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Important Notices 
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This document is produced for information only and not in connection with any specific or proposed offer (the “Offer”) of securities in Sirius Minerals Plc 

(the “Company”). No part of these results constitutes, or shall be taken to constitute, an invitation or inducement to invest in the Company or any other 

entity, and must not be relied upon in any way in connection with any investment decision.  

 

An investment in the Company or any of its subsidiaries (together, the “Group”) involves significant risks, and several risk factors, including, among 

others, the principal risks and uncertainties as set out on pages 33 to 38 of the Company’s 2015 Annual Report and other risks or uncertainties 

associated with the Group’s business, segments, developments, regulatory approvals, resources, management, financing and, more generally, general 

economic and business conditions, changes in commodity prices, changes in laws and regulations, taxes, fluctuations in currency exchange rates and 

other factors, could have a material negative impact on the Company or its subsidiaries' future performance, results and financial standing. This 

document should not be considered as the giving of investment advice by any member of the Group or any of their respective shareholders, directors, 

officers, agents, employees or advisers.  

 

The information and opinions contained in this document are provided as at the date of this document and are subject to amendment without notice. In 

furnishing this document, no member of the Group undertakes or agrees to any obligation to provide the recipient with access to any additional 

information or to update this document or to correct any inaccuracies in, or omissions from, this document which may become apparent.  

 

This document contains certain forward-looking statements relating to the business, financial performance and results of the Group and/or the industry 

in which it operates. Forward-looking statements concern future circumstances and results and other statements that are not historical facts, 

sometimes identified by the words “believes”, “expects”, “predicts”, “intends”, “projects”, “plans”, “estimates”, “aims”, “foresees”, “anticipates”, “targets”, 

and similar expressions. The forward-looking statements contained in this document, including assumptions, opinions and views of the Group or cited 

from third party sources are solely opinions and forecasts which are uncertain and subject to risks, including that the predictions, forecasts, projections 

and other forward-looking statements will not be achieved. Any recipient of this document should be aware that a number of important factors could 

cause actual results to differ materially from the plans, objectives, expectations, estimates and intentions expressed in such forward-looking 

statements. Such forward looking-statements speak only as of the date on which they are made.  

 

No member of the Group or any of their respective affiliates or any such person’s officers, directors or employees guarantees that the assumptions 

underlying such forward-looking statements are free from errors nor does any of the foregoing accept any responsibility for the future accuracy of the 

opinions expressed in this presentation or the actual occurrence of the forecasted developments or undertakes any obligation to review, update or 

confirm any of them, or to release publicly any revisions to reflect events that occur due to any change in the Group’s estimates or to reflect 

circumstances that arise after the date of this document, except to the extent legally required. 

 

Any statements (including targets, projections or expectations of financial performance) regarding the financial position of the Company, any of its 

subsidiaries or the Group or their results are not and do not constitute a profit forecast for any period, nor should any statements be interpreted to give 

any indication of the future results or financial position of the Company, any of its subsidiaries or the Group. 
 

BASIS CPD Points – see full slide decks for reference number 
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Agronomy update summary 

Sugarcane Results 

• Field trial 

• Nutrient response studies 

 

Soybean Results 

• Glasshouse and               

field studies 

• Economic assessment 

Tomato Bacterial Spot Results 

• Glasshouse trial 

• Product and rate response 

assessment 
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Brazil commands globally significant production of key crops 

Crop production by state  

 

Main crops for Brazil states 

Sources: FAO 2013, Brazil Ministry of Agriculture 2005, National Institute for Space Research 2015, Brazilian Institute of Geography and Statistics 2006 

  

Brazil is a globally significant agricultural producer 

 Crops in Brazil were worth US$128 billion in 

2013, the 4th most valuable crop producer 

globally   

 768Mt of sugarcane, 82Mt of soybean and 

4Mt of tomatoes were produced in Brazil in 

2013 

 23 out of the 26 states grow soybeans, 

sugarcane or tomatoes  

 The main challenge for Brazil is increasing 

yields in a sustainable manner 

 Additional challenges are crop disease, 

improving soil nutrient status and input cost 

control 

 Polyhalite is a registered fertilizer in Brazil in 

accordance with MAPA regulations Annex II 

Key findings 

One crop 

Two crops 

Three crops 

Non arable 

Growth of soybean, 

sugarcane or tomatoes 
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Brazil is a world leader for sugarcane production 

Brazilian sugarcane 

Introduction to Brazilian sugarcane and soil  

Sources:1) FAO 2013; 2) EU2015  

Brazil needs to use fertilizers and soil amendments to  

remain world leader of sugarcane production  

 1.9 billion tonnes of sugarcane are 

produced globally, with 40% coming from 

Brazil, the world’s largest producer1 

 10.2 million ha in Brazil are used to produce 

sugarcane1 

Brazilian soils 

 Soils are often weathered and low in  

nutrient capacity (Ferralsols), calcium and 

sulphur content 

 Fertilizer, lime and gypsum are commonly 

applied on Brazilian soils  

 An estimated 970Mt soil erosion losses cost 

Brazil US$5.8 billion annually2 
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Sugarcane presentation summary 
POLY4 improves sugarcane yield and soil nutrient status 

POLY4 is a multi-nutrient fertilizer delivering agronomic and soil benefits  

Sugarcane key conclusions 

 
 Brazilian soil is often weathered and low in nutrients requiring inputs of lime, 

gypsum and fertilizers  

 POLY4 is similar to gypsum as it contains calcium and sulphur but also adds 

potassium and magnesium, supporting balanced fertilization  

 A POLY4 fertilizer plan delivers an increased revenue from 100 kg/ha less 

total nutrients than the standard gypsum fertilizer plan 

 Trials using less POLY4 by weight compared to gypsum, resulted in 9% more 

cane yield and a 10% sugar yield improvement translating into increased 

revenue 

 Nutrient uptake for calcium and sulphur were improved by 5% and 28% 

respectively when substituting the POLY4 calcium for the calcium supplied 

from gypsum 

 Post cropping it was found that POLY4 improved soil nutrient status of 

potassium, magnesium, calcium and sulphur by 37%, 54%, 23% and 24% 

respectively 
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Brazil is a globally significant producer of soybeans 

Soybean production in Brazil states1 

 

Soybean production in Brazil 

Notes: 1) CONAB/USDA composite map; 2) Forecast by OCED/FAO 2015; 3) Census conducted by Brazilian Institute of Geography and Statistics in 2006  

Sources: FAO 2013, OCED/FAO 2015; Brazilian Institute of Geography and Statistics, 2006  

The Brazilian soybean industry requires fertilizer to meet growing demand   

 Soybean production is worth US$38 billion to 

the Brazilian economy  

 Brazil is the world’s 2nd largest producer of 

soybeans after the US – accounting for 82Mt 

of soybean in 2013  

 15 out of the 26 states grow soybeans 

covering 27.9 million ha 

 Achieving soybean expansion will require the 

use of fertilizer 

 Only 30% of farmers are using fertilizer2,3 

 POLY4 fertilizer has been shown to be 

effective for soybeans 

Key findings 

Soybean 

production state 

Non soybean 

production state 
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Soybean presentation summary 
POLY4 works in blends delivering improved performance 

Blends containing POLY4 deliver balanced, efficient  

nutrient plans important for soybean crops 

Soybean key conclusions 

 
 SSP in blends was substituted with POLY4 plus TSP, and the K nutrient 

content then balanced  

 In glasshouse trials, POLY4 blends were shown to improve above ground 

biomass due to POLY4’s magnesium and micro-nutrients 

 Glasshouse trials using POLY4 show increased sulphur uptake (127% in 

sand, 12% in soil) that is supportive of nitrogen fixation, leading to improved 

nitrogen uptake (68% in sand, 29% in soil) 

 In field trials using POLY4, pre-planting with a 2:28:6 starter blend, there was 

improved soil nutrient status of potassium, calcium, magnesium and sulphur 

post cropping 

 Using POLY4 pre-planting and in a blend offers flexibility to lower the 

required K2O application whilst maintaining yields and delivering a saving of 

US$27/ha 

 In 0:14:14 blends, POLY4 enhances the nutrient content by adding 

magnesium, which is essential to soybean production 

 Using POLY4 0:14:14 blends offers equivalent crop results to an MOP 

0:14:14 whilst providing a saving of US$31/t 
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Distribution of tomato bacterial spot 

Bacterial spot is a global problem affecting yields 

POLY4 could address bacterial spot across the Americas  

Sources: 1) Obradovic et al. 2008; 2) 2006 Census Data Brazilian Institute of Geography and Statistics 2006; 3) FAO 2013; 4) University of Illinois,1988  

  

Top 10 global producer 

with bacterial spot 

Other global producers with 

bacterial spot present 

 Global tomato market is worth 

US$96.3 billion3 

 The Americas produce 15% of 

the world’s tomato crop3  

 4.2Mt were produced in Brazil 

(2013) on 62,700 ha with 

current value of US$5.8 billion 

 Bacterial spot presents a 

challenge for six of the top ten 

producers in the world1 

 Crop losses from bacterial spot 

can be as high as 50%4 leading 

to loss of yields and growers’ 

margins 
 

 

Tomato production 

state 

Non tomato 

production state 

Key findings 
Tomato production in 

Brazilian states2 

Bacterial spot distribution  

in the Americas1  
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 Tomato bacterial spot, caused by Xanthomonas species, leads to plant 

damage and yield losses 

 Conventional management requires constant spraying of pesticides at 

an estimated $217/ha investment1  

 Previous trials2 have shown POLY4 to lower bacterial spot infection 

rate 

 Further trials confirm POLY4 to be the best potassium fertilizer for 

lowering bacterial spot 

 Rates above 150 kg K2O/ha of POLY4 gives practical protection from 

infection 

 Leaf infection rate, leaf volume, leaf fresh weight, plant height, plant 

and root biomass all benefit from POLY4 crop nutrition 

 The POLY4 option improves the environmental and pesticide residue 

profile of the crop 

 

 

 

 

Tomato bacterial spot presentation summary 
POLY4 maintains plant health and combats bacterial spot 

The multi-nutrient characteristics of POLY4 provide significant protection 

against bacterial spot in tomatoes 
Notes: 1) Vansickle and Weldon 2009; 2) Sirius Minerals July 2014 Webcast 

Main findings 
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Thank you 




