Time to check the table manner of Australians

----last chapter for Alita Resources (SGX: A40)

Alita's abundant lithium resources make it a tempting target in the eyes of unscrupulous characters. Since
the knowing of the lithium mine, it has faced lawsuits constantly. Along the way, it has experienced
Jonathan Lim, Tjandra Adi Pramoko, and years of litigation between Austroid and Canaccord. After
repeated twists and turns, it was originally thought that with the court ruling on September 27, 2023, in
Australia, everything would settle down and Australian and Singaporean investors could get reasonable
returns for a peaceful year.

Unexpectedly, a new announcement came out on October 2nd, a new company ACN 669 538 809 Pty
Ltd as the purchaser appeared, the previously frequently mentioned Mineral Resources retreated behind
the scenes and became the guarantor. At the same time, Deloitte was appointed to conduct valuation
and issue an Independent Expert Report. However, in the situation where many questions have not been
well clarified, it hurriedly set a timetable, requiring SGX to approve an exemption clause or delist Alita
before October 27.

Under the current circumstances, delisting Alita will obviously make communication between investors
and the company more difficult, which does not conform to SGX's position of protecting small and medium
investors and will also damage investors' confidence in SGX.

Section B of the SGX Catalist Rules has clear requirements that selling the company requires shareholder
approval. So once the requirement is exempted, investors will almost be removed from the game, with
no chance to speak for their own interests in the contest concerning themselves.

In the fifth section of the announcement, a lot of space is used to explain the rationality of applying for
the exemption clause. We understand the eager mood of the liquidator who sees profit coming. But as
investors, we also have the right to demand more transparency and more in-depth explanations to resolve
our doubts. Although it is difficult for Alita to hold a shareholder meeting under the current circumstances,
it cannot be used as an excuse to close other possible communication channels.

As an investor, | have the following questions. | hope SGX can help us clarify them when responding to
the Australian liquidator's application for an exemption clause:

[1]

The first line of Section 2.2 of the announcement claims that the information about the purchaser and
Mineral Resources in this section is provided by them, and the liquidator has not independently verified
the accuracy and correctness of the relevant information.



We want to know whether the liquidator thinks the accuracy of the relevant information provided by the
purchaser and Mineral Resources is unimportant at all?

If so, please explain why it is unimportant.

If not, please explain the difficulties in independent verification, and request the disclosing parties to
provide more information for investors, media, and public to participate in verification together.

We note that the information provided by the purchaser and Mineral Resources is very limited. More
needs to be supplemented in two aspects. The first aspect is more information about the purchaser ACN
669 538 809 Pty Ltd, such as its establishment time, registered capital, list of directors/executives. This
information will help verify their subsequent claims. The purchaser's name is so stylish and digital. In
case it is just a short-lived existence purely for the parent company to do unspeakable things, then its
directors/executives’ information is even more important and needs to be disclosed for future
accountability.

The second aspect is that the relevant information provided by the purchaser and Mineral Resources
only clears that they do not hold Alita's shares and are not related to Alita's directors/major shareholders,
nor have they had any private transactions or arrangements with Alita's directors/major shareholders and
the liquidator. Regardless of the validity of this clearance, in the absence of independent verification,
whether there are moral hazards, just from the perspective of conflict of interest, shouldn't the relationship
with several other parties also be clarified — the independent valuation firm Deloitte, the creditor
Austroid, the lithium ore buyer Hong Kong company YiHe, and the liquidator's company McGrathNicol?

Why does the relationship with creditor Austroid also need clarification? Because theoretically, a debt
loophole can exist here. For example, now inflate the debt, transfer the interests of shareholders to the
debtor Austroid, and then after the liquidation is over, transfer these interests back to the purchaser and
Mineral Resources through litigation or other arrangements. Of course, | don't mean to accuse the
purchaser and Mineral Resources of conspiring with creditor Austroid for such a debt loophole. But the
liquidator needs to explain what mechanism can prevent such vicious events from happening. In addition,
the current debt amount is still undisclosed. Why?

[2]

Announcement Section 5 (a to g) lists a total of seven reasons asking SGX to exempt the responsibility
to comply with Section B of the Catalist Rules.

Part of reason a says that under Australian law, liquidators can sell Alita's movable and immovable
property without the consent of any third party (including shareholders) after obtaining creditors' approval.



“The Liquidators do not require any other consent of any third party (including Shareholders) to perform
their duties.”

Here the liquidator needs to clarify whether the so-called third party also includes SGX.

If so, it means that they can act solely based on Australian law without SGX's consent. Then it conflicts
with section 3.3, which clearly states that the sale of Alita is subject to one of two prerequisites, namely
SGX's consent to the exemption clause or Alita's delisting.

If not included, that is, as a company listed in Singapore, Alita also needs to be subject to Singapore's
securities laws and regulations. Then how can you use Australian law as a reason to ask Singapore to
approve the exemption clause? Singapore is a small country, but it certainly has independent sovereignty.
Australian law has no reason to override Singapore. If the liquidator believes that Australian law can
override Singapore, then go ahead. Why bother applying to SGX for an exemption clause to let them take
the blame?

The liquidator needs to provide more compelling reasons to apply for the exemption.

Part of reason b claims that the transaction with the purchaser and Mineral Resources does not harm the
interests of shareholders.

“The Disposal offers the most beneficial proposal available for Shareholders in the circumstances. Other
indicative approaches received by the Deed Administrators had not been considered as they offered
much less favourable terms, were not practicable in terms of implementation and/or lacked execution
certainty.”

The liquidator believes that the current transaction arrangement is the optimal arrangement, and other
companies' proposals were not accepted by the liquidator for three reasons:

e The terms were significantly unfavourable
e The terms lack operational feasibility
e Lack of execution certainty

First of all, we highly appreciate that the liquidator has used these three aspects as selection criteria,
reflecting their professionalism.



As investors, we hope the liquidator can disclose more information: in addition to Mineral Resources
mentioned in the announcement, which companies have made proposals and which of the above reasons
caused them to lose out?

To illustrate, under what circumstances would a proposal be considered infeasible?

Alita has not conducted exploration activities for more than five years. If the proposing party proposes to
engage a third party to further explore the minerals and ascertain more reserves before valuation and
liquidation, would it be considered infeasible and rejected? For an early-stage mine, is their proposal
asking too much?

Speaking of lack of execution certainty, this is what we are most concerned about. Which companies
were ruled out for violating this clause, while ACN 669 538 809 Pty Ltd and Mineral Resources' proposals
were accepted? However, we can see in Section 3.3 that the transaction is also subject to a prerequisite.
Does this prerequisite also imply that they face the same certainty of execution issues?

Reasons d/e claim that failure to promptly approve the exemption clause may miss the opportunity to
transact with Mineral Resources, and delay will impair Alita's net assets. In fact, this statement has some
uncertainty. The value of lithium resources is affected by many factors, including supply and demand
balance, technological progress, etc. If shareholders' interests cannot be reasonably protected under
current circumstances, why should they cooperate to accelerate processing just for the sake of Mineral
Resources and their subsidiary ACN 669 538 809 Pty Ltd whose name contains a string of numbers?

Part f of the reason claims that under the current situation of Alita, it is difficult and expensive to convene
a shareholders' meeting, and approving the exemption clause saves the most money.

We recognize the liquidator's consideration of expenses. What we want to know is whether there are
more economical and convenient channels than shareholders' meetings, such as the Internet, to allow
direct communication between the liquidator and shareholders to raise doubts and explain questions.

Part g of the reason says that the principle of creditors being compensated before shareholders in
liquidation can be realized.

We strongly agree that debt precedes equity, but we cannot accept the possibility of a debt loophole as
mentioned earlier. In theory, this is where a debt loophole can exist. For example, now inflating the debt
transfers the interests of shareholders to the debtor Austroid, and then after the liquidation is over,
transfer these interests back to the purchaser and Mineral Resources through litigation or other
arrangements.



Rushing to require SGX to approve the exemption clause, this hasty approach of counting chicks before
they hatch is suspecting.

[3]

In section 3.2 d, the valuation mechanism contains a payment amount calculated based on whether the
existing sales agreement remains in effect.

“‘a mechanism for calculating a further amount payable depending upon whether the existing offtake
agreement remains in place”.

My understanding is that the so-called existing offtake agreement refers to the Chinese company, that is,
the sales agreement between Austroid and its affiliated Hong Kong company YiHe, which was criticized
by Australian Justice Jenni Hill in court on March 28 this year. Under this agreement, Alita continued to
supply lithium ore to YiHe at one-third of the market price as lithium resource prices soared tenfold,
leaving Alita with wafer thin profit (the judge's original words).

Therefore, Justice Hill ordered that in the face of soaring lithium prices and the company's valuation from
zero to A$1.5 billion, shareholders have the right to safeguard their own interests.

My understanding is that since according to the court developments on September 27, the DOCA was
abolished and Alita has been freed from the control of creditor Austriod, the sales agreement between
Austroid and YiHe is no longer valid. If there is any dispute, it is between the two Chinese companies
Austroid and YiHe.

Continuing to execute the agreement can only mean continuing to dump at low prices, continuing to
illegally transfer benefits to Hong Kong's YiHe, and continuing to evade Australian mining taxes.

Of course, these illegal transfers of benefits to YiHe and evaded taxes can be recovered through litigation
or other arrangements after Mineral Resources completes the acquisition of Alita. But by then it would
only be credited to Mineral Resources and the Australian Treasury, and irrelevant to Alita's existing
shareholders.

So what mechanism is there to compensate Alita's existing shareholders?

They are victims of dirty deeds, but those who benefit in the end may only be Mineral Resources.



[4]

Section 3.2 e of the valuation mechanism also contains taxes related to the Alita transaction payable by
Alita.

“provision for further adjustments depending on the tax liabilities of Alita in connection with the transaction”

My understanding is that the transaction here refers only to the sale of assets to the proposing party
during this liquidation process. If so, paying taxes according to law is reasonable.

However, one point needs to be stated. The taxes involved in transactions between the time Alita was
taken over by the creditor Chinese company Austoid in 2019 and the lifting of the takeover on September
27 this year should be handled by the creditor because they were under the distorted contract operated
by the creditor. If Alita has to pay additional mining taxes derived from the distorted contract, it will further
transfer shareholders' interests to YiHe or Austroid and may or may not eventually fall into Mineral
Resources' hands, because according to section 1 (c), the right to recover will also be transferred to the
acquiring party in Alita's liquidation transaction.

Once such transfer of interests occurs, shareholders would be double victims.

[5]

The first sentence of Section 6 states that the liquidator is currently unable to provide relevant calculations
in tabular form according to Rule 1006 of the Catalist Rules of SGX.

“The Liquidators are currently not in a position to set out the relative figures for the Disposal computed
based on Rule 1006 of the Catalist Rules.”

The liquidator explained that Alita's audited financial reports (December 2018) and independent expert
reports (August 2019, August 2021) were too long ago and may not reflect the current value of Alita.

This statement makes sense. From the chart below,

In December 2018, August 2019, August 2021, the price of lithium carbonate per ton was about 70,700
RMB, 31,800 RMB, 88,000 RMB respectively. After that, it entered a soaring stage. From September
2019 to now, the price per ton ranges from 166,000 to 600,000.



The increase is huge. It can also be seen that Austroid and YiHe did transfer a lot of dirty interests
(congratulations to Mineral Resources' legal team, there will be a lot more business later).
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The recent decline in lithium carbonate prices and the Midas Mineral share price plunging from 0.43 in
August to below 0.15 show that large institutions are playing tricks, after all they have the power to
overturn clouds and rain, for example, Mineral Resources' Chinese partner Ganfeng Lithium has huge
market pricing power.

Note: According to section 2.1 of the announcement, Alita owns 11.33% of Midas Mineral. Therefore,
specifically suppressing Midas Mineral during Alita's valuation is also a plot.
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We cannot grasp the overturning of clouds and rain in the market. As shareholders of Alita, we also have
doubts about the valuation background provided by the liquidator. Why does the announcement
repeatedly mention that under Parents DOCA, investors will receive zero consideration, when Parents
DOCA has already been abolished?

Why in Section 6 choose to give the outdated 2018 figures instead of mentioning more recent data such
as the A$1.5 billion valuation obtained by the court in March 2023?

When the valuation data is still in the black box, when Rule 1006 of the Catalist Rules has not yet been
complied with, why urge SGX to urgently approve the exemption clause? Can't you wait until the valuation
data comes out and SGX-related agencies evaluate whether it is fair and reasonable before deciding
whether to exempt it?

Alita has a large amount of proven and yet-to-be-proven lithium reserves and thus a big cake. Many
parties want to profit exclusively from it. Austroid/YiHe, the unscrupulous Chinese companies, have
already put on a show.

Next, we have to see the table manners of Australian companies, Australian liquidators, and various other
related parties.



Alita not only involves the interests of tens of thousands of Australian and Singaporean investors but has
also received extensive attention from international media and public opinion. Its final compensation, how
it is handled, relates to Australia's honour, relates to investors' confidence in Australia's judicial
environment, relates to investors' confidence in Australian stock exchanges and Australian companies,
and of course also the confidence in judicial liquidators.

Pay attention to your table manners, public opinion is watching you.

The three liquidators: Robert Michael Kirman, Robert Conry Brauer and Matthew Wayne Caddy

Your names are likely to be preserved in documents for a long time, cherish them.

Final Summary:

Our demands:

1.

Disclose more information about the purchaser ACN 669 538 809 Pty Ltd, including its date of
incorporation, registered capital, directors/senior management.

According to SGX Catalist Rule 1006, the valuation data should be released and evaluated by
relevant SGX institutions for fairness before deciding whether to approve the waiver clause.

The proposer should clarify its relationship with several other parties - independent valuator
Deloitte, creditor Austroid, lithium purchaser YiHe from Hong Kong, liquidator from McGrathNicol.

Disclose the current debt amount and composition of Alita and explain mechanisms to prevent
debt entrapment.

What capacity expansions and costs were undertaken by Alita during the time it was seized by
creditor Austroid? How many shipments and tonnage of lithium were exported and at what
unit/total prices?

The liquidator should explain whether a third party was introduced for further exploration before
liquidation, and what difficulties this poses.

Disclose which other companies aside from Mineral Resources and its subsidiaries made
proposals, and why each was rejected for lack of feasibility or certainty. Specifically explain why
their proposals were considered infeasible or lacking in implementation certainty.

The proposal from ACN 669 538 809 Pty Ltd and Mineral Resources was accepted, but section
3.3 also sets precedent conditions. Do these conditions also imply they face issues with
implementation certainty?



8. Propose channels besides the shareholder meeting for the liquidator to directly communicate
with shareholders to address concerns.

9. After the DOCA was terminated, Alita was released from creditor Austroid. Is the offtake
agreement between Austroid and YiHe still in effect?

10. Please elaborate on the selection process for the independent third-party valuator. Since Deloitte
has already produced reports in previous legal proceedings, please explain in detail why it was
selected again this time.



