Limited, subject to the license scope
and the applicable laws and the regulations in Taiwan. According to Paragraph 2, Article 7-1 of Operational Regulations Governing Securities
Firms Recommending Trades in Securities to Customers (as amended or supplemented) and/or other applicable laws or regulations, please note
that the recipient of this material is not permitted to engage in any activities in connection with the material that may give rise to conflicts of
interests, unless otherwise disclosed in the “Important Disclosures” in this material. Thailand: This material is issued and distributed in
Thailand by JPMorgan Securities (Thailand) Ltd., which is a member of the Stock Exchange of Thailand and is regulated by the Ministry of
Finance and the Securities and Exchange Commission, and its registered address is 3rd Floor, 20 North Sathorn Road, Silom, Bangrak, Bangkok
10500. UK: Unless specified to the contrary, research is distributed in the UK by J.P. Morgan Securities plc (“JPMS plc”) which is a member of
the London Stock Exchange and is authorised by the Prudential Regulation Authority and regulated by the Financial Conduct Authority and the
Prudential Regulation Authority. JPMS plc is registered in England & Wales No. 2711006, Registered Office 25 Bank Street, London, E14 5JP.
This material is directed in the UK only to: (a) persons having professional experience in matters relating to investments falling within article
19(5) of the Financial Services and Markets Act 2000 (Financial Promotion) (Order) 2005 (“the FPO”); (b) persons outlined in article 49 of the
FPO (high net worth companies, unincorporated associations or partnerships, the trustees of high value trusts, etc.); or (c) any persons to whom
this communication may otherwise lawfully be made; all such persons being referred to as "UK relevant persons". This material must not be
acted on or relied on by persons who are not UK relevant persons. Any investment or investment activity to which this material relates is only
available to UK relevant persons and will be engaged in only with UK relevant persons. Research issued by JPMS plc has been prepared in
accordance with JPMS plc's policy for prevention and avoidance of conflicts of interest related to the production of Research which can be
found at the following link: J.P. Morgan EMEA - Research Independence Policy. U.S.: J.P. Morgan Securities LLC (“JPMS”) is a member of
the NYSE, FINRA, SIPC, and the NFA. JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A. is a member of the FDIC. Material published by non-U.S. affiliates is
distributed in the U.S. by JPMS who accepts responsibility for its content.

General: Additional information is available upon request. The information in this material has been obtained from sources believed to be
reliable. While all reasonable care has been taken to ensure that the facts stated in this material are accurate and that the forecasts, opinions and
expectations contained herein are fair and reasonable, JPMorgan Chase & Co. or its affiliates and/or subsidiaries (collectively J.P. Morgan) make
no representations or warranties whatsoever to the completeness or accuracy of the material provided, except with respect to any disclosures
relative to J.P. Morgan and the Research Analyst's involvement with the issuer that is the subject of the material. Accordingly, no reliance should
be placed on the accuracy, fairness or completeness of the information contained in this material. There may be certain discrepancies with data
and/or limited content in this material as a result of calculations, adjustments, translations to different languages, and/or local regulatory
restrictions, as applicable. These discrepancies should not impact the overall investment analysis, views and/or recommendations of the subject
company(ies) that may be discussed in the material. J.P. Morgan accepts no liability whatsoever for any loss arising from any use of this material
or its contents, and neither J.P. Morgan nor any of its respective directors, officers or employees, shall be in any way responsible for the contents
hereof, apart from the liabilities and responsibilities that may be imposed on them by the relevant regulatory authority in the jurisdiction in
question, or the regulatory regime thereunder. Opinions, forecasts or projections contained in this material represent J.P. Morgan's current
opinions or judgment as of the date of the material only and are therefore subject to change without notice. Periodic updates may be provided on
companies/industries based on company-specific developments or announcements, market conditions or any other publicly available
information. There can be no assurance that future results or events will be consistent with any such opinions, forecasts or projections, which
represent only one possible outcome. Furthermore, such opinions, forecasts or projections are subject to certain risks, uncertainties and
assumptions that have not been verified, and future actual results or events could differ materially. The value of, or income from, any
investments referred to in this material may fluctuate and/or be affected by changes in exchange rates. All pricing is indicative as of the close of
market for the securities discussed, unless otherwise stated. Past performance is not indicative of future results. Accordingly, investors may
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structured securities, options, futures and other derivatives. These are complex instruments, may involve a high degree of risk and may be
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