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CORE THESIS

Suriname’s introduction of new river fees is an escalation risk—not because cost recovery is
illegitimate, but because a solvable operating issue can be pulled into a sovereignty narrative
and widen the regional risk premium. Guyana already accepts the underlying principle in
practice by subsidizing maintenance of its own navigable internal waterways. This paper
therefore proposes an implementable two-track architecture: stabilize corridor operations
now through a without-prejudice, rules-based operating model (transparent cost recovery,
non-discrimination, verifiable service standards, incident management, and a
dispute/appeals workflow), while advancing any unresolved sovereignty questions through
appropriate bilateral and international mechanisms aimed at durable clarity over time.

Strategically, the Corentyne Bridge is a Guyanese-origin project—first conceptualized ~70
years ago—and now a platform bet for the private sector. Delivered as infrastructure +
governance, it can reposition Guyana in the Northern Arc (Arco Norte) as a governed
gateway / logistics hub: stable routing assumptions allow capital to commit to logistics, cold
chain, warehousing, processing, and energy-services capacity—bridge = collaboration
(win—win). Delayed, politicized, or delivered without governance, it locks in hub
competition—no bridge / weak execution = structural win—lose—raising the cost of
capital, increasing underutilization risk, and amplifying downside spillovers into shared-basin
coordination. The strategic implication is blunt: the bridge does not, in its current
configuration, create sufficient leverage to materially alter Suriname’s strategic
options. If Guyana withdraws, or stalls, Suriname can still pursue its Northern Arc trajectory;
Guyana carries the larger opportunity cost from delay and variance at the interface.
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Key Insights

Strategic Miscalculation. The proponents urging Guyana to halt bridge
negotiations are misreading the strategic landscape. Their position rests on an
assumption: that Guyana holds leverage in this engagement. Guyana’s leverage
in the current operational configuration is limited.

The Bridge Is Not Leverage. The bridge does not, in its current configuration,
create sufficient leverage to materially alter Suriname’s strategic options.
Therefore, if Guyana withdraws, or stalls, Suriname does not lose a strategic
option—it simply adjusts its pathway. Guyana, by contrast, delays or undermines
a critical piece of its own corridor development. Thus, within the framework of its
Northern Arc development trajectory, Suriname can:

o advance its road linkage to Brazil
o develop its own port infrastructure
o position itself as a competing regional logistics hub

Suriname currently exercises functional control over key aspects of river
operations in the prevailing circumstances. In effect, Suriname can shape the
movement of goods through the corridor. In a logistics-driven system, that is the
decisive lever.

Guyana already accepts the cost-recovery principle. Domestically, the
Government subsidizes river maintenance because navigability has real costs;
opposing cost recovery “in principle” on the Corentyne is strategically incoherent.
The issue is not whether cost recovery exists—it is whether the regime is
transparent, non-discriminatory, and verifiable, and kept operationally “without
prejudice” to sovereignty.

Escalation Options Are Weak and Costly. The implied alternatives—political
escalation or economic retaliation—are not credible. Restrictive measures against
Surinamese firms or interests would:

o trigger legal disputes and arbitration exposure
o increase country-risk perception

o dampen investor confidence

o disrupt domestic economic activity

That is not leverage. It is self-inflicted instability.

Misplaced Reliance on Regional Mechanisms. This issue is not meaningfully
governed by CARICOM dynamics. It is driven by:
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o Dbilateral positioning
o international legal frameworks
o hard economic interests

e Escalating through regional political channels does not change the underlying
balance of power.

e Strategic reality. The situation is straightforward: Guyana’s leverage in the current
operational configuration is limited. Suriname holds a relative operational and
geographic advantage under current conditions. In that context:

o halting negotiations does not strengthen Guyana’s position
o it reduces optionality and delays progress on a critical national asset

e Conclusion. The call to halt bridge negotiations is not a strategic position—it is a
miscalculation. It reflects:

o a misunderstanding of leverage
o a misreading of Suriname’s strategic options
o a failure to appreciate the economic importance of corridor development

e A disciplined approach requires recognizing the asymmetry, maintaining
engagement, and managing the issue within a structured strategic framework.

o Save and except. If the proponents of halting the bridge negotiations are operating
with information asymmetry—i.e., they are in possession of material, non-public
facts not available to the rest of us, and that something creates meaningful
leverage for Guyana over Suriname—then yes, only then, their position deserves
to be evaluated on a different strategic basis.
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Executive Summary

This paper is triggered by Suriname’s introduction of new river fees on the Corentyne
(presumably as a cost-recovery measure), and by the risk that a solvable operational issue
escalates into a strategic rupture. The Corentyne River issue is not primarily a sovereignty
dispute in operational terms, but a governance and infrastructure problem arising under
conditions of legal ambiguity. River usage fees should therefore be understood as
cost-recovery mechanisms linked to navigability and maintenance, not as a concession
of sovereignty. Guyana already accepts this principle in practice: the Government routinely
absorbs and subsidizes the cost of maintaining navigable internal waterways (e.g.,
Demerara, Berbice, Essequibo) because those costs are real and continuous. Failure to
distinguish between these domains has contributed to strategic misalignment and
elevated political risk.

Two clarifying facts anchor the strategy. First, Guyana’s leverage in the current
operational configuration is limited: Suriname holds a relative operational and geographic
advantage under current conditions in the river system and can still pursue its Northern
Arc trajectory without a bridge, while Guyana bears the larger opportunity cost if the
crossing remains high-variance or politicized. Second, the Guyana—Suriname border and
river questions are best understood as unresolved colonial legacies that were never fully
settled post-independence and now require resolution in an appropriate forum—unlike
Venezuela, where the relevant border dispute was resolved prior to Guyana’s
independence. These distinctions support the paper's two-track posture: stabilize
operations now “without prejudice”, while advancing unresolved sovereignty questions
toward durable clarity through the proper mechanisms.

Strategic
Comparator Nature of the issue Settlement timing implication for
Guyana

Not fully settled Do not confuse
post-independence; corridor infrastructure
requires a structured with sovereignty

Unresolved land/river
ambiguities rooted in

colonial-era :
. pathway to resolution | settlement. Two-
. arrangements; . , ]
Suriname : - in an appropriate track: governed
operational frictions : > ]
X forum, while operations now;
can be pulled into .
sovereiant operations are durable
>1gnty stabilized “without legal/diplomatic clarity
narratives. e .
prejudice”. over time.
Shows why the
Boundary dispute Resolved prior to Suriname track must
; be treated as
addressed through a Guyana’s -
. ) . unfinished
Venezuela pre-independence independence (unlike

decolonization
boundary business—
separate from
corridor execution.

settlement framework | the ongoing Suriname
(1899 Arbitral Award). @ file).
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Key Metrics (GYD bn)

Regional NPV Regional NPV
SQ_Ferry Bridge Full

-69.42 176.67

PV Logistics NPV - Guyana
Bridge Full Bridge Full

199.82 169.35

Immediate objective (operational discipline, not sovereignty settlement):

e Maintain uninterrupted access to the Corentyne River for commercial and logistics
activity

e Recognize river fees as an infrastructure and cost-recovery issue, without
prejudice to sovereignty

o Initiate structured bilateral or provisional arrangements for river management

e Prepare for formal adjudication of unresolved boundary issues

¢ Position the corridor as a governed, investable economic system

Origin and strategic context. The bridge is grounded in Guyana’s long-horizon planning
tradition (Cheddi B. Jagan’s 1957 integration vision and the 1996 NDS), and it should be
treated as a national positioning project rather than a reactive bilateral concession. The
broader competition-vs-collaboration logic and corridor scale argument are developed in
Section 5.1.

Diversification, energy cycle, and private-sector upside. Guyana’s petroleum
expansion is powerful but time-bounded; the strategic task is to convert today’s fiscal
window into non-oil tradables that can access corridor-scale markets.

In parallel, the regional energy cycle (Guyana’s scale-up, Suriname’s approach to first oil,
and wider eastern Caribbean project overlap) creates near-term demand for logistics,
fabrication, and offshore support services. The corridor can turn that cycle into
exportable private-sector opportunity—but only if border governance reduces friction
and uncertainty so firms can commit capital to cold chain, warehousing, trucking,
standards compliance, and cross-border joint ventures.

The economic model embedded in this paper is illustrative. It is not a forecast and should
not be read as an investment appraisal.
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Its purpose is to impose implementation discipline: it translates the corridor thesis into
scenarios and highlights where value is created (or destroyed) depending on governance
and border operating performance.

e Time and logistics savings (reduced waiting, handling, and transport frictions)

o Reliability / variance reduction (lower buffer inventories and schedule risk)

e Spoilage reduction for perishables (cold-chain viability)

e Trade realization (market-size effects from lower generalized transport costs)

o Offshore energy-services efficiency (shared logistics and services across the
basin)

e Investment and platform effects (value-add and avoided underutilization of
corridor-dependent assets)

The remainder of the paper details the scenario logic, execution variables, and institutional
steps required to keep operations stable while advancing durable long-term clarity on
unresolved matters through appropriate bilateral and international mechanisms.
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1.0 Purpose, Audience and Scope

Purpose. Provide a disciplined policy position and decision framework in response to
Suriname’s introduction of new river fees and the broader risk that an operational issue
escalates into a strategic rupture. The paper links border governance, cross-border
infrastructure, and shared-basin energy risk into one two-track approach: (1) stabilize daily
operations without prejudice to sovereignty, and (2) advance unresolved sovereignty
questions toward durable clarity through appropriate bilateral and international
mechanisms. This note is prepared because prevailing public commentary—particularly
from segments of the private sector—has been forceful, but has not yet converged on a
coherent, implementable resolution architecture. The aim is to protect sovereignty,
preserve bilateral cooperation space, reduce regional risk premiums, and keep the
corridor and energy agendas on a value-creating track.

Intended readership. This paper is written for policymakers, stakeholders in Guyana, the
private sector, and civil society, with the aim of clarifying options and encouraging a
rules-based, de-escalatory approach.

Scope. (i) Problem definition across land, river, and maritime/energy dimensions; (ii) a
policy logic for separating operational governance from sovereignty; (iii) the development
case for a bridge-enabled corridor; (iv) strategic energy cooperation and unitization risk;
and (v) an illustrative, scenario-based model to support disciplined implementation and
highlight execution variables.

Out of scope. Engineering feasibility, definitive traffic forecasts, environmental and social
impact assessment, and a full investment-grade appraisal; the model is intentionally
illustrative and should be treated as a structured thought experiment rather than a precise
prediction.

1.1 Definitions and Problem Framing: What the “Border
Matter” Encompasses

Retaliatory market-restriction logic. Some public commentary has advanced a
retaliatory logic: that Guyana should respond to Suriname’s river fees by restricting or
disadvantaging Surinamese businesses operating in Guyana. That approach is less
well-suited to this issue for two reasons. First, Surinamese firms operating in Guyana are
already subject to Guyanese taxation, regulation, licensing, and statutory compliance.
Second, the issue at hand is not a trade-policy dispute over market access; it is an
operational river-management question occurring in the shadow of an unresolved
sovereignty framework.
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The more effective approach is therefore not retaliation, but rules-based operational
governance without prejudice: negotiate a transparent cost-recovery and
service-standard regime for navigability and river use, while continuing to pursue durable
clarity on what remains unresolved through appropriate bilateral and international
mechanisms.

Consistency (cost recovery in principle). Guyana already applies this logic
domestically: the State subsidizes maintenance of navigable internal waterways because
dredging and channel upkeep are continuous, real costs. The operative policy question
on the Corentyne is therefore not whether cost recovery exists “in principle”, but whether
any regime is transparent, non-discriminatory, verifiably linked to navigability/service
standards, and explicitly without prejudice to sovereignty.

“This is a CARICOM matter.” Some public statements have suggested elevating the
dispute over river fees to CARICOM. In practical terms, CARICOM'’s primary mandate is
regional integration (trade cooperation, functional cooperation, and certain
market-integration disciplines within the CSME); it is not typically the forum used to resolve
territorial sovereignty questions, boundary terminus controversies, or river-ownership
disputes. Raising CARICOM in this context may politicize the issue and reduce space for
technical, rules-based solutions. A more workable approach is to keep (i) a bilateral,
without-prejudice operating arrangement for river usage and border processes, and (ii) an
appropriate international legal pathway for unresolved sovereignty issues, on distinct
tracks.

In practice, the Guyana—Suriname “border matter” is not one issue but a coupled set of
questions that repeatedly reinforce each other:

e Land: the New River Triangle/Tigri controversy and the sensitivities it creates
around infrastructure optics and “facts on the ground”.

e River: governance of the Corentyne/Courantyne River, including navigation,
fees/cost-recovery, licensing, enforcement, and the practical meaning of
sovereignty in daily commerce.

e Maritime and energy: a delimited offshore boundary (2007) alongside a shared
basin in which data asymmetries and unitization/drainage risks can still generate
disputes.

These dimensions interact through everyday sovereignty: routine regulatory actions (fees,
inspections, licensing, patrols, infrastructure siting) can be read as sovereignty signaling,
raising the risk premium on investment and turning solvable operational questions into
escalatory episodes.
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2.0 Historical and Legal Synthesis

2.1 What is Settled vs. Unsettled

Core Legal Takeaways for Policymakers. The 2007 Annex VII UNCLOS arbitration
clarified the offshore maritime boundary and condemned coercive escalation
(threat-of-force dynamics) as incompatible with the treaty framework, reinforcing a
strategic principle: certainty lowers the sovereign risk premium; ambiguity raises it.
However, key land and river questions remain politically salient, especially the New River
Triangle/Tigri area and the practical governance of the Corentyne River. This
combination—partial legal clarity offshore and recurring ambiguity on land/river—creates
a predictable pattern: technical disputes (fees, licenses, navigation rules, infrastructure
placement) become sovereignty episodes. The policy implication is the paper’s central
stance: stabilize daily operations through without prejudice provisional arrangements
while advancing unresolved sovereignty issues toward durable clarity and resolution
through appropriate bilateral and international mechanisms.

Settled vs. unsettled: the Suriname-Venezuela contrast. For policy purposes, it is
critical to distinguish between (i) unresolved Guyana—Suriname land/river ambiguities that
reflect inherited colonial-era arrangements never fully settled post-independence, and (ii)
the Venezuela—British Guiana boundary file, which was addressed through a
pre-independence settlement framework (the 1899 Arbitral Award). The implication is
practical: treat Suriname as unfinished decolonization boundary business requiring
an appropriate resolution forum, while keeping day-to-day corridor operations stabilized
“without prejudice” so technical governance does not collapse into sovereignty escalation.

Political-Diplomatic Context: Why Settlement is More Urgent Now.

o Historically, Guyana and Suriname maintained stable relations despite unresolved
border issues due to cooperative leadership and pragmatic diplomacy, even after
disputes like the CGX incident and maritime arbitration.

e Today, changing leadership and evolving political economies—such as
Suriname’s oil sector developments and Guyana’s rapid growth—increase the risk
that minor disputes escalate into national controversies.
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3.0 Framework for Addressing the Matter

3.1 Policy Logic

Table 1: Policy Logic — Summary of Principles

1 — Separate
operations from
sovereignty (without
prejudice)

2 — Do not conflate
distinct disputes

3 — Avoid retaliation
framing

4 — Use the correct
forum

5 — Consistency and
credibility

6 — Protect
reputational capital

7 — Certainty as end-
state

Solve fees, navigation, and border
processes through rules without
conceding sovereignty.

Keep fishermen licensing and river
fees as separate tracks.

Do not treat river fees as market-
access retaliation; apply transparency
and cost recovery tests.

Keep operations bilateral; sovereignty
questions advance through
appropriate international mechanisms
over time.

Cost recovery exists; oppose only
non-transparent, discriminatory, or
unverifiable fees.

Messaging must be disciplined and
calibrated to Guyana’s profile.

Advance unresolved sovereignty
issues toward durable clarity and
resolution over time.

Is the action operational?
If yes, handle via written
procedures and KPlIs.

Are we mixing issues? If
yes, split files and
response.

Is the response rules-
based and non-
discriminatory?

Is CARICOM being used
for a sovereignty issue? If
yes, stop.

Are we arguing against
cost recovery “in
principle? If yes, correct.

Does messaging raise the
risk premium or reduce
room for practical,
rules-based progress?

Is there a credible
pathway to durable
resolution and clarity?

Principle 1—Separate operations from sovereignty (without prejudice). Treat river
usage fees, navigability maintenance, and border processes as operational matters that
can be solved through transparent cost-recovery formulas and joint procedures—explicitly
without conceding sovereignty.

Principle 2—Do not conflate distinct disputes. Separate (i) fishermen licensing
commitments/understandings (where non-performance warrants firmness) from (ii) river
fees/cost recovery (a different category best treated as infrastructure management where
Suriname is undertaking primary dredging and navigability responsibility).
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Principle 3—Avoid retaliation framing. Avoid treating river fees as a market-access
dispute requiring retaliation against Surinamese businesses; firms in Guyana already face
Guyanese tax and regulatory obligations.

The appropriate test is transparency, non-discrimination, and verifiable cost
recovery, implemented through a without-prejudice operating arrangement.

Principle 4—Use the correct forum. CARICOM is not the forum for territorial sovereignty
or river-ownership disputes; pursue bilateral operational protocols now while supporting
an appropriate international process for unresolved sovereignty questions over time.

Principle 5—Consistency and credibility. Guyana subsidizes internal waterways
(Demerara, Berbice, Essequibo) because maintenance has real costs; opposing
cost-recovery elsewhere “in principle” is strategically incoherent.

Principle 6—Protect reputational capital. National messaging must be disciplined,
rules-based, and calibrated to Guyana’s rising profile.

Principle 7—Certainty as end-state. Because ambiguity re-emerges as friction, pursue
durable clarity and resolution for unresolved land/river issues over time while maintaining
operational cooperation.

Operationalization. Establish (i) a without prejudice operational governance package for
river use and border processes (fees/cost recovery, navigation, enforcement conduct,
dispute resolution) with joint performance management, and (ii) a credible pathway to
advance remaining sovereignty questions through appropriate bilateral and international
mechanisms aimed at durable clarity and resolution.
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4.0 Statement of Position

Core position. River fees imposed on usage of the Corentyne River should be interpreted
as operational cost-recovery within a context of unresolved legal sovereignty, rather than
as an assertion or transfer of sovereign rights. This distinction is critical. Conflating
infrastructure economics with territorial claims produces policy incoherence and increases
escalation risk without improving Guyana’s legal position. Guyana should therefore
proceed with strategic integration on a de-risked governance basis: implement operational
protocols now (without prejudice to sovereignty), continue pursuit of durable clarity on
unresolved sovereignty questions through appropriate mechanisms, and sequence
corridor investments to convert connectivity into measurable economic value.

Consistency point (cost recovery is not alien to Guyana’s practice). Guyana already
subsidizes the maintenance of navigable internal waterways because dredging, channel
management, and safety oversight are continuous public costs. The operative question
on the Corentyne is therefore not whether cost recovery exists “in principle”, but whether
any fee regime is transparent, non-discriminatory, and verifiably linked to
navigability/service standards—explicitly without prejudice to sovereignty.

Red lines. No coercive escalation; no implicit concession of sovereignty through ad hoc
administrative practice; and no abandonment of credible national strategy over solvable
operational frictions.

What “cooperation” means. Rules-based, mutually agreed, time-bound, measurable,
and explicitly without prejudice to sovereignty; cooperation is an operating system, not a
slogan.

Bridge stance. Do not halt the Corentyne Bridge; instead, condition it on a governance
package (joint border management, transparent cost-recovery/fee architecture, serviced
land readiness, and dispute resolution) so that the bridge becomes an economic hinge
asset rather than a sovereignty flashpoint.
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5.0 Development Impact & Net Economic

Benefit of Cooperation

5.1 Corridor Economics and Strategic Rationale

Historical origin (why this is “our” project). The Corentyne Bridge is best read as the
implementation of a long-horizon national development idea rather than a reactive bilateral
concession. In Dr. Cheddi B. Jagan’s strategic thinking (pioneered since 1957 and later
reflected in the 1996 National Development Strategy), fixed connectivity across the
Corentyne and the Lethem—Brazil corridor were paired instruments to open Guyana’s
economic geography, lift scale constraints, and position the country as a gateway
economy. The Northern Arc master-plan logic used in this paper updates that blueprint
into a sequenced systems agenda—transport, ports/logistics, and over time energy
interconnection.

Competition vs. collaboration (why stalling is strategically asymmetric). If the bridge
is delayed or politicized, Suriname does not require the bridge to advance its own strategy:
it can invest in alternative Brazil access, deepen northern Brazil connectivity, and advance
its own deep-water port and logistics platform—becoming a competitor to Guyana for
regional transshipment and gateway positioning. A cooperative path does not eliminate
competition, but it can convert it into managed collaboration: corridor-scale integration
improves utilization, enables larger joint projects, and strengthens access to global capital
by expanding the addressable market and the investable platform.

Put simply: bridge = collaboration (win—win); no bridge = competitive divergence (net
win—lose). A governed crossing turns the border from an edge into a shared platform—
so scale economics accrue on both sides (higher utilization of ports, logistics parks, and
services bases) and the combined corridor can attract larger pools of long-term capital by
expanding the addressable market and the investable platform. Without the bridge, each
country rationally builds and markets its own gateway platform; scale fragments, risk
premiums rise with recurring friction, and Guyana’s opportunity cost is larger because it is
already in accelerated non-oil build-out that requires reliable new market access.

Across the reference materials, the Corentyne Bridge is consistently treated as the
corridor’s hinge asset—not because concrete alone creates growth, but because a fixed
crossing can convert a high-variance, ferry-dependent interface into predictable
connectivity if border operating rules and processes also reduce friction. The strategic
point is reliability: once movement is consistent, corridor-scale logistics, agro-processing,
and services integration become feasible on both sides of the river. This east—west coastal
spine also complements Guyana’s north—south Brazil strategy (Linden—Lethem/Takutu),
supporting a wider Northern Arc logic in which connectivity is sequenced into a governed
regional system rather than treated as a one-off project (Bhagwandin, 2020).
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The Border as Corridor (Not Edge): Market Geometry and System Logic. Reframing
the border as a corridor changes the economic geometry of the Guiana Shield. Instead of
two peripheral edges, the Berbice—Corentyne—Nickerie segment becomes a shared
logistics platform that links ports, roads, and industrial nodes into one operating system.
In that system, Suriname’s near-Atlantic, river-based ports can serve as complementary
outlets and service platforms for Guyanese trade and offshore-support needs, while
Guyana’s own port ambitions and road upgrades gain scale and redundancy. Over time,
this east—west coastal spine complements Guyana’s north—south Brazil strategy (Linden—
Lethem/Takutu) and connects into a wider Northern Arc concept—positioning Guyana to
act as a gateway economy rather than a coastal enclave.

The Corentyne Bridge as a Hinge Asset: Certainty, Reliability, and Corridor-Scale
Feasibility. The bridge is a step-change because it replaces queuing, intermittency, and
discretion with a fixed, 24/7 crossing—compressing travel time and (more importantly)
variance.

For corridor economics, reliability is often more valuable than speed: predictable
movement reduces safety-stock inventories, shrink/spoilage in perishables, and the
hidden costs of missed schedules. Once firms can plan across the border with confidence,
corridor-scale cold chains, bonded warehousing, cross-border trucking fleets, and light
manufacturing become practically feasible because assets can serve demand on both
sides from one operating footprint. In short, the bridge is not merely a transport link; it is
an enabling condition for cluster formation—if governance eliminates non-tariff friction at
the border.

Integration as Scale Economics: Diversification, Utilization, and Competitive Cost.
Integration enlarges the addressable market and raises utilization rates of expensive,
lumpy assets—ports, logistics parks, processing facilities, and energy-services bases—
thereby improving returns on capital. This matters acutely for small economies: many
productive investments are uneconomic at Guyana-only scale but viable at corridor scale.
Because Guyana’s internal market is structurally small, the current non-oil build-out
will increasingly require reliable external demand and corridor-scale markets;
otherwise, new capacity risks under-utilization even if production expands. In the
model, this shows up as compounding channels: (i) logistics/time reliability savings, (ii)
trade realization from lower generalized transport costs, (iii) energy-services efficiency
from shared offshore supply chains, and (iv) platform value-add and avoided
underutilization of corridor-dependent assets. The implication is practical: the bridge’s
value is multiplied when it is paired with serviced land, harmonized rules, and
implementation packaging that converts movement into production.

Execution Is the Strategic Variable: Why Governance Determines NPV. Infrastructure
alone does not deliver development; it only creates potential. Value is captured through
governance: joint border management (hours, workflow, ICT), harmonized
customs/SPS/axle-load standards, predictable fee and enforcement protocols, and
pre-zoned serviced land near corridor nodes.
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The model makes this explicit: in “weak execution” conditions—high residual friction, slow
platform ramp, and low market confidence—the bridge scenario can produce negative
NPV outcomes despite the physical asset. This is the papers central design
requirement: treat governance as part of the project, not as an afterthought.

Strategic weight and geo-economic significance. Guyana’'s petroleum emergence,
resource endowment, and Atlantic position have raised its strategic relevance in a region
where the geopolitics of resources and the performance of logistics nodes matter. In that
context, the corridor can strengthen Guyana’s external economic position by enabling
reliable, rules-based transit, port optionality, and energy-services capability for
neighbors—improving investment confidence, reducing uncertainty, and supporting a
more resilient development trajectory.

For Guyana, the bridge-enabled corridor is therefore not only an economic project but also
a credibility test. Successful execution signals institutional maturity and can reduce the
sovereign risk premium that attaches to future mega-projects; erratic posture or avoidable
escalation increases reputational risk at precisely the moment when Guyana’s strategic
profile is rising. The practical implication is that corridor delivery and border management
are intertwined with national credibility: the state must protect diplomatic discipline,
separate operational cost recovery from sovereignty narratives, and pursue durable legal
clarity so that development strategy does not become hostage to political cycles.

The Corentyne Bridge should be treated as a century-scale national positioning move that
anchors a wider Northern Arc (Arco Norte) system—transport, ports/logistics, and over
time energy interconnection—rather than as a standalone crossing.

Horizon | (0-10 years): corridor activation. Deliver the bridge with joint border
management, transparent cost-recovery rules, and serviced land to trigger reliability gains,
logistics savings, and early private investment in trade-enabling assets (cold chain,
warehousing, trucking, trade facilitation).

Horizon Il (10-30 years): clustering and consolidation. Scale industrial nodes,
integrate ports and logistics parks, and deepen standards and institutions as utilization
rises and corridor identity becomes durable.

Horizon Il (30-100 years): embedded regional operating system. Institutionalize
corridor governance, integrate into wider Guiana Shield connectivity (including links
toward northern Brazil and French Guiana), and align with longer-horizon regional
initiatives (including Northern Arc energy interconnection) so that transport and energy
form a resilient, redundant network. Across all horizons, the compounding variable is
execution discipline: early credibility lowers risk premiums; early failure locks in structural
losses.
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5.2 Economic Model Insights (lllustrative Scenario Tool)
Model Architecture: What Is Being Valued (and why).

The model is an illustrative corridor cost—benefit framework that converts the corridor
thesis into traceable, scenario-based economics. Benefits are built from six channels: (1)
time/logistics savings (reduced waiting, handling, and transport frictions), (2)
reliability/variance reduction (inventory and scheduling buffer costs), (3) spoilage
reduction for perishables (cold-chain viability), (4) trade realization (market-size effects
from lower generalized transport costs), (5) energy-services efficiency (shared
offshore-support logistics), and (6) investment effects (platform value-add and avoided
underutilization of corridor-dependent assets).

Public costs include bridge capex/opex, border facilities, corridor-node readiness, and
residual river maintenance, allocated between Guyana and Suriname. Outputs (NPV,
BCR, GDP/fiscal/jobs proxies) are intended for scenario ranking and policy emphasis—
especially to highlight which execution variables matter most—rather than for precise
prediction.

What the Model Shows (and What It Does Not). The model compares four scenarios
over a 30-year period: (i) high-friction ferry status quo, (ii) well-executed bridge with
governance, (iii) poorly executed bridge, and (iv) politically stressed bridge undermining
market confidence. Its purpose is to guide decision-making, not predict outcomes. The
key takeaway. NPV depends on execution. A bridge without proper governance can
destroy value, while one with credible rules unlocks significant benefits in logistics, trade,
investment, and energy services.

5.3 Key Assumptions, Sensitivities, and How to Read the
Outputs

The dominant sensitivities are: cargo growth, trade elasticity to generalized transport-cost
reduction, time-savings and reliability capture (i.e., border operating performance),
confidence effects that shape whether firms commit capital to corridor platforms, and the
allocation of shared benefits/costs across the two states. In practical terms, the model’s
conclusion flips only if one assumes (a) minimal cargo/trade response to improved
reliability and (b) persistent border friction even after bridge completion—conditions that
are governance failures rather than engineering outcomes. Therefore, the right policy
response is not to debate the bridge in isolation, but to lock in execution variables through
a bilateral operating model and a credible implementation package.
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Step-change economics. In the Bridge Full scenario, the model assumes the bridge
eliminates most waiting and converts a ferry-dependent crossing into near-continuous
road movement, and that border processes achieve consistent operating performance.
Reliability improvements reduce spoilage and inventory buffers, while logistics savings
reduce generalized transport costs. These gains expand market size via an assumed
trade-realization response and improve energy-services efficiency by enabling shared
offshore supply chains. Under those assumptions, the model produces a positive regional
NPV and a BCR above 1, with large cumulative GDP/fiscal/jobs uplifts for Guyana as
directional proxies. The point is not that any single number will occur, but that the value
proposition becomes step-change only when execution variables are locked in.

Scenario comparison and opportunity cost. Table 2 summarizes the core scenario
contrast. Under full execution, Guyana’s NPV becomes strongly positive while the status
quo ferry case is negative—meaning the corridor's value is not marginal but
transformative.

The opportunity-cost framing is therefore the correct lens: delay, weak execution, or
diplomatic deterioration does not merely push benefits out; it risks losing compounding
advantages such as first-mover clustering, corridor reputation, and the sequencing of
private capital. Once competing routes and port ecosystems capture investment, those
network effects are difficult to reverse. The model operationalizes this by comparing each
scenario to the fully executed bridge case and treating the gap as foregone national value.

Table 2: Scenario comparison of key economic indicators (30-year horizon). NPV values are
discounted present values (GYD bn), and BCR is the regional benefit cost ratio.

Metric SQ_Ferry Bridge Full Bridge Downside
Weak

NPV — Guyana -33.26 169.35 -52.19 -64.80
NPV — Suriname -36.16 7.32 -95.14 -49.79
NPV — Region -69.42 176.67 -147.33 -114.59
BCR — Region 0.44 1.44 0.63 -0.22
Cumulative GDP — Guyana 160.14 1,988.73 794.07 -17.72
Cumulative Fiscal — Guyana 28.83 357.97 142.93 -3.19
Cumulative Jobs — Guyana 2,882.57 35,797.16 14,293.29 -319.03
Terminal Net Benefit — -2.66 189.56 54.99 -12.88
Guyana

PV Logistics Channel 18.03 199.82 87.03 0.79
PV Trade Channel 2.25 124.76 35.37 0.05
PV Energy Channel 13.15 65.77 46.04 6.58

How to read the negative SQ_Ferry NPV. SQ_Ferry is the high-friction baseline in which
the crossing remains ferry-dependent and border performance remains variable, so the
model assigns only modest logistics and trade benefits (because reliability is not unlocked)
while recurring frictions and public/administrative costs persist. Over the 30-year horizon,
the discounted net stream is therefore negative—i.e., the status quo remains value-
destructive at the corridor level relative to a governed fixed-crossing system.
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Figure 1: Regional net present value (NPV) across scenarios.
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Figure 2: Guyana’s Opportunity Cost and Benefits: NPV Loss, Present Value by Channel, and
Cumulative GDP Proxy (Fully Executed Bridge Scenario)
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Opportunity Cost: Structural Loss vs. Timing Loss. Opportunity cost is not only “lost
time”; it is often lost structure. Delay can cause firms to commit to alternative corridors,
break sequencing for logistics and industrial clusters, and erode policy credibility—raising
risk premiums across unrelated projects. These are path-dependent effects: once private
platforms, service hubs, and trade routines form elsewhere, building later does not
automatically recapture the same market. Accordingly, the policy objective is to minimize
structural losses by executing quickly and credibly—locking in the governance variables
that enable reliability and economic value capture.
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Key metrics (GYD bn)

NPV - Guyana Regional NPV PV Logistics
Bridge Full Bridge Full Bridge Full
169.35 176.67 199.82

Table 2 and Figures 1-2 are the decision test. Execution determines the sign of the
outcome. Under the ferry status quo, regional NPV is negative GYD-69.42bn because
the corridor remains a high-friction, variable system that captures only small benefits while
recurring frictions and operating costs persist. Under Bridge + Governance (fully
executed), regional NPV turns strongly positive GYD 176.67bn. Figure 1 shows the flip:
from recurring losses driven by delay and variance to compounding gains driven by
reliability and scale.

In the full-execution case, the model allocates a larger share of the measured economic
upside to Guyana, reflecting assumed investment timing, capacity build-out, and
market-access effects. This supports the paper’'s central policy emphasis: prolonged
uncertainty and high friction can impose meaningful opportunity costs, particularly where
new capacity depends on reliable corridor-scale market access.

Table 2 also shows where value is made. Under full execution, PV logistics is the main
driver GYD 199.82bn, followed by PV trade GYD 124.76bn and PV energy GYD 65.77bn.
The implication is operational: most value is captured through reliability and border
performance, not the structure itself. Protect NPV by locking in rules and KPlIs: published
fees and service standards, joint border workflows (hours, processing time, appeals),
incident protocols, and disciplined enforcement conduct.

Decision implications (key takeaways):

Bundle governance with the bridge: rules-based procedures, fee/cost-recovery
tests, border KPIs, dispute resolution, incident management.

Codify without prejudice rules: replace ad hoc enforcement with written,
> predictable procedures.

Codify without prejudice rules: replace ad hoc enforcement with written,
> predictable procedures.

» Prioritize value drivers: logistics reliability and border performance first.
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5.4 Implementation Pathways (Governance and

Sequencing)

Table 3: Implementation Pathways — Comparison Screen

upside be true

— High- Persistent fee disputes Avoids Highest None (default
fr|ct|0n status and variable border near-term opportunity failure
quo performance. political cost; mode).
bandwidth. reputational
loss; value
leakage.
B — Bridge + Fixed crossing plus joint Highest Requires Governance
rules-based border management and economic disciplined package is
operating transparent cost recovery.  value and execution and = agreed,
settlement credibility gain. | bilateral implemented,
cooperation. and
measured
(KPls).
C — Overland = Guyana-side hedges while = Preserves Can undercut = Hedge
hedge / hybrid | still pursuing integration optionality and = corridor scale = complements
where feasible. reduces benefits if (not
dependency overused. replaces)
on contested Pathway B.
arrangements.
Pathway A — High-friction status quo (persistent fee disputes, variable border

performance, limited private crowd-in);

Pathway B — Bridge + rules-based operating settlement (fixed crossing plus joint
border management, transparent cost-recovery, harmonized standards, and serviced land
readiness); and

Pathway C — Overland hedge / hybrid (a Guyana-side corridor option screen to reduce
reliance on contested river arrangements while still pursuing integration where feasible).

The comparison criteria are: sovereignty risk (optics and escalation probability),
economic value (NPV/BCR and platform viability), implementability (institutional
capacity and sequencing), and time-to-impact (how quickly reliability improves). Under
this screen, Pathway B dominates on value but only if it includes governance; Pathway C
is a hedge to preserve strategic optionality; Pathway A is the costliest in foregone
development.
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5.5 Strategic Meaning for Guyana

National Development Logic. The corridor aligns with Guyana’s objectives of
diversification, scale, resilience and connectivity.

o Diversification: cross-border logistics, agro-processing and energy services
reduce dependence on oil and traditional commodities.

o Scale: integration enlarges market size and justifies industrial facilities that require
demand beyond Guyana’s small population.

¢ Resilience: diversified trade routes and shared energy logistics cushion shocks
and enable redundancy.

e Connectivity: the corridor anchors Guyana within a Northern Arc linking Atlantic
ports to the Amazon, repositioning national economic geography.

Strategic autonomy and regional positioning. At the national level, corridor delivery
can strengthen Guyana'’s strategic autonomy by increasing transit optionality, deepening
functional interdependence with neighbors, and improving the State’s ability to set clear,
predictable operating standards. The key point—consistent with the geo-economic
argument above—is that credibility is cumulative: disciplined diplomacy, consistent policy
logic, and reliable implementation reduce the sovereign risk premium and protect
reputational capital at a moment of rapid national transition. Accordingly, Guyana should
separate operational cost-recovery management from sovereignty disputes, solve the
former through rules and institutions, and advance the latter toward durable legal clarity.

Why the Opportunity Cost Falls Primarily on Guyana. Guyana is investing heavily in
complementary infrastructure—the Berbice deep-water port and the Linden—Lethem
Road—which require regional scale to achieve their full return. Without the bridge, these
assets risk underutilization. Guyana also has a narrow window to recycle oil revenues into
productive infrastructure; delay wastes years when its fiscal capacity is highest. Guyana’s
head start and fiscal capacity create an additional asymmetry: we are building
productive capacity now, and we will need new export markets and scalable joint
investments to absorb output and diversify the non-oil portfolio beyond domestic
demand. If corridor governance is not stabilized, the country risks building capacity
faster than it can access markets—turning a development advantage into
under-utilization and lost momentum. Suriname’s losses are significant but smaller
because it invests less and can still access Atlantic ports. Moreover, Guyana’s credibility
and regional standing are strengthened by delivering the project reliably; failure would
weaken confidence in Guyana’s ability to execute corridor-scale initiatives and could raise
risk premiums.
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5.6 Private Sector Guidance: What to Expect, What Not
to Misread, and Where Opportunity Actually Lies

Public discussion about the bridge and the river-fee issue has sometimes emphasized
retaliatory or escalatory responses, or has treated operational frictions (fees, enforcement
actions, licensing) as reasons to abandon long-horizon integration. The more effective
approach is rules-based: (1) the bridge is not a stand-alone business case; its value
depends on predictable border operating rules; (2) operational frictions are not
synonymous with sovereignty, and are best addressed through transparent protocols;
and (3) the real opportunity is systems-level: logistics reliability, cross-border cold
chain, agro-processing, services exports, and energy-services collaboration that become
viable only when policy reduces friction and uncertainty. The appropriate role of business
is therefore to support rules-based solutions and to prepare implementation-ready
projects that can scale once governance is locked in.

5.7 Private-Sector Strategic Implications

For Guyanese firms, the corridor can expand addressable markets—but only if they read
the policy environment correctly. The priority is not rhetorical positioning; it is operational
readiness: compliance-grade documentation, logistics discipline, joint ventures, and
investments in cold chain, warehousing, and services capability that become viable once
border procedures are predictable. Businesses should therefore focus on supporting
transparency and performance standards at the border (hours, processes, non-
discrimination, appeals) and on preparing projects that can scale under a rules-based
operating regime.

Regional Energy Horizon & Cross-Border Opportunities. Several energy datapoints
used in this paper are publicly reported projections (operator statements, official
briefings, and published analyses). They are used as exogenous inputs to the illustrative
model—not as claims of certainty.

On the Guyana side, public reporting indicates:
e Resources on the order of ~11 billion barrels
e Production already around ~900,000 b/d
e Public trajectories pointing toward ~1.7 million b/d by around 2030

Suriname, by contrast, is approaching first oil on timelines publicly communicated by
project sponsors; public reporting around GranMorgu (Block 58) has pointed to start-up
around 2028 with capacity on the order of ~220,000 b/d via an FPSO.
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Regional context also shapes the offshore services cycle. Public reporting has indicated
Trinidad & Tobago’s Dragon gas project has been framed as targeting first gas around
late 2027, with a level often cited in the order of ~350 MMcf/d.

Why these datapoints matter for this paper. They serve two functions: (i) reinforce
urgency—petroleum expansion is powerful but time-bounded, so the diversification
window is finite; and (ii) parameterize the model’s energy-services efficiency channel
(shared logistics and services across the basin).

Bottom line. Without predictable cross-border operating rules, the corridor cannot reliably
support regional services trade, and the upside portrayed in the illustrative scenarios will
not materialize.

Table 4: Regional Energy Cycle — Public Reference Points and Corridor Implication

Jurisdiction Public reference point (as used | What it implies for the corridor
in this paper)

Guyana ~11bn bbl. resources; ~900k b/d; A time-bounded fiscal/diversification
public trajectories toward ~1.7m window; scale-up supports services
b/d by ~2030 exports if governance enables

corridor reliability

Suriname GranMorgu/Block 58: public Near-term demand for fabrication,

targeting around 2028; ~220k b/d  logistics, training, shore-base
services; JV/export opportunity for

Guyanese firms if friction is reduced

Trinidad & Dragon gas: public framing of late ~ Overlapping regional project cycles

Tobago 2027; ~350 MMcf/d often cited raise the value of a reliable
logistics/services platform across
the eastern Caribbean margin

Suriname, by contrast, is approaching first oil on timelines that have been publicly
announced by project sponsors. The GranMorgu development in Block 58
(TotalEnergies/partners) has been communicated as targeting start-up around 2028, with
an indicated capacity in the order of ~220,000 b/d via an FPSO.

These are planning parameters (subject to final investment decisions, execution risk, and
market conditions), but they are sufficient for policy analysis: Suriname’s build-out will
require drilling, fabrication, logistics, workforce training, and shore-base services—
creating a window for Guyanese contractors to form joint ventures and export capability if
the corridor is governed to reduce friction and uncertainty.
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Regional context matters because it shapes the offshore services cycle. Public reporting
has indicated that Trinidad & Tobago expects the cross-border Dragon gas project (with
Venezuela) to target first gas around late 2027 at a level often cited in the order of
~350 MMcf/d. Separately, announcements of new deepwater acreage positions in
Trinidad’s offshore have reinforced the possibility of further exploration and downstream
services demand. These reference points are used here only to illustrate that the next
decade is likely to feature overlapping project cycles across the eastern Caribbean
margin—raising the value of a reliable Guyana—Suriname services and logistics platform.

The convergence of Guyana’s coming plateau, Suriname’s expected 2028 start-up, and
Trinidad & Tobago’s 2027-30 projects creates a regional cycle of investment. Guyanese
firms that built capabilities during the Stabroek build-out can partner with Surinamese and
Trinidadian operators to capture engineering, logistics and project-management contracts.
Joint ventures leveraging the Corentyne corridor could anchor fabrication yards, training
programs and procurement hubs on the Guyanese side while servicing cross-border
projects—provided border governance is predictable and non-tariff friction is reduced.

Why these datapoints matter for this paper. They serve two functions in an advisory
position: (i) they reinforce the urgency of diversification by showing that petroleum growth
is powerful but time-bounded; and (ii) they parameterize the model's energy-services
efficiency channel, which values the corridor as a logistics-and-services platform
supporting offshore activity on both sides. The policy takeaway remains constant even if
the exact timelines shift: without predictable cross-border operating rules, the corridor
cannot reliably support regional services trade, and the economic upside portrayed in the
illustrative scenarios will not materialize.

Experience from Guyana'’s early development—when international firms mobilized local
suppliers and trained workforces—demonstrates the value of first-mover positioning. By
proactively entering neighboring markets, Guyanese companies can mitigate domestic
saturation, diversify revenue streams and maintain technical expertise even as domestic
production growth slows.

5.8 Policy and Institutional Imperatives

Successful value capture requires coordinated policy action. Joint border management
should implement unified inspection workflows, digital systems and extended hours of
operation. Harmonized standards—customs procedures, sanitary and phytosanitary rules,
axle-load limits—prevent non-tariff bottlenecks. Serviced land with utilities near key nodes
enables logistics parks and cold chains. Corridor governance must be institutionalized via
a dedicated binational authority with dispute resolution powers. Policy credibility and
consistent messaging are paramount to protect Guyana’'s sovereign reputation and
avoid an unnecessary increase in the risk premium attached to strategic projects.
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6.0 Northern Arc and Long-Horizon Vision

How

to read the long-horizon

argument. This section is intentionally
strategic rather than data-heavy.
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Draws on publicly reported energy
context, macro scale/network
effects logic, and established
integration frameworks (Northern
Arc).

Does not claim precision; it claims
directional robustness (no
bespoke field microdata
embedded here).

Anchors the Northern Arc
reference in formal pre-feasibility
work under the Inter-American
Development Bank (IDB) / IDB
Group.

Notes the Arco Norte Electrical
Interconnection Study —
Component Il (Pre-feasibility):
staged interconnection is feasible;
reference-case NPV is about USD
723mn (2014) for a 3,000 MW
configuration (under  stated
assumptions).

Uses this as a strategic anchor:
system integration can be
net-beneficial, but outcomes still
depend on execution, safeguards,
and governance capacity.

Treat short-term  operational
issues (fees, processes,
enforcement frictions) as

implementation problems to solve
through rules and institutions.

Aligns with Guyana’s long-horizon
development logic: sequence
transport, ports/logistics, and
(over time) energy interconnection
to reposition Guyana as a gateway
economy.



6.1 Risks, and Failure Modes (and How to Mitigate
Them)

The corridor and bridge agenda faces a small set of material risks that are best managed
through disciplined, rules-based practice: (i) escalation risk from miscommunication or
incident-driven responses; (ii) investment hesitation if border operating performance is
unpredictable; and (iii) implementation risk if governance is not treated as part of project
scope. Mitigation is correspondingly practical: maintain calibrated public messaging,
codify transparent operating rules and performance standards at the border, and
sequence delivery so that governance capacity and corridor-node readiness keep pace
with physical infrastructure.
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7.0 Implementation Roadmap

The implementation approach can be stated more simply: reduce escalation risk now;
institutionalize a rules-based operational dialogue at the border; continue pursuing durable
long-term resolution of any unresolved matters through appropriate mechanisms; and
keep corridor governance and investment readiness moving so that the bridge translates
into reliable economic value.

¢ Immediate de-escalation: maintain calibrated public communication and
incident-management discipline to prevent operational frictions from becoming
political flashpoints.

e Rules-based operational dialogue: codify transparent, non-discriminatory
operating rules (fees/cost recovery tests, service standards, appeals, and
predictable procedures) and review performance on a regular cadence.

o Continued pursuit of long-term resolution: advance any unresolved matters
through appropriate bilateral and international processes that can deliver clarity
and stability over time.

e Corridor governance and investment readiness: treat governance as project
scope (border performance standards, interoperable processes, and serviced-land
readiness) so that private investment can scale once connectivity improves.
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8.0 Conclusion and Recommendations

8.1 Conclusion

This paper responds to a specific trigger—Suriname’s introduction of river
fees/cost-recovery charges on the Corentyne—and the risk of allowing a solvable
operational issue to derail a generational integration project. The recommended approach
is two-track: stabilize daily operations through a without prejudice operational
governance package and a joint border operating system, while continuing to pursue
durable clarity on any unresolved matters through appropriate bilateral and international
mechanisms.

A core consistency point is often missed: Guyana already accepts cost recovery in
practice by subsidizing maintenance of its own navigable internal waterways; the relevant
test is therefore transparency, non-discrimination, and verifiable linkage to navigability and
service standards—not opposition “in principle.” Two strategic clarifications are essential.

First, Guyana’s leverage in the current operational configuration is limited:
Suriname holds a relative operational and geographic advantage under current conditions
in the river system and can still execute its Northern Arc pathway without a bridge, while
Guyana absorbs the larger opportunity cost from delay and uncertainty.

Second, the Suriname file is an unresolved colonial legacy—Iland/river ambiguities
not fully settled post-independence—which now requires structured resolution in the
appropriate forum(s), separate from day-to-day corridor operations. This is unlike
Venezuela, where the border dispute was resolved prior to Guyana’s independence. The
strategic anchor is continuity: the Corentyne Bridge and Lethem Brazil corridor sit inside
Guyana’s long-horizon development arc (1957 vision, 1996 NDS, Northern Arc logic). The
economic finding is decisive: execution determines the sign of the outcome; under SQ
Ferry the corridor remains value-destructive, and prolonged high-friction conditions can
impose large opportunity costs through underutilization and foregone market access.
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8.2 Recommendations
A. Strategic Decisions Required

e Adopt a formal position separating operational governance from sovereignty
claims

e Determine acceptance parameters for cost-recovery mechanisms without legal
concession

o Authorize engagement with Suriname on provisional or functional arrangements

e Define threshold for escalation to international adjudication

o Position the Corentyne corridor as a strategic economic asset requiring
governance, not reaction

B. Red Lines

e No acceptance of any arrangement that explicitty or implicitly concedes
sovereignty

¢ No disruption to commercial access or trade flows along the corridor

o No unilateral escalation that increases political risk without strategic gain

C. Immediate Actions (0-90 days)

o Develop and issue a formal policy position distinguishing fees from sovereignty
o Initiate technical-level engagement on river management and cost structures

e Conduct legal review and prepare documentation for potential arbitration

e Engage private sector stakeholders to align on operational continuity

o Establish an inter-agency coordination mechanism for river governance

D. Medium-Term Actions (3—12 months)

e Negotiate provisional arrangements consistent with UNCLOS obligations

o Develop cost-sharing or fee frameworks tied to maintenance and navigability
e Advance diplomatic engagement to support long-term resolution

e Prepare a formal submission pathway for international adjudication

SphereX Strategic Intelligence | Position Paper | Guyana-Suriname Unresolved 3
Border Issues | Proposed Resolution Framework and Joint Development



9.0 Methodology, Assumptions & Limitations

Analytical Approach. This paper applies a hybrid policy-analysis methodology integrating (i)
legal and institutional synthesis (to separate sovereignty issues from operational governance),
(i) strategic policy design (the two-track framework), and (iii) corridor economics (reliability,
utilization, and scale effects).

Economic & Scenario Analysis. An illustrative, scenario-based corridor model is used to
compare directional outcomes across execution pathways (e.g., governed bridge vs. weak
execution vs. high-friction status quo). Outputs are indicative—intended to support scenario
ranking, identify execution sensitivities, and discipline implementation priorities—not to serve
as forecasts or an investment appraisal.

Data Sources and Assumption Handling. The analysis draws primarily on publicly available
information, sector benchmarks, and applied institutional judgment. Where empirical
microdata is limited, assumptions are stated explicitly and treated as scenario parameters to
support transparent comparison across pathways.

Risk and Implementation Lens. The paper applies an implementation-first lens to evaluate
escalation dynamics, operational frictions, and institutional execution risk. This framing is used
to test failure modes (e.g., weak border performance, credibility loss, coordination breakdown)
and to emphasize mitigation through rules, KPIs, and disciplined sequencing.

Model assumptions (illustrative)

Cargol/trade growth and trade response to reduced generalized transport costs (elasticity)
Time and reliability gains driven by border operating performance (capture factors)
Logistics savings per ton; perishables share; spoilage reduction with cold-chain viability
Offshore energy-services spend by category; efficiency gains from shared logistics
Public/private capex/opex timing, utilization, cost-sharing, and discounting parameters

Assumptions and limitations (how to interpret)
e  Strategic policy analysis—not a legal opinion, engineering feasibility study, ESIA, or investment-
grade appraisal
e  Scenario tool: does not use customs microdata, AlS/port-call datasets, or econometric multipliers
e  GDP/fiscall/jobs outputs are directional proxies for comparison—not forecasts
Sensitivity is highest to market-confidence assumptions and realized governance/execution quality

Priority data needs (for a full appraisal)

Ferry and border processing time distributions; enforcement/incident logs; appeals outcomes
Baseline corridor cargo flows and commodity mix; shipper logistics costs (incl. inventory carrying)
Port throughput/capacity constraints; offshore-support spend breakdown; serviced-land/utility costs

Independent engineering estimates and benchmarks on how governance quality affects
financing/delivery terms

Al governance and validation

e  Prepared with Al-assisted tools under SphereX’s Al Governance Policy and validated by the author

e Al support limited to language refinement/structuring; modelling logic and conclusions reflect
independent professional judgment
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Disclaimers

Professional Advisory Disclaimer

This publication is intended for general informational and informational insight only. It is not
investment advice and should not be relied upon as the sole basis for investment or financing
decisions. SphereX provides professional investment advisory, corporate finance, and financial
analysis services. Readers requiring advice tailored to their circumstances are encouraged to
contact SphereX for advisory engagement.

Errors, Omissions & Corrections

This publication has been prepared by SphereX Professional Services Inc. and reflects analysis
based on data and information obtained from sources believed to be reliable, together with
reasonable estimates, assumptions, and professional judgment. While every effort is made to
ensure accuracy and integrity, the author(s) assume responsibility for any errors or omissions.

Where any error is identified after publication, SphereX Professional Services Inc. will implement
the necessary corrections and, where appropriate, issue an updated and revised version of the
publication in subsequent editions, subject to the materiality of the error(s).

Corrections that do not materially affect the findings, conclusions, or recommendations may be
implemented without specific notice to readers. Where corrections are deemed material, SphereX
Professional Services Inc. will issue a public correction notice and/or update release to ensure
transparency and reader awareness.
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