Kimberlite International Oilfield Research

2026 Hydraulic Fracturing Report Summary

Hydraulic Fracturing Market Trends

e Frac activity has recovered faster than drilling activity as U.S. frac spreads increased from ~ 156 at
the beginning of 2026 to ~ 200 by July, supported by DUCs, spot work and growing re-frac activity.

e NAM land frac market is projected to grow 5.1% in 2027 led by pricing at 2.2% followed by
moderate growth in activity and frac stages. Kimberlite’s Market Forecast Model is available upon
request to evaluate individual pressure pumper projections.

e Operator sentiment of 63.0 supports expansion with the strongest outlooks in the Permian and

gas-focused Haynesville and Marcellus regions.

e Efficiency gains continue allowing operators to “accomplish more with less” and manage well
completion costs to ~+3.7% Y/Y despite increased supplier pricing and longer laterals.

e Increased oil recovery rates leveraging digital, ultra-lightweight proppants and other technologies
will drive future gains. Halliburton continues to command market image leadership for digital.

e Reliability remains the industry’s most important priority with operators asking for improved pump,
blender, valve and fluid-end reliability, stronger preventative maintenance and technologies that
reduce downtime during continuous operations. Operational execution and technology matters.

e Simulfrac, lower-diesel fleets and re-fracs are gaining momentum. Operators report average
simulfrac efficiency gains of approximately 39%, dual-fuel and electric fleets now account for most
fleets in use, and the share of operators planning re-fracs has increased to 31% in 2026.

e Closed-loop fracturing is emerging, but full autonomy remains limited until operators become more

familiar with the technology.

US Land

Liberty is seen as the most consistent large supplier,
combining strong execution, field personnel and
completion efficiency with only a slight premium on
pricing.

Halliburton continues to perform well with majors
and retains a strong premium brand, but above-
market pricing is not consistently supported by
performance, creating a value disadvantage.
ProFrac continues to be positioned as a fair-value
provider, with pricing aligned to operator
expectations but performance still slightly below
average for equipment reliability.

NexTier offers an attractive value proposition, with
above-average performance, strong availability and
increasingly competitive pricing.
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Hydraulic Fracturing US Land Value Map

85% 90% 95% 100% 105% 110% 115%

Value Disadvantage Premium Offering
-~ -
o -

as%

£
=
90% Halliburton a T
95% ‘
A evolution 7 - u
e - i Liberty 3
100% - — =
Propfac | QD 7 NexTi E
s P ‘ e ProPetro H
- d o
o P " e o
105 L7 Cudd g L All Others
Calfréc| @ -
ol
110%
-~ s
L H
- N " K]
Discount Offering Value Advantage

115%

Worse «——  Supplier Performance ————» Better




e Evolution is differentiated by its electric-frac offering, with strong equipment reliability and completion
efficiency at competitive pricing.

e CUDD and Calfrac are viewed as practical options for cost-conscious operators, supported by
responsive service, good availability and competitive pricing.

e ProPetro performs well in the Permian Basin, where strong responsiveness, completion efficiency and
competitive pricing support a clear value advantage.

Canada Hydraulic Fracturing Canada Value Map
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e Calfrac remains close to the market midpoint but slightly e L -
trails on performance. BJ continues to underperform.

e Liberty and Halliburton both deliver above-average Loss:
performance and are positioned as premium suppliers,
although Liberty is viewed as the more consistent
performer while Halliburton’s broader capabilities come ~ ***
with somewhat higher pricing and greater pressure to
justify the premium.
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International Land Hydraulic Fracturing International Land Value Map

e SLBisviewed as a premium provider in international land,
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e Halliburton offers one of the strongest overall value
propositions, delivering above-average performance at

all Others O’ ::il
pricing perceived below the market benchmark. 100% = :

e Baker Hughes is positioned as a discount alternative, with e
105% - - Halliburter &

lower pricing partly offset by below-average performance. /,ﬁ@fmgmg "'
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US Land Frac Spread Count vs Rig Count
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Operator Sentiment Index

Respondent sentiment is presented
in the form of a diffusion index.

The calculation is:
(% Increasing®1) +
(% No Change*0.5)

If 100% of the respondents
reported an increase, the index
would be 100.0. If 100% reported
adecrease, the index would be zero.
If 100% saw no change, the index
would be 50.0.

Therefore, a number over 50.0

Indicates an improvement, while

anything below 50.0 suggests a
decline.

Respondent Sentiment
(Diffusion In dex)

Trend in Hydraulic Fracturing Expenditures over the Next 12 months vs Past 12 Months

M [ncrease No Change M Decrease

88%
69% 67%
57%
50%
40%

Total US Permian Haynesville + Marcellus Other US Canada

62.5 68.5 66.5 52.0 58.0
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Oilfield Sentiment Index

Hydraulic Fracturing Services

Total NAM Land =——Permian = Non-Permian US = Canada

Respondent sentiment is presented
in the form of a diffusion index.

The calculation is:
(% Increasing*1) +
(% No Change®0.5)

If 100% of the respondents
reported an increase, the index
would be 100.0. If 100% reported
adecrease, the index would be zero.
If 100% saw no change, the index
would be 50.0.

Therefore, a number over 50.0

Indicates an improvement, while

anything below 50.0 suggests a
decline

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026

Kimberlite Index — Hydraulic Fracturing Services
Activity, Price and Frac Stages Benchmark — 2027 vs 2026

2027 Projections

W Activity Pricing Frac Stages

1.5%
3.2%
1.5%
1.5%
1.6%
Total NAM Land Majors and Large Independents (NAM  Medium/ Small Independents (NAM
Land) Land)
Net Change +/-% 5.1% 4.2% 8.5%

Activity = Wells Drilled
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US Land Re-Frac Market

. % of Completions that are
Percentage of Surveyed Operators Planning Any Re-Fracs
Re-Fracs
2023 Survey = 2024 Survey 7 2025 Survey B 2026 Survey
57%
50%,
46%
34%
30% 31% 33% . 4.9%
27% 28% 4.1%
23% 20%21% 3.3%
15% 15%
11% 1.8%
5%
T 1
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3,000
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1,500
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7.86
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P Per Day
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Weighted Averages

Drilling & Completion Efficiencies

US Land

11,526
11,144

10,661

10,3
10,167 Average Lateral

9,538 9,467 Length
8,996 9,125 . gt
2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026
1.6%
2,262

2154 2,227

2,087 2,059
1,873__L961 qggy 2032

Proppant lbs
Per Foot

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026

Plans to use ultra-lightweight proppant over next 1-2 yrs?
Yes—21% Possibly/ Evaluating Use —15% No Plans —64%
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Share of Frac Operations Using Selected Engine Types

Current and Future Use

Majors Large Independents Med/ Small Independents
Conventional
Diesel Direct Drive
7% Electric 2%
28%
Electric
Electric 24%
Dual Fuel
Current Use 46% 11%
Dual Fuel Conventional Dual Fuel
69% Diesel 56%
3%
Conventional
DI Dri Diesel
irect Drive 18%
6%
Direct Drive Direct Drive
o
Electric 6% 4% i
57% Electric Electric
30% 29%
Future Use
"SIy Conventional — Dual Fuel
Diesel Conventional 52%
3% Diesel Conventional
Du:;;uel 1% Diesel
15%
Direct Drive Du;'g;:ﬂ
11%
*Weighted Averages

Simultaneous/ Dual Fracturing
US Land

% of Wells to Use Simultaneous / Dual

% of Respondents Who Have Tried Simultaneous / Dual Fracturing Fracturing in the Future

2022 2023 2024 2025 ®2026 2022 2023 2024 2025 m 2026
63%
58%,
g2 4% 43% 205 g5 7%
25 1% 20%0" I 35 1% 33%
Z 199%2%% J0s 26% 26%2% 30% 28%

20% %15%21%

15

Total US Permian Non-Permian
Total US Permian Non-Permian

Efficiency Gains Realized from Simultaneous / Dual Fracturing P .
Expected Use of “Trimulfrac” Over the Next Year

50%
35% 39% Yes, 22% (10%)
o 3 )
29% 32%
25% | 27%
No, 67%
0% Posssibly,

2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 11% (10%)
]

(2025 Survey in Red)
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Operator Adoption of “Closed Loop” Hydraulic Fracturing

NAM Land

Are you currently using, evaluating or piloting any form of “closed loop”
hydraulic fracturing, where treatment parameters are adjusted based on
real-time subsurface or downhole feedback without human intervention?

Which actions would you be comfortable allowing an
automated closed loop system to take?

Yes Evaluating/ Piloting H No
. Adjust The Treatment Stage Design
Totalsample i 21% e e e Sote oo - .
s Concentration And Treatment Size In ?
Operators Drilling 100+
P e 24% | 24% 52% Real-Time
Operators Drilling Less .
P Than 100 Weﬁs 6% 19% 75% Pumping Diverting Agents In Real-
Time To Improve Cluster 42%
Permian 18%  18% 64% Uniformity/Perforation Efficiency
Other US Basins 8%  23% 69% Shut Down Or Pause A Stage When
Real-Time Data Indicates Poor Cluster 42%
{If No) What do you feel is the biggest obstacle to broader Efficiency Or A Potential Frac Hit
adoption of dosed loop fracturing?
Adjust Treatment Design Or
Unfamiliar/ Need Track Record 36% Perforation Strategy On The Next 53%
Need Humans/ Don't Trust Machines 25% Stage Based On Prior Stage Feedback
Data Quality Assurance 18%
Price 18%

Availability A%,
Not Needed 4%

Desired Improvements in Hydraulic Fracturing Technology
NAM Land

Equipment Reliahility & Maintenance:

Equip Reliability/ Maintenance/ Upgrades _ 36% Operators continue to seek improved equipment reliability and emphasize the need

. for better preventative maintenance, longer equipment lifespan, and reduced
A/ Predictive Analyses/ Data Management [N 13% downtime during continuous operations. Operators want suppliers to maximize
. . ing hours and develop pumps with longer operating capacity. “Lengevity of
Data Sharing/ Reportin _ 12% pumping P pump: ger op g capacity. g
§ ? § ’ pumps should be the focus for R&D resources”

Monitoring/ Real Time Data/ Diagnostics - 9%

- o Automation, Al and Data Integration:
Fuel Efficiency - %% QOperators see strong potential for automation, Al and real-time analytics to improve
Automation - 9% treatment optimization, operating consistency and decision-making during frac
operations. However, adoption is being slowed by high cost, limited tool availability,
Plug Technologies - 9% shortages of troined personnel and frogmented data systems. Respondents want
Dual Fuel Systems - 6% simpler, more centralized monitoring, better data continuity and more open

integration between suppliers. “Al suppert for frac treatment operations.”
Direct Drive Technologies [ 6%
Fuel Efficiency and Power Systems:
Fuel cost remains o major concern, and operators continue to show interest in
Water Management/ Disposal . 3% natural-gas-powered equipment, direct-drive systems and higher gos substitution
rates. The preferred direction is toward lower diesel use, fewer conversion losses and
simpler power configurations. “More investments in direct drive technologies.”

Logistics/ Procurement [l 3%

Chemicals/ Frac Fluids . 3%

Personnel Training/ Retention . 3%
Subsurface Diagnostics and Recovery Optimization:

Efficiencies/ Quicker Transition Time . 3% A group of responses focused on improving what happens below ground rather than
Electric Frac Fleats . 3% simply making surfoce operations faster. Operators want better subsurface
diagnostics, improved proppant transport, optimized proppant sizing, more stable
Proppant Advancements . 3% fluids and tools that provide real-time downhole data. Technologies should be focused

on improving fracture placement, reducing formation damage and increasing
recovery from each stage and each foot of lateral.
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Technologies Having the Biggest Impact

on Improving Completion Efficiency & Recovery Rates - NAM Land

Equipment Reliability/ Uptime
Equipment Automation

Continuous Pumping Operations
Perforating/ Pump Down Operations
Aland Machine Learning
Diagnostics/ Real-Time Monitoring
Higher Pump Rates

Improved Logistics

Other

What technologies or approaches are having the
biggest impact on improving completion efficiency?

B
B o
B
B
M =

| B
B

What technologies or approaches are having the
biggest impact on improving recovery rates?

Proppant Use/ Frac Intensity _ 38%
Frac Fluids/ Chemistry _ 31%

cor [N 15%

Cluster Spacing _ 15%
Diverting Agents - 8%
evarsciorsaon I &
Re-Fracs - 8%
Surfactant Technologies - 8%

Performance Factors
(Non-Price)

*  Responsive to Needs

*  Equipment Quality

*  Competency of Field Personnel
*  Technical Support & Service

*  Availability

*  Completion Efficiency

Percent of Purchase Decision
Based on Price
50%

Value Map — Hydraulic Fracturing
2026 US Land
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Value Map — Hydraulic Fracturing
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Value Map — Hydraulic Fracturing

2026 International Land
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THANK YOU SO MUCH FOR YOUR GIFT OF FEEDBACK!

If you or your organization have any questions or would like to schedule an in-depth presentation of the
results, please do not hesitate to reach out via the email below.

Kimberlite LLC
460 Wildwood Forest Drive
Spring TX 77380

ReportSummary@Kimberliteresearch.com
281-771-3800

DAVID BAT MIKE STOVALL
President Vice - President
David@kimberliteresearch.com Mike@kimberliteresearch.com
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