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Inherent Limitations

This presentation has been prepared at the request of the Minerals Council of Australia. The services provided in connection with the engagement comprise an advisory engagement which is not subject to Australian Auditing

Standards or Australian Standards on Review or Assurance Engagements, and consequently no opinions or conclusions intended to convey assurance have been expressed.

No warranty of completeness, accuracy or reliability is given in relation to the statements and representatives made by, and the information and documentation provided by Minerals Council of Australia as part of the process.
KPMG have indicated within this presentation the sources of the information provided. We have not sought to independently verify those sources unless otherwise noted within the presentation.

KPMG is under no obligation in any circumstances to update this presentation, in either oral or written form, for events occurring after the presentation has been presented at the Minerals Week.

This presentation only takes into account information available to KPMG up to the date of this presentation and so its findings may be affected by new information. Should you require clarification of any material, please

contact us.

The findings in this presentation have been formed on the above basis.

Third Party Reliance

This presentation has been prepared at the request of the Mineral Council of Australia.

We bring your attention to Part 9 of our engagement letter that confirms our presentation may not be distributed, or replied upon by any party other than the Minerals Council of Australia, without our prior written consent.

Further, clause 6.1 of the KPMG Terms and Conditions of Business, which were accepted by the Minerals Council of Australia as part of its acceptance of the engagement letter, state any advice provided for the Minerals
Council of Australia’s benefit may not be disclosed in any way, including any publication on any electronic media, to any other party without KPMG’s prior written consent.

Other than our responsibility to the Minerals Council of Australia, neither KPMG nor any member or employee of KPMG undertakes responsibility arising in any way from reliance placed by a third party on this
presentation. Any reliance placed is that party’s sole responsibility.

Statistical Variation

The findings in the presentation are subject to unavoidable statistical variation. While all care has been taken to ensure that the statistical variation is kept to a minimum, care should be taken whenever using this information.




Scope Of our engagement

Details of the modelling exercise

Model outputs

Comparative project ETR calculations




Seope of-our engagement

KPMG has worked with the MCA to develop whole-of-life financial models for Australian mines

across six commodities

Iron ore Coal
Copper Nickel

‘ Bauxite Gold
The key features of the mine models are:

- The models are for greenfield mines, with project development assumed to commence on 1 July 2012
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- External forecasts for capital and operating costs and revenues, including commodity pricing, exchange rates etc, have been

incorporated




Model outputs — Net Present Value

Bulk Commodities
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Model outputs — effective tax rate

Effective Tax Rate Iron Ore Coal Nickel Copper Bauxite
Status quo 43.6% 41.1% 34.3% 34.4% 50.1% 34.6%
RSPT Today 54.7% 55.0% 55.1% 55.0% 54.0% 54.1%




Iron Ore

Calculation

Tax base

Canada (Quebec) profits-based 14.0% Net income 29.9% 40.2%
Brazil ad valorem 2.0% Sales 34.0% 37.8%
China unit-based $4.20 Per tonne, 25 CNY ~ A$4.20 25.0% 31.1%

Calculation

Indonesia ad valorem 13.5% f.0.b value or sales revenue 28.0% 47.4%
India Per unit & ad valorem $9.40 180 Rs/tone +5% price ~ A$9.40 / tonne 34.0% 47.0%
South Africa ad valorem 7.0% unrefined, sales (5% refined) 34.6% 43.7%
Canada (Saskatchewan) ad valorem 15.0% Mine mouth value 28.0% 38.8%
Canada (Alberta) profits-based 13.0% Two tier; 1% on op. income, 12% on cuml net profit 28.0% 37.4%
Canada (Ontario) profits-based 10.0% Profit > C$500,000 27.0% 34.3%
China unit-based $0.60 Per tonne, 2.4 CNY ~ A$0.60 25.0% 25.9%




Brazil

Calculation

ad valorem

2.0%

Tax base

Sales

34.0%

36.9%

Canada (Ontario)

profits-based

10.0%

Profit > C$500,000

27.0%

34.3%

Calculation

USA (Arizona) ad valorem 2.0% Market price (2% minimum) 42.0% 44.8%
Canada (Quebec) profits-based 14.0% Net income 29.9% 39.7%
USA (Nevada) profits-based 5.0% Net proceeds 35.0% 38.3%
Canada (B.C.) profits-based 13.0% Two tier, 2% on op. income, 13% on cuml net profit 28.5% 37.8%
Chile ad valorem 5.0% Sales 17.0% 27.0%




Cor “E'arative project ETR calculations — bauxite and gold

Bauxite

Brazil

Calculation

ad valorem

2.0%

Sales

34.0%

38.7%

Gold

Calculation

Tax base

South Africa ad valorem 7.0% Unrefined, sales (5% refined) 34.6% 45.4%
Argentina ad valorem 3.0% Sales 35.0% 39.6%
Brazil ad valorem 1.0% Sales 34.0% 35.6%




Mode! Timitations

There are limitations with the models and therefore potentially the modelled outcomes. We have relied on independent data
sources for information, including forecast commodity prices, the comparative value of the Australian dollar and operating

expenditure information. Differences between actual data and forecast data would impact the accuracy of the models

The models are at a project level with start dates in the short to medium term. Financial modelling approaches at the project
level may vary between companies and, importantly, may vary significantly from approaches adopted for broader macroeconomic

modelling

There are also limitations arising because the RSPT rules are still under development. For example, we have assumed that the
taxing point for the RSPT will be at the “mine gate”. This means that the RSPT calculations include both revenues and expenses
(including the depreciation of capital assets) relating to activities carried on at the mine site. As the taxing point has not been
defined in the RSPT Guide and is an issue that is subject to consultation, it is possible that the taxing point could be earlier (i.e.

at the mine mouth) or later (post secondary processing)




Limitations of comparative project ETR calculations

The following limitations should be noted when reviewing the indicative Project ETRs:

We have completed the Project ETR calculations using data and outputs from the fifth year of production in the mine models and have assumed that taxes are paid in the same year as the project

profits on which the taxes are paid arise. We have used tax rates applicable in 2010 in all cases other than Australia, where we have applied the 2015 rate of 28%
We have assumed that the “taxing point” is consistent in each jurisdiction for profits based taxes

Property and lease charges and taxes and sales taxes payable on the acquisition of mining equipment are excluded from the Project ETR calculations

Mining royalties and financing costs are deductible from company income tax in all jurisdictions. Only the iron ore calculations have financing costs

We have completed Project ETR calculations for Canada by Province and the Unites States by State in accordance with the MCA’s instructions

The Canadian tax rates disclosed in the tables are a combination of the Federal company tax rate (which is 18% in 2010, reducing to 16.5% in 2011 and 15% in 2012). British Columbia’s
Provincial tax rate is 10.5%. Ontario’s Provincial tax rate is 9%, which is the headline rate of 12% less a Resource Allowance Reduction of 3% (in 2013, Ontario’s tax rate will be 7.5%, the 10%
headline rate less a Resource Allowance Reduction of 2.5%). Saskatchewan’s Provincial tax rate is 10%, which is the headline rate of 12% less a rebate of 2%. We have assumed processing

allowances are not available

The United States tax rates disclosed in the tables are a combination of the Federal company tax rate of 35% plus a State tax rate of 6.98%. Arizona’s mining royalties are based on an assessment
of the profitability of the project, but with a minimum rate of 2%. We have assumed a 4% royalty payment. Nevada’s corporate tax rate of 35% is equal to the Federal tax rate of 35% as Nevada

does not impose a State income tax. Nevada applies a maximum 5% royalty

The effective tax rate calculations in this presentation are indicative only, as they do not identify all potential tax concessions or benefits available to the project throughout the life of the projects,
such as tax holidays, processing allowances and R&D concessions, and do not include property and lease charges and taxes, sales taxes or differences in payroll and employee taxes between those

included in operating expenses in the mine model

Gearing levels can impact the effective tax rate
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