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Disclosure Statements

Safe Harbor Statement — This presentation and statements made by representatives of Matador Resources Company (“Matador” or the
“Company”) during the course of this presentation include “forward-looking statements” within the meaning of Section 27A of the Securities
Act of 1933, as amended, and Section 21E of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, as amended. “Forward-looking statements” are
statements related to future, not past, events. Forward-looking statements are based on current expectations and include any statement that
does not directly relate to a current or historical fact. In this context, forward-looking statements often address expected future business and
financial performance, and often contain words such as “could,” “believe,” “would,” “anticipate,” “intend,” “estimate,” “expect,” “may,”
“should,” “continue,” “plan,” “predict,” “potential,” “project” and similar expressions that are intended to identify forward-looking statements,
although not all forward-looking statements contain such identifying words. Actual results and future events could differ materially from those
anticipated in such statements, and such forward-looking statements may not prove to be accurate. These forward-looking statements
involve certain risks and uncertainties, including, but not limited to, the following risks related to our financial and operational performance:
general economic conditions; our ability to execute our business plan, including whether our drilling program is successful; changes in oil,
natural gas and natural gas liquids prices and the demand for oil, natural gas and natural gas liquids; our ability to replace reserves and
efficiently develop our current reserves; our costs of operations, delays and other difficulties related to producing oil, natural gas and natural
gas liquids; our ability to make acquisitions on economically acceptable terms; availability of sufficient capital to execute our business plan,
including from our future cash flows, increases in our borrowing base, joint venture partners and otherwise; weather and environmental
conditions; and other important factors which could cause actual results to differ materially from those anticipated or implied in the forward-
looking statements. For further discussions of risks and uncertainties, you should refer to Matador’s SEC filings, including the “Risk Factors”
section of Matador’'s Annual Report on Form 10-K for the year ended December 31, 2011. Matador undertakes no obligation and does not
intend to update these forward-looking statements to reflect events or circumstances occurring after the date of this presentation, except as
required by law. You are cautioned not to place undue reliance on these forward-looking statements, which speak only as of the date of this
presentation. All forward-looking statements are qualified in their entirety by this cautionary statement.

Cautionary Note — The Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) permits oil and gas companies, in their filings with the SEC, to
disclose only proved, probable and possible reserves. Potential resources are not proved, probable or possible reserves. The SEC’s
guidelines prohibit Matador from including such information in filings with the SEC.

2NN,

l‘ 8 esounces company
2 >



Matador’'s Continued Growth

TOTAL OIL AND

NATURAL GAS REVENUES ADJUSTED EBITDA ™

$150.
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Year Ended December 31, Year Ended December 31,

(1) Adjusted EBITDA is a non-GAAP financial measure. For a definition of Adjusted EBITDA and a reconciliation of Adjusted EBITDA to our net (loss) income and net cash provided by operating activities, see Appendix
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2013 Capital Investment Plan Highlights

2013 projected capital expenditures of approximatel y $310 million

— Drill and complete or participate in 48 gross/31.3 net wells in 2013
— Includes approximately $25 million for pipelines/facilities and $25 million for land/seismic acquisition

Maintain financial discipline by funding 2013 capit al expenditures through operating cash
flows and borrowings under revolving credit facilit y

— 2013 oil production volumes well hedged to protect cash flows below about $88/Bbl oil price

2013 Production Expectations

— Oil production of 1.6 to 1.8 million barrels — up about 40% from 2012
— Natural gas production of 11.0 to 12.0 Bcf — down about 8% from 2012

2013 Financial Expectations

— Oil and natural gas revenues® of $200 to $220 million — up about 40% from estimated $145 to $155
million in 2012

— Adjusted EBITDAM®@ of $140 to $160 million — up about 33% from estimated $110 to $115 million in 2012

— Total borrowings outstanding estimated to be $310 to $320 million at YE 2013

(1) Estimated 2013 oil and natural gas revenues and Adjusted EBITDA at midpoint of production guidance range using late November 2012 strip prices for oil and natural gas, plus property-specific differentials. Estimated average realized prices for
oil and natural gas were $94.00/Bbl and $4.43/Mcf, respectively .\\‘
(2) Adjusted EBITDA is a non-GAAP financial measure. For a definition of Adjusted EBITDA and a reconciliation of Adjusted EBITDA to our net (loss) income and net cash provided by operating activities, see Appendix
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2013 Production Expectations

2013 Oil Production Oil Production® (Bbl/d)
» Estimated total oil production of 1.6 to 1.8 Rl

million barrels 5,000
* |ncrease of approximately 40% from 2012 4,000 ¢

3,000

= Qil production expected to decline from

current levels of 5,000 Bbl/d during first 2000 |
half of 2013
1,000 -
— Production delays, shut-ins due to pad
drilling, zipper fracs, etc. 0
1Q13 2Q13 3Q13 4Q13
= Qil production expected to return to above Natural Gas Production® (MMcf/d)

5,000 Bbl/d during second half of 2013

40.0

2013 Natural Gas Production

» Estimated total natural gas production of 0

11.0to 12.0 Bcf

20.0
» Decrease of approximately 8% from 2012

= Gas production expected to remain 100 |
relatively flat during 2013, but should
include higher percentage of liquids-rich 0.0
gas 1Q13 2Q13 3Q13 4Q13

SN,

(1) Estimated quarterly average oil and natural gas production at midpoint of guidance range
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2013 Financial Expectations

2013 Revenue and Adjusted EBITDA (M)

= Estimated oil and natural gas revenues of $200 to
$220 million

— Increase of approximately 40% from
estimated $145 to $155 million in 2012

= Estimated Adjusted EBITDAM®@ of $140 to $160
million
— Increase of approximately 33% from
estimated $110 to $115 million in 2012

= Adjusted EBITDA®®@ growth expected to be
impacted by lower oil price realizations and an
estimated decrease of about $13 million in
realized hedging gains compared to 2012

2013 Operating Costs

» Estimated average unit costs per BOE
— Production taxes/marketing = $4.10
— Lease operating = $8.20
- G&A =%4.70
— Operating cash costs, excluding interest = $17.00
— DD&A = $29.50

Oil and Natural Gas Revenues®@ (millions)

$250.0

$200.0

$150.0

$100.0

$50.0

$0.0 A
2009 2010 2011 2012E 2013E

Adjusted EBITDAM® (millions)

$160.0

$120.0

$80.0

$40.0

$0.0

2009 2010 2011 2012E 2013E

(1) Adjusted EBITDA is a non-GAAP financial measure. For a definition of Adjusted EBITDA and a reconciliation of Adjusted EBITDA to our net (loss) income and net cash provided by operating activities, see Appendix
(2) Estimated 2013 oil and natural gas revenues and Adjusted EBITDA at midpoint of production guidance range using late November 2012 strip prices for oil and natural gas, plus property-specific differentials. Estimated average realized prices for oil .\“
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and natural gas were $94.00/Bbl and $4.43/Mcf, respectively
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Funding for 2013 Capital Investment Plan

Maintain financial discipline by anticipated fundin g of 2013 capital expenditures through
operating cash flows and borrowings under revolving credit facility

— Most of 2013 Eagle Ford program is development drilling and largely de-risked by 2012 results
— 1.5 million barrels of 2013 oil production hedged protecting cash flows below about $88/Bbl oil price

Credit facility status at December 6, 2012

— Borrowing base of $200 million; total facility size of $500 million; facility matures in December 2016
— Negotiating borrowing base increase expected to close before December 31, 2012

— Borrowings outstanding of $135 million

— Estimated borrowings outstanding of $150 to $160 million at December 31, 2012

Ability to request quarterly borrowing base increas es with growth in oil and natural gas
reserves throughout 2013

— Estimated borrowings outstanding of $310 to $320 million at YE 2013

Additional flexibility to manage liquidity

— No long-term drilling rig or service contract commitments
— $25 million estimated for discretionary land/seismic acquisitions
— No significant non-operated well obligations

Simple capital structure; no high-yield debt or con vertibles on balance sheet

=N\
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2013 Hedging Profile

= 1.5 million barrels of oil hedged for 2013
at weighted average floor and ceiling of
$88/Bbl and $107/Bbl, respectively

= 4.7 Bcf of natural gas hedged at
weighted average floor and ceiling of
$3.34/MMBtu and $4.84/MMBtu,
respectively

= 4.9 million gallons of natural gas liquids
hedged at weighted average price of
$0.79/gal

Oil Hedges (Costless Collars) e
FY 2013
Total Volume Hedged by Ceiling (Bbl) 1,260,000
Weighted Average Price ($/ Bbl) $110.26
Total Volume Hedged by Floor (Bbl) 1,260,000
Weighted Average Price ($/ Bbl) $87.14
Oil Hedges (Swaps) ]
FY 2013
Total Volume Hedged (Bbl) 240,000
Weighted Average Price ($/ Bbl) $90.43
Natural Gas Hedges (Costless Collars) _
FY 2013
Total Volume Hedged by Ceiling (Bcf) 4.65
Weighted Average Price ($ / MMBtu) $4.84
Total Volume Hedged by Floor (Bcf) 4.65
Weighted Average Price ($ / MMBtu) $3.34
Natural Gas Liquids (NGLs) Hedges (Swaps) _
FY 2013
Total Volume Hedged (gal) 4,864,800
Weighted Average Price ($/ gal) $0.79
2NN,
¢ Matador
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Continued Oil/Liquids Focus to Fuel 2013 Growth

2013 Anticipated Dirilling 2013E CapEx
Gross Wells Net Wells (in millions)

Total

South Texas

Eagle Ford Shale 31.0 25.8 82.4% $217.0 70.1%
Austin Chalk, Buda, Edwards 3.0 1.6 5.1% $5.9 1.9%
Facilities/Pipelines/Etc. - - - $19.8 6.4%
Area Total 34.0 27.4 87.5% $242.7 C 78.4% )
West Texas/Southeast New Mexico
Bone Spring/Wolfcamp 3.0 3.0 9.6% $30.2 9.8%
Facilities/Pipelines/Etc. - - - $5.4 1.7%

Area Total 3.0 3.0 9.6% $35.6 11.5%

Northwest Louisiana

Haynesyille Shale 10.0 0.5 1.6% $5.1 1.7%
Southwest Wyoming
Meade Peak Shale 1.0 0.4 1.3% $1.0 0.3%
Other
Land/Seismic/Etc. - - - $25.0
Total 48.0 31.3 100.0% $309.4 100.0%
SN,
tMatador
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2013 South Texas Plan

2013 projected capital expenditures of approximatel y $250 million or about 80% of total
— Drill and complete or participate in 34 gross/27.4 net wells
— Assumes about 33% of 2013 land/seismic budget will be directed to South Texas
— Most of 2013 Eagle Ford program is development drilling and largely de-risked by 2012 results

Almost all of South Texas capital budget directedt o Eagle Ford shale

Three exploratory tests planned in Austin Chalk, Bu da, Edwards at cost of about $8 million
— Austin Chalk test will be an operated well; Buda, Edwards tests are outside operated

= Key objectives of 2013 South Texas plan

— Capitalize on experience to improve well performance and operational efficiencies in the Eagle Ford
— Sequential drilling operations (e.g., pad drilling) on key properties to continue to reduce drilling costs
— Sequential, simultaneous stimulation operations (e.g., zipper fracs) to reduce costs, eliminate shut-in periods and
reduce recovery times for existing wells and eliminate need to stimulate across wells multiple times

— Continue to study and test other horizons and to address lease maintenance issues, particularly on
properties scheduled for further development in 2014 and beyond

— Leverage technology to increase recovery of hydrocarbons in place

2NN,
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Matador’'s Producing Eagle Ford Wells in South Texas

Uvalde

EAGLE FORD ACREAGE TOTALS
44,326 gross / 29,555 net acres

Medina

Bexar

San Antonie

EOG OPERATED, MTDR WI ~2
13,055 gross / 2,515 net acres

Zavala

Glasscock
Ranch

GLASSCOCK (WINN) RANCH
8,891 gross / 8,891 net acres

Shelton

‘ # Pena

Newman Martin Ranch

La Salle 11§ .

Northcut
v 4

14,812 gross

EAGLE FORD WEST

fcoMBO LIQUIDS .~
GAS FAIRWAY /

i -

EAGLE FORD EAST

1%

Danysh //
Bawelek

7,568 gross /6,171 net acres

’Gohad

Nickel
/ Ranch

producing

# - Eagle Ford Wells completed and producing;
Operated by Matador unless noted otherwise

Total of 34 gross/28.7 net wells completed and

,LT'\7e Oak

N

[ 11,978 net acres

. Matador Resources Acreage

-~

FEET

N\
Note: All acreage values, number of producing wells and number of estimated Eagle Ford drilling locations at November 30, 2012. Net wells reflect Matador’s working interest ownership ”" t
% atador
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2013 South Texas Drilling Plan

EAGLE FORD ACREAGE TOTALS ‘ EAGLE FORD EAST R
44,326 gross / 29,555 net acres 7,568 gross / 6,171 net acres :

Bexar tin Chalk)

San Antonie

# - Gross wells planned in 2013; All Matador dina
operated Eagle Ford wells unless noted otherwise

EOG OPERATED, MTDR WI ~21%

34 gross/27.4 net wells planned in 2013

13,055 gross / 2,515 net acres

R P —
091 ¢ : 1 (Buda — Non-Op)

1 (Edwards— Non-

Danysh .~
~

Zavala

Paivelek

Glasscock
Ranch

Potential Remaining Eagle Ford Drilling Locations

/ Shelton-
b o Fena 214 gross/164 net locations
LS ‘Newman Martin Ranch . . .
y 4 lLa Salle ‘ £ Tier 1 — 107 gross/78 net locations (80-acre spacing)
Bt / - 13 hP2 Tier 2 — 107 gross/86 net locations (primarily Glasscock Ranch and Sutton,
o e <] both HBP, 80 to 120-acre spacing)
: ; ’ COMBO LIQUIDS ////, €
P . GAS FAIRWAY "~ No Eagle Ford locations estimated for Atascosa acreage
AV A WS | o .
e e A -~ _+ | Numbers do not include any potential locations for other horizons - e.g.,
Affleck == el 7 Austin Chalk, “Chalkleford”, Buda, Pearsall
McMullen -
b L 7 > *At December 31, 2012
~7 //
\ = -
LA
—————— T ) Y Matador Resources Acreage
/ Webb | . . g
# / DRY GAS FAIRWAY o '
=N\
Note: All acreage values, number of producing wells and number of estimated Eagle Ford drilling locations at November 30, 2012. Net wells reflect Matador’s working interest ownership ; ¥
tMatador
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2013 Delaware Basin Plan

= 2013 projected capital expenditures of approximatel y $48 million or about 15% of total

— Drill and complete 3 gross/3 net test wells
— Assumes about 50% of 2013 land/seismic budget will be directed to West Texas

= Key objectives of 2013 Delaware Basin plan

— Leverage and transfer knowledge from Eagle Ford and Haynesville experience to Delaware Basin
and begin testing acreage position
— Multiple targets in Wolfcamp and Bone Spring and 3-well program will test both
— Drill wells, gather core and petrophysical data and monitor initial results; build necessary infrastructure before

starting continuous drilling
— If tests are successful, would set up 2014 (and beyond) continuous drilling program

— Satisfy lease maintenance on Ranger prospect and acquire additional interests in Wolf and Ranger
prospect areas

— Approximately 90% of Wolf prospect is HBP and the remaining 10% was leased in 2012, so no near-term time
constraints

— Acquire additional interests in Delaware Basin with success on initial test wells

2NN,
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Delaware Basin Acreage and 2013 Drilling Plan

RANGER
562 net acres

DELAWARE BASIN PROSPECTIVE ACREAGE '
7,498 gross / 4,928 net acres

>

-7 Ranger A2
4 Primary Target: Wolfcamp Shale

Ranger Al
Primary Target: 2nd Bone Spring Sand

.III

]

ador operated wells planned in 2013

'—-— 3 gross/3 net horizontal wells planned in 2013

.

Sy

| o |
Primary Target: Wolfcamp Shale

@ R, 5
PP RE2

O B i SR - S
WOLF
5,203 gross / 2,977 net acres

.' e i é

Matador's acreage position shown in red. Note: Certain additional Matador acreage in West
Texas/Southeast New Mexico not considered prospective at November 30, 2012




2013 Tier 1 Haynesville Shale Plan

2013 projected capital expenditures of approximatel  y $5 million or about 2% of total

— Estimated patrticipation in 10 gross/0.5 net wells
— 2013 capital plan includes no Matador operated Haynesville wells

= Haynesville/Cotton Valley acreage in Northwest Loui  siana and East Texas is essentially
all held by existing production

= Operational flexibility to drill operated Haynesvil le shale well(s) in 2013 should gas prices
continue to improve

= Haynesville/Cotton Valley represent large “gas bank” providing significant and increasing
value if gas prices return to $4.00/Mcf and higher

— Tier 1 Haynesville potential resource® — 250 to 310 Bcf net to Matador
— Tier 1 + Tier 3 Haynesville potential resource® — 470 to 600 Bcf net to Matador
— Elm Grove Cotton Valley potential resource® — 135 to 170 Bcf net to Matador

(1) Potential resource should not be considered proved natural gas reserves. Potential resource may be converted to proved natural gas reserves as a result of successful drilling operations and higher natural gas prices .\\‘
Note: Matador does not include any of this potential resource in its proved natural gas reserves at September 30, 2012 - ) |
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Tier 1 Haynesville and EIm Grove Cotton Valley Acre

age Positions

~

—

TIER3: 2-4Bcf |
16N 14W 18N 13w 16N 12w 16N 11W [ij J6N 10W 16N 9W 14
»,

| BOSSIER
m . CADDO

ke |

TN BIENVILLE
[TIER 1: | 6 — 10+ Bcf |

15N 14W

MTDR CV Horizontal
T. Walker #1H

1 15N 10W

15N W

Elm Grove Cotton Valley:
49 Net Locations

Matador Operated

Acreage: 9,980 gross, 9,800 net
Locations: 71 gross, 49 net (@ 3-4 locations/section)
Potential Resource®: 135 — 170 Bcf net

14N 1|

Tier 1 Haynesville:
50 Net Locations

Acreage: 12,560 gross, 5,730 net
Locations: 397 gross, 50 net (@ 7 locations/section)
Potential Resource: 250 — 310 Bcf net

MTDR Haynesville
L.A. Wildlife #1H

.

.
oy

MTDR Haynesville
Williams (BLM) #1H

13N 14W mise:

13N 12W
L

HAYNESVILLE OPERATORS
MATADOR
CALLON
CHESAPEAKE
ENCANA
EXCO
GOODRICH
JW
PETRAHAWK
QUESTAR
SAMSON
SHELL

12N 11W

12N 12W

bt

[FPPpE T

(1) Potential resource should not be considered proved natural gas reserves. Potential resource may be converted to proved natural gas reserves as a result of successful drilling operations and higher natural gas prices

5
ED RIVER %

13N sW

12N sW 120

SN,

Note: Matador does not include any of this potential resource in its proved natural gas reserves at September 30, 2012

tMatador
‘\\.

Note: All acreage at November 30, 2012
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2012 Drilling Program Takeaways

* Reduced drill times and costs related to operationa | efficiency

» Rotary steerable tools have specific advantages

= Improved fracture stimulation efficiency and cost r eductions

= Fluid volume utilized in fracture stimulation affec ts well performance
= Improvements realized with closer perforation clust er spacing

= Benefits of bottom hole pressure management via res tricted chokes
* Interference evident while fracture stimulating off set wells

= Artificial lift will be necessary and should add va lue

= Program style drilling and completing should be adv antageous

2NN,

19 ‘\\“"-



Drilling Times and Efficiencies

Measured Depth (ft)

2,000 +

4,000 -

South Texas - Days (Spud to TD) vs Depth

6,000 +——

8,000 -

10,000

12,000

14,000

16,000

18,000

20,000

— )

First 4 Wells

Last 4 Wells

— .\
A\
NEAY

10

20

Days

30

40 50

*Bold wells utilized rotary steerable systems

60
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2012 Normalized Well Costs

Eagle Ford West Total Well Costs

$14,000,000

B Total Cost

B 5000' Normalized Cost
$12,000,000
$10,000,000

g $8,000,000
o
)
=
©
S $6,000,000
'_
$4,000,000
$2,000,000
$0
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
;-»\\"
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2012 Normalized Well Costs

Eagle Ford East Total Well Costs
$14,000,000

B Total Cost

B 5000' Normalized Cost

$12,000,000

$10,000,000 H

$8,000,000 -

Total Well Cost

$6,000,000

$4,000,000

$2,000,000 A

2NN,
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True Vertical Depth (ft.)

Geo-Steering - Conventional Directional Tools

0 %
FDIP
1 . dul o 1
M;Jpw_w f = T vl . v T o T Ta \JW“WW" kukuku oo M e v L A B e s R L Nk
85
\ 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000 3500 4000 4500 Vs 5
8730
_\\
E‘-_-———-_—h-\
“-&-.___\-—.-
\ﬁ________—___ —— SR
—— ]
“-5-%_-—--
e -
350 \ Top Br tton
%{R“‘\————_
8880 I ————— -‘T_'_"—ﬂ-—;\
\ _‘_‘_‘_‘—“—‘_-_—
8910 \\____ \%;arget g
—.._“__‘_-_-—_-—
ResaetaRE - MOTger |
——— Base Target
--_--'\
8940 --\\ FepperSh
--_-__—h"—"—-—.
R, —— J I |
8970 ,
Buda s
5 9307 9808 10308 10808 11308 11809 12309 12809 13309 MD
9000
Measured Depth (ft.)
\\‘
’,”’f'.!fﬂ!ﬂ,"
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Geo-Steering - Rotary Steerable Directional Tools

200 100

g’ TR
750 1500 2250 3000 3750 4500 5250 5000
e \
9160 \

e
=1 190
&
ks) 9220 E
5 | TPy
>
o [ 9250 k [T~ TO"
-
9280 \\‘--..._
8310 \ \ﬁ—\__ 1
\\\ I
9340 - Mld Ta’ [9] Qt
\\ Base >
Tar
T 98
9370 \ Peppel” S 7
Udg L d i
b4 9856 10608 11361 12116 12867 13619 14371
9400 | | | |
Measured Depth (ft.) e
4 ) |
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Average Frac Stage Cost per Well

$450,000

@ Bauxite ® WhiteSand @ Resin-Coated Sand

$400,000

$350,000

$300,000
$250,000

$200,000

$150,000
$100,000
$50,000
SO
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
25N,

Note: Wells are displayed in chronological order ’
R ——————, 1123 e

25 “\s""

Average Stage Cost
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Fracture Stimulation Comparison

#1H

#2H

2NN,
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Stimulation Design Evaluation

Completed . Clean Proppant
Cluster Spacing Total -
Lateral Stages Volume/Stg | 100 mesh | White Sand RC Sand
(ft) Clusters
(ft) (bbl) (Ibs) (Ibs) (Ibs)
Well No. 1H 5712 19 49 111 5189 0 361909 0
Well No. 2H 5980 25 S 40 150 7538 48223 334524 0
. Clean Clean
Maximum | Rate/Cluster | Proppant/Cluster | Proppant/ft Cost/Stg Cost/ft
- (bpm) (Ibs) (Ibs) Vol/Cluster Vol/ ft ($) ($)
P (bbl) (bbl)
Well No. 1H 3 10.4 60,318 1,219 $154,077
Well No. 2H 3 11.8 63,791 1,724 ( 1,256 30 ) s122085 | C $s50
S——
= Well No. 1H — 5,200 BBL / 400,000 Ib. frac. 49 foot cluster spacing

= Well No
= Well No
= Well No

= Well No

’
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
%

. 2H - 7,500 BBL / 350,000 Ib. white sand + 50,000 Ib. 100 mesh. 40 foot cluster spacing

. 2H communicated with Well No. 1H during frac

. 1H production temporarily went from 100 BOPD to 0 BOPD and from 10 BWPD to over 100 BWPD

. 1H production relatively normal after flow-back on Well No. 2H

27
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Fluid Volumes/Tighter Spacing/Restricted Choke

Cumulative Production Comparison

1200

1000

== \Well No. 1H

=== \Well No. 2H

800

600 -

Production Rate (BOPD)

400 -

200

r\.\li\

AT t T

ﬂﬂ

Note: Through November 30, 2012

10000

HI\ T

20000 30000

Cumulative Production (Bbl)
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Offset Well Frac Effects

e BWPD e VIf/d === BOPD

2000 1,400
1800 ¥

- 1,200
1600

1400 [I\ - 1,000
1200

A - 800
1000 lf i =

,\ - 600
800 |
600 - |
| - 400
Offset Well Frac
400
- 200
200 i 4
0 T T - - T T - 0
2/1/2012  3/1/2012  4/1/2012  5/1/2012  6/1/2012  7/1/2012  8/1/2012  9/1/2012  10/1/2012  11/1/2012
AN,
¢ Matador
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Zipper Frac/Back to Back and Associated Downtimes

2000

==@==\Nell No. 1H
1800

== \Nell No. 2H

1600

1400

1200 -

1000

Production Rate (Bbl/d)

800

600

400

Downtime to Frac Offset

200

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 80 85 90 95 100 105 110 115 120 125

Production Days

AN,
¢ Matador
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Artificial Lift and Production Management

Artificial Lift

= Eleven wells on rod pump

= Evaluating gas lift and electrical submersible pump S

» Challenges
— Flow characteristics during flowing to pumping operations transition
— Mechanical issues related to rod pumping
— Scale and paraffin
— Offset frac effects

= Solutions
— Restricted choke flow delays need for artificial lift
— Installing pump-off controllers on pumping units to maintain fluid levels
— Treating frac fluid and pumping wellbores with chemical additions

— Evaluating shut-in times prior to offset fracs

2NN,
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Matador 2013 Planned Operated Drilling Schedule

2-rig equivalent drilling program in 2013; Delaware Basin program starting in Q2 2013

Well Name

Jan '13 Feb '13 Mar '13 May '13 Jun'13 Jul'13 Jan'14

EAGLE FORD RIG #203
EF West #1H
EF West #2H
EF West #3H
EF West #4H
EF West #5H

1 Aug'13 | Sep'13 Oct'13 | Nov'13 | Dec'13
I I I I
i I I I

EF Westi#5H |
—

. .
I

| | EF West #6H ! : : ‘ ‘
EF West #6H ! | — — I I

| I EF West #7H .

EF West #7H
WESTTEXASRIG
TX [ SE NM #1H
TX | SE NM #2H

EAGLE FORD RIG #203

EF East #1H

EF East #2H

EF East #3H

EF East #4H

EF East #5H

EF East #6H

S EAGLETORD RGO

EF West #8H -

EAGLE FORD RIG #250 ! I [ i [ [ i | | 1 :

EF East #7H ast #7H ! ! | | | | | | H | |

EF East #8H EF East #8H |

EF East #9H : EF East#9H |
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|
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Note: The Company'’s 2013 drilling schedule is based on management'’s current expectations regarding the time necessary to drill, ‘ il RESOURCES COMPANY
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Matador South Texas Operated Drilling Schedule

Note: Includes wells drilled or completed by December 31, 2012. The Company's 2013 drilling schedule is based on management’'s
current expectations regarding the time necessary to drill, fracture and complete each well, as well as the time adjacent wells will be
shut in as a result of fracking operations
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e i - i ‘ . - '| - - - . - i - - - : : - .‘ '| | |'
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2.3 Martin Ranch #3H tin Ranchi #4H | | | | | i | | | | | | | |
2.4 Northcut A #1H NothoutAsiH ‘ | | | | | | | | | | | | | |
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S iy T T O B B i e e e o S T S S o E——_—
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4.2 Glasscock Ranch #1H ; : G1a%smh #H | = ! ! [ [ | [ | | | | | | | | I ] | I |
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4.4 Glasscock Ranch #3H : : : : : Glasscpck RBI'ICP #3H I I I | I l l I | | | | | | | | |
4.5 Martin Ranch B #9H | | | | [ | Martin Ranch B #9H | | | | [ | | | | | | I | | | |

- o e L b

1: rﬂmn R;zn:h A#12H : : : } : : : % :‘ :#ZH | | | | ! . ! ! | ‘ . | . |

ewton | ewto | | |

: : : : | | ! ! | o—— " . . e ol y " L | A A L L 1
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: : ! : i i i ! i el R L . x : - : - . - - 1. - ‘

4.9 Northcut A #4H i I i | i i | | | NotthcutAmgd | i i | | | | | | | | | |
| | | | | | | | | ; 1 ) | | | | | | | ! I | | 1

410 Martin Ranch A #16H Martin Ranich A #16H : ; { 4 4 4 ‘ 4 : I ‘
= i i | | i | | i i P T - . . . | i i i i i i

5  EAGLE FORD RIG #534 | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | |
5.1 Lewton #1H ; ; " ! ; ; / i ; : . ; ; . ; ; ; y ; A y i . ;
52Ma.rt§n Flam:h#ZH ] | ] | | | ] | I—I | | ] ] | | | | | | —I ] | |

i ! ; — g ! : : ] . : ; S —— g g : : : 4 :
5.3 Martin Ranch #3H | ! ! | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | ] | | | | |
E = _ v}
5-‘ Manin Ranch #S].l ] | 1 | 1 1 ] 1 1 | 1 | 1 ] | | | | 1 | ] 1 | |
5'5 Manin Ranchwﬂ H 5 : | | | | ] | | | | | | | | | ] ] | I ] | | I
u — 3
5.6 Sickenius #1H ius #1H : L f | f f ! | f | [ ' | | ! ! f f | ! ! ! |
5.7 Danysh #1H Danish #H | = | | | | 1 | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | o
5.8 Danysh #2H i Dalm.rtzﬂ i | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | |
_ : : — : T i i 7 . t T T 7 F 7 7 F : T
5.9 Pawelek #1H | | Pawelek #1H | | | i i i | i i i i i i i i | | |
510 PewsichioH | | o #ZH* f i ¥ ¥ 7 f 7 7 7 7 ¥ T i ¥ i | C— i
. 1 awele | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | |
5 11 Lo\re #1“ I I I & LOV%“H T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T —I T
i | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | |
5 12 Lo\re ﬂH I I I | + #3H # 1 I— I I 1 I I 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 I
A | | | i | | | | | ! | | | | ! | | | | |
5 13 sickenil‘s #ZH : ] : I ] ] Sickenius #ZHI I_ | | | | | | | | | | 1 I | | i
5 .1 AL 7 - : : : ; : : | Lo e-;ﬁ-ﬂ | | | | | | | —I | | | | | | |
A4 Love daH | | | I | | ! - i i ; i ; i ; ;
5.15 Love #3H | ! i ! ! ! : | LovelaH : ; ' ' ! ; ; ; ' ] ! ' ! ;
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Martin Ranch Development Plan
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Martin Ranch Development Plan
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2013 Operational Plans

= Develop acreage blocks with program type drilling
— Pad drilling
— Reduced mobilization time and costs
— Limit offset well frac issues
— Manage shut-in periods for producing wells

— Provide for both drilling and completion optimization

= Continue to optimize completion design
— Evaluate current and future stimulation designs
— Optimize perforation cluster spacing
— Experiment and evaluate fluid types and volumes

— Continue completion technique evolution to maximize value

= Production
— Stay in front of drilling rigs with production facilities
— Utilize bottom hole pressure management via restricted choke sizes

— Continue to implement and optimize artificial lift operations

2NN,
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Geoscience Goals and Objectives in 2013

Continue the study of the Eagle Ford in South Texas

» Help transform Tier 2 play areas to Tier 1

» Focus on 3D seismic and fracture studies (e.g., Glasscock Ranch)

= Support operations through integrated, multi-disciplinary studies
Evaluate additional prospective plays in South Texa s:

» Buda Limestone, Austin Chalk, Pearsall Shale, Edwards Limestone:

— Drill three exploratory wells:
— One operated (Austin Chalk), two non-operated (Buda and Edwards)

— Obtain 3D seismic and sub-surface studies for production “sweet-spots”

Begin the realization of potential in West Texas and New Mexico:
» Wolfcamp and Bone Spring Formations:
— Three exploratory wells

— Leverage our knowledge and experience gained in the Eagle Ford

Evaluate what/where next:

= “Gracie”: Crawford Federal #1H horizontal well results

» Additional regional studies and “spear-point” play development:

— Proven petroleum systems; Tier map system consistent with the principles we have
learned to date (e.g., TOC-Por-Perm relationships)
NN,
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South Texas Eagle Ford Trend - Multi-Play Fairway

Navarro

Olmos

ANCC

Austin Chalk

Eagle Ford

[~ DEe[RI0 o

Edwards

Glen Rose

Rodessa

Pearsall

e —

Sligo

Conventional

Unconventional

Historic Conventional Zones
= Olmos-Navarro

— Gas and oil fields in shallow section

= Austin Chalk

— Upper Austin Chalk horizontal drilling
— Fractured reservoir

= Buda

— Primarily productive on structure
— Fractured reservoir

= Edwards
— Productive on structure

“New” Unconventional Zones

= “Chalkleford” (Eagle Ford / Austin Chalk transition zone)

— Recentresults in Pearsall Field from other operators are positive

» Eagle Ford

— Lower costs combined with better completion techniques have improved initial
results in northern oil window

= Horizontal Buda Drilling

— Exploratory play developing to exploit fracturing within the Buda both on and
off structure

= Pearsall Shale

— Exploratory play, initial test wells now being drilled

SN,
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Matador’'s Geoscience Focus: Multipay Areas and Surr  ounding Results

ATASCOSA, WILSON, GONZALES
3D Seismic: Fracture mapping, reservoir
3D Seismic: Fracture mapping, reservoir Eagle Ford, “Chalkleford”, Buda,
rock properties, Medina Edwards
Eagle Ford, “Chalkleford”, Buda, Pearsall
Chesapeake
Winterbotham A 1H 22
Eagle Ford
4 mo.cum: Goodrich /
55 MBO; 14 MMcf Winterbotham A 1H 22 & Gpeey L
Buda ) EF Energy /
& e E LI Sheffield Ranch A 1H 22
96 MBO; 396 MMcf : Buda
__-..——-"'/ £ Kam/es 11 mo.cum:
P . )‘Sic.l.(enius // 90 MBO; 26 MMcf
. baﬁysh - 7 > P
Zavala Frio W : _ i = 4
St ! _ : OIL FARWAY -~ i
Chesapeake . ' | ; o - /// .
BohannanDim C 1H [ Shelton /\ o — 7 . Goliad
Eagle Ford \)q‘ & Pena - ; el
4 mo.cum: Pewman - .
MS N -~ - ]
31 MBO; 32 MMcf La Salle i T~ Pearsall Focus and Potential Success
Dimmit L i = Chesapeake
_ ; "COMBO LIQUIDS Tk~ Cheyenne
e _ GAS FAIRWAY "~ ' Cabot
Sy = Iy e . A Rosetta
Troutt A e ) - ”
gt - s = o
Affleck . = i A Five Oak
'} % A\ McMullen— | -~
Rosetta Resources B T 2 1 e - B
Tom Hanks 1H Vad o
Pearsall . .
Waiting on Testing / : ; Proposed location for Matador 2013 test wells o
- - - S 3D Seismic
A W.e'bb 7 Eaale Ford. Pearsall . Matador Resources Acreage
/ " DRY GAS FAIRWAY [ ' g
S L LA e | ~ ——
N All I ber of produci I d ber of estil d Eagle Ford drilling | i N ber 30, 2012. N lIs reflect Matad! king i hi '.\“.
ote: acreage values, number of producing wells and number of estimated Eagle Ford drilling locations at November 30, . Net wells reflect Matador’s working interest ownership
¢ Matador
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Glasscock Ranch Study

GLASSCOCK (WINN) RANCH
8,891 gross/ 8,891 net acres

— v

Chesapeake
Winterbotham A 1H 22
Eagle Ford
4 mo.cum:

55 MBO; 14 MMcf

\570 + g
GR #1H g et
EGFD B A Potential |
~50 Bbl/d 599 . RSN L
5 mo.cum: 13,460 BO .
+ + .
. +\\ / \
7 . \
s
e - GR #2H
. < CHKFD
San Miguel ~35 Bbl/d
Gas Prod. | - 4 mo.cum:
= 5,260 BO

Note: Production data obtained from public sources

Goal: Transform Tier 2 to Tier 1.5?

» Multiple Target Study:

- Eagle Ford
“Chalkleford”
Buda
Pearsall
Olmos/San Miguel

» Eagle Ford and “Chalkleford” production history and
logs indicate large oil volumes in place

= Actively trading data, logs very comparable with offset
producers

» Fractures play significant role

» Increased stimulated rock volume may lead to higher
recovery

= 3D Seismic should enable accurate fracture mapping;
to be acquired in June-August

= Multi-disciplinary (geoscience/engineering/operations)
studies expected to develop better drilling and
stimulation models to increase recovery factors
— Petrophysics
— Rock characterization
— Production monitoring
— 3D seismic integration

= Held by production, all rights, all depths

2NN,
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Delaware Basin Target Horizons

Formation Lith Reservoir Name Prod|
Delaware Mtn. { ;{ Brushy Canyon ®
= 2] N Bone Spring Limestane |
g\b Leonard Shale »
é Upper Avalon Shale -*
ST Y Widdie Avalon Carbonate |
Lower Avalon Shale *
e R S 1"Bone spring |
o | I ey, SO
1" Bone Spring
E Sand *
- Bone <5557 Y s e
- 2" Bone Spring
E Sp ring Carbonate
E ..........................................
2" Bone Spring -*—
Sand
®
AAAAAAAAAAAAA R T
Carhonate #
3" Bone Spring Sand
Wolfcamp R Wolfcamp Shale | #
E Crisco Canyon : Penn Shale _*_
B 5 """"""""" strawn | s

Graphic source: Core Lab; other information from public sources

44

Horizontal Targets

Delaware Group
Depth: 5,800’ — 8,000’ (Oil Window)
Density Porosity: 10-16%
Normal Pressure (0.45 psi/ft)
Gross Thickness: 30-60 ft
IP: 27-514 Bbl/d 10-606 Mcf/d

Bone Spring Lime
Depth: 7,800’ — 9,500’ (Oil Window)
Density Porosity: 6-14%
Normal Pressure (0.45 psi/ft)
Gross Thickness: 20-80 ft
IP: 50-405 Bbl/d 98-850 Mcf/d

1st 2nd 31d Bone Spring
Depth: 8,700’ — 11,500’ (Oil Window)
Density Porosity: 8-12%
Normal Pressure (0.45 psi/ft)
Gross Thickness: 20-100 ft
IP: 150-1470 Bbl/d 100-1,130 Mcf/d

Upper Wolfcamp
Depth: 11,300’ — 11,700’ (Oil Window)
Density Porosity: >10%
Geo Pressured (0.7psi/ft)
Gross Thickness: 280-350 ft

Middle Wolfcamp
Depth: 11,800’ — 12,200’ (Wet Gas Window)
Density Porosity: 12-15%
Geo Pressured (0.7psil/ft)
Gross Thickness: 200-300 ft
Total Organic Carbon (TOC) 2-4%

Lower Wolfcamp
Depth: 12,200’ — 12,500’ (Wet Gas Window)
Density Porosity: 6-15%
Geo Pressured (0.7-0.75psi/ft)
Gross Thickness: 180-290 ft
Total Organic Carbon (TOC) 3-5%
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Delaware Basin Acreage and 2013 Drilling Plan

RANGER
562 net acres

DELAWARE BASIN PROSPECTIVE ACREAGE -"': ;
7,498 gross / 4,928 net acres

-7 Ranger A2
4 Primary Target: Wolfcamp Shale

N !

Ranger Al
Primary Target: 2nd Bone Spring Sand

.III

]

.

'—-— 3 gross/3 net horizontal wells planned in

ador operated wells planned in 2013

2013

T

Sy

| o |
Primary Target: Wolfcamp Shale

WOLF

Matador's acreage position shown in red. Note: Certain additional Matador acreage in West 45
Texas/Southeast New Mexico not considered prospective at November 30, 2012

@ R, 5
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5,203 gross / 2,977 net acres
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Ranger Prospect Area: Proposed Wolfbone

Multi-Zone Exploration Program and Surrounding Resu Its

Bone Spring / Upper Wolfcamp

o S — ran ,—~—|- iR =+
L - 2 & _— | ," . R Type Log
| | -1 . ) L —_— o = " & = ll N 1
: P e b e e Concho L *
o R g || - —. "M.: | AirCobra12#2H
| . ) . - 4. 34 Bone Spring
+ n 2 ] 12 mo.cum: [ ] ] ] ———e
N A e ¢ e . ha
. _ H |4_/ ,+ 196 MBO; 132 MMcf i
“_:” . - | . M . & o ol * .+ + ] o By Bone Spring LM.
. - TR, " & ; a "
[+ * . *
- -o.d | o s L o . e ® ) " = I :_‘ * R
|+ - + . R o . P L T N R . v
- T: 7 i o — - + o L L LI .
. S I B R O 4} , ~J.:.] XOG Operating e
. g T v D R a (Vertical well) Jf = -, =
i E * e Jordan B #1 |
LRI RN * Wolfcamp -
PR R ST
P T 20 years cum: . * . W 5 Bone Sorin
I ; ?- : 386 MBO; 5 Bcf oo
Legacy Operating = - \ < "
Lee Unit 4H . g \ | ]
s 3'd Bone Spring * - .t
13 mo.cum: T —[= L B e
57 MBO; 55 MMcf ‘ *. e .
T F + l © e e T ) *
T - 1, * + ala =
S I I P i O T N B
Cimarex Energy RPN © Concho *
Lynch 23 Fed #1H T . (Vertical well)
3 Bone Spring SN Neuhaus 14 Fed #2
2 9 mo.cum: « Jf- Wolfcamp
Fl_130 MBO; 99 MMcf | N 8 years cum: - |
- ” : : = T 1 156 MBO; 2 Bcf
—Jo_ J [ O JI .J N < I|+ B 3 Bone Spring
- : Concho - - -
1 IR AT + *.| Stratojet 31 State #1H [ l . o
2nd Bone Spring g R T
H T [ 11 mo.cum: * .
| ‘ / 243 MBO; 276 MMcf — J* : ] o

* Proposed location for

Matador 2013 test well ANy,
tMatador
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Wolf Leasehold: Proposed Wolfbone

Multi-Zone Exploration Program and Surrounding Resu

lts

Bone Spring f Upper Wolfcamp

1 | | - L B [
N ‘__]A ‘___Iy - |° +| | [ b s o J, F o oafemw T'vpel_ﬂg
| Chesapeake eI
8 Chesapeake Johnson 1-88 Lov#1H [|7 * P N .
- T Johnson 1-86 (1H) Wolfcamp PR O .
i Wolfcamp 10 mo.cum: e, -
17 mo.cum: 72 MBO; 295 MMcf : F T . _
122 MBO; 344 MMcf — e BeneSpring LM.
‘ @ - | Chesapeake | nvmion sal
. L "* “ Johnson 1-76 (1H) walon-=ie
LI Wolfcamp |
o . PR 22 mo.cum: — Base Avalon Shale
> ! : / : ot oY T <7 140 MBO; 475 MMcf
* ¥ & 3 = - r r
+ 3 ® L) {: s w N J © ©o
L . P SR .
. T +'!°L%' * 3 s S s . < 7 N J
) - & .".‘,*' & ?‘. > I—1=t BoneSpring ~
: "B. “,:, ‘;:#"s'“ ".*r > 3 * ] - I
TR ALY e s = .
A * &+ e .8 el . L .
i % o LI -
. Wolf Energy 5 & N 4 < e
Dorothy White #1 = ) . 5 3 £ @ | ) /
(Vertical well) S 4 b 2~ Bone Sprl:'i ~
34 BS / Upr Wolfcamp [ ALY OXY i ¥ o 1 — — —~
Cum Produc: * % 4?‘2/*; Reagan-McElvain 1H / s
25 MBO; 93 MMcf . B Currently drilling *
- A + WE R /
+ i > o P e
BN L 3 T "’ .'* . R s & Energen
+ P o o, g Black Mamba 1-57 = 3+ BoneSpring
Wolf Energy aad Wolfcamp E
Wolf #1 5 + S g 3 mo.cum: = B
(Vertical well) % * b 61 MBO; 180 MMcf 26 - — Wolfmmp.
3 BS / Upr Wolfcamp o T T . - 5= - LE—T
Cum'Produc: s 4 g & y L A / st
1 58 MBO; 620 MMcf 3 /b‘}, & , N2 B .__‘!1—.. eI T
V* 7 /ﬁ/ s /{; % L Taa s
= — k] :‘ _', i
/ ./ i //ﬂ ﬁ E
Anadarko ; EE
Black Tip Johnson 1-39(1H) —— =y
Wolfcamp -l I
29 mo.cum: ':L‘_diE= 1
234 MBO; 323 MMcf -
T pirici _ﬁ Proposed location for
Matador 2013 test well 2NN,
tMatador
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Matador Gracie Project Total Prospect Acreage

- e

.
[
: [

ol . ¥
* LR S
U D

INOAM
>

7 ‘ ‘ 4 - - = . N [ Bl . . . . . . T - .
| L &

Bear Lake CoJ . NE T s I ‘

IDA

TAH

Q
V4
@©
-l
S
@©
(5]
m

WYOMING

T p
-+ Crawford Federal

¢

54,450 gross acres
26,908 net acres
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Southwest Wyoming Stratigraphy and Target Zones

FOSSIL BASIN AREA AND TS RELATIONSHIP TO THE ABSAROKA THRUST FAULT SYSTEM -

Crawford Federal #1:

AGE FORMATION OR GROUP LITHOLOGY | THICKNESS | %T.0.C. FACIES
LIGOCENE] yomwooD 12 3 4
> [==7==| rowkes GREEN
@
< | eocene AIVER
E WASATCH
i
. -
PALEO e A BoDY"
EVANSTON
HANS FORK
. ADAVILLE
4
L HILLIARD
=]
0,
2% TOC
8 FRONTIER 2
Cretaceous Shales : - —
¢ D-?
5 ASPEN
[:4
it
z BEAR RIVER 7
Z |5
) -
w
¥ GANNETT D’*} .
I mnnn
STUMP-PREUSS ot =N
JURASSIC
TWIN CREEK 1200~ n 3
200° LR) | =m
NUGGET iy M-c
500 -
ANKAREH 12007 c D‘}
TRIASSIC
THAYNES 800"~ 7
1600
M D—7
WOODSIDE 550 I
DINWOODY 3002 — o
e 13% TOC
ea e ea a e PERMIAN PHOSPHORIA e =1
PERMO — PENN | WEBER 00— "
WELLS
PENNSYLVANIAN] MORGAN 2200° ILA) 3
WISSION "
mississiepiaN | CANYON I yapison e (LR D‘”}
LODGEPOLE
THREE FORKS M
DEVONIAN  \—Terrmsm | DARBY 500's why | %
P frmmnn
0~
ORDOVICIAN BIGHORN fos M o
I A A s
GALLATIN
CAMBRIAN GROS ——— 0- M 3
DEATHCANYON | venTRE F—T——T) 1500%
—_——— amact,
FLATHEAD ["o0a 7o)
PRECAMBRIAN M~ MARINE; L.R. — LOCALLY RESTRICTED

. ' b e-
Lamberson, Paul, 1982, The Fossil Basin DELTAIC : C~ CONTINENTAL
and its Relationship to the === PREFERRED GLIDE PLANE

= Drilled straight hole 10/11

= Encountered 161’ Meade Peak with 46’
of main pay

= Recovered 50’ conventional core
across pay zone

» TOC,, 4.52% (Maximum 14.2%)
» Thermally mature: Ro 1.69%
= Porosity Average: 3.0— 5.0%

= Micro-Darcy Permeability

Absaroka  Thrust  System, D") DETACHMENT PRONE
Wyoming and Utah, RMAG * OIL AND GAS PRODUCING HORIZON .\\‘
- ) §
tMatador
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Adjusted EBITDA Reconciliation

This presentation includes, and certain statements made during this presentation may include, the non-
GAAP financial measure of Adjusted EBITDA. We believe Adjusted EBITDA helps us evaluate our
operating performance and compare our results of operation from period to period without regard to our
financing methods or capital structure. We define Adjusted EBITDA as earnings before interest expense,
income taxes, depletion, depreciation and amortization, accretion of asset retirement obligations, property
impairments, unrealized derivative gains and losses, certain other non-cash items and non-cash stock-
based compensation expense, including stock option and grant expense and restricted stock and restricted
stock units expense, and net gain or loss on asset sales and inventory impairment. Adjusted EBITDA is not
a measure of net (loss) income or cash flows as determined by GAAP. Adjusted EBITDA should not be
considered an alternative to, or more meaningful than, net income or cash flows from operating activities
as determined in accordance with GAAP or as an indicator of our operating performance or liquidity.

The following table presents our calculation of Adjusted EBITDA and the reconciliation of Adjusted EBITDA
to the GAAP financial measures of net income (loss) and net cash provided by operating activities,
respectively, that are of a historical nature. Where references are forward-looking or prospective in nature,
and not based on historical fact, the table does not provide a reconciliation. We could not provide such
reconciliations without undue hardship because the Adjusted EBITDA numbers included in this
presentation, and that may be included in certain statements made during the presentation, are
estimations, approximations and/or ranges. In addition, it would be difficult for us to present a detailed
reconciliation on account of many unknown variables for the reconciling items.

=N\
’-' ) |
51 ‘\\"



Adjusted EBITDA Reconciliation

The following table presents our calculation of Adjusted EBITDA and reconciliation of Adjusted EBITDA to the GAAP
financial measures of net (loss) income and cash provided by operating activities, respectively.

Nine Months Ended
Year Ended December 31, September 30,

(In thousands) 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Unaudited Adjusted EBITDA reconciliation to NetInc ~ ome (Loss):
Net (loss) income ($300) $103,878 ($14,425) $6,377 ($10,309) ($8,568)
Interest expense - - - 3 683 453
Total income tax provision (benefit) - 20,023 (9,925) 3,521 (5,521) (1,152)
Depletion, depreciation and amortization 7,889 12,127 10,743 15,596 31,754 52,799
Accretion of asset retirement obligations 70 92 137 155 209 170
Full-cost ceiling impairment - 22,195 25,244 - 35,673 33,206
Unrealized loss (gain) on derivatives 211 (3,592) 2,375 (3,139) (5,138) 1,149
Stock option and grant expense 205 605 622 824 2,362 (585)
Restricted stock grants 15 60 34 74 44 362
Net loss (gain) on asset sales and inventory impairment - (136,977) 379 224 154 60
Adjusted EBITDA $8,090 $18,411  $15,184  $23,635 $49,911 $77,894
| oo
Year Ended December 31, September 30,
(In thousands) 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Unaudited Adjusted EBITDA reconciliation to Net Cas  h Provided
by Operating Activities:

Net cash provided by operating activities $7,881  $25,851 $1,791  $27,273  $61,868 $80,325

Net change in operating assets and liabilities 209 (17,888) 15,717 (2,230) (12,594) (3,072)

Interest expense - - - 3 683 453

Current income tax provision (benefit) - 10,448 (2,324) (1,411) (46) 188

Adjusted EBITDA $8,090 $18,411  $15,184  $23,635 $49,911 $77,894
SN,
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$100mm Leasing Strategy That Rests on a “Fleck”

“Prove to us that oil molecules can move in so tight arock...” Nano...
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