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INDEPENDENT AUDITOR’S REPORT TO THE MEMBERS OF DS SMITH LIMITED

Opinion
In our opinion:

 DS Smith Limited’s group financial statements and parent company financial statements (the
“financial statements”) give a true and fair view of the state of the group’s and of the parent
company’s affairs as at 30 April 2025 and of the group’s loss for the year then ended;

 the group financial statements have been properly prepared in accordance with UK-adopted
International Accounting Standards; 

 the parent company financial statements have been properly prepared in accordance with United
Kingdom Generally Accepted Accounting Practice; and

 the financial statements have been prepared in accordance with the requirements of the
Companies Act 2006.

We have audited the financial statements of DS Smith Limited (the ‘parent company’) and its
subsidiaries (the ‘group’) for the year ended 30 April 2025 which comprise:

Group Parent company

Consolidated statement of financial position as of 30
April 2025

Statement of financial position as at 30
April 2025

Consolidated income statement for the year then ended Statement of changes in equity for the
year then ended

Consolidated statement of comprehensive income for
the year then ended

Related notes 1 to 18 to the financial
statements including material accounting
policy information

Consolidated statement of changes in equity for the year
then ended

Consolidated statement of cash flows for the year then
ended

Related notes 1 to 31 to the financial statements,
including material accounting policy information.

The financial reporting framework that has been applied in the preparation of the group financial
statements is applicable law and UK-adopted International Accounting Standards. The financial
reporting framework that has been applied in the preparation of the parent company financial
statements is applicable law and United Kingdom Accounting Standards, including FRS 101 “Reduced
Disclosure Framework” (United Kingdom Generally Accepted Accounting Practice).

Basis for opinion
We conducted our audit in accordance with International Standards on Auditing (UK) (ISAs (UK)) and
applicable law. Our responsibilities under those standards are further described in the Auditor’s
responsibilities for the audit of the financial statements section of our report. We are independent of
the group and parent company in accordance with the ethical requirements that are relevant to our
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audit of the financial statements in the UK, including the FRC’s Ethical Standard as applied to listed 
entities, and we have fulfilled our other ethical responsibilities in accordance with these requirements.

We believe that the audit evidence we have obtained is sufficient and appropriate to provide a basis 
for our opinion.

Conclusions relating to going concern
In auditing the financial statements, we have concluded that the directors’ use of the going concern 
basis of accounting in the preparation of the financial statements is appropriate.

Our evaluation of the directors’ assessment of the group and parent company’s ability to continue to 
adopt the going concern basis of accounting included the following procedures:

 performed independent analysis of events and factors that we would expect to be considered 
by management, prior to inspecting its going concern analysis, to determine if there were any 
scenarios or factors not included;

 audited the key factors and assumptions adopted in the assessment of going concern and the
cash flow model, including considering whether management had exercised any bias in 
selecting their assumptions, by comparing against past performance and available market 
data;

 understood the operation of management’s model, checked the clerical accuracy of
management’s models;

 verified the terms of the facilities specifically around maturity, interest rates, and any
restrictions or covenants of the borrowings held by the group at the date of approving of the 
financial statements against the original contracts. In addition, we have obtained independent 
third-party confirmations for the borrowings held by the group;

 obtained evidence of the changes in the facility agreements resulting from the acquisition of 
the Company by International Paper Company noting that the previous covenants have been
replaced by covenants directly with International Paper Company;

 checked the consistency of the factors and assumptions adopted in the going concern
assessment with other areas of our audit, including the group’s asset impairment test and 
deferred tax assessment;

 challenged the appropriateness and adequacy of the going concern assessment period until 
31 December 2026, considering whether any events or conditions foreseeable after the period
indicated a longer review period would be appropriate;

 considered the downside scenario identified by management in their assessment on page 43,
assessing whether there are any other scenarios which should be considered, and assessing 
whether the quantum of the impact of the downside scenario in the going concern period was 
sufficiently severe whilst remaining plausible;

 performed additional independent sensitivity assessment on EBITDA to and assess impact in
the group’s liquidity within the going concern assessment period;

 assessed the ability of the group’s ultimate parent company, International Paper Company, to
provide necessary financial support to the group and company for the going concern period to 
31 December 2026, including performing an assessment of the events or conditions which 
could lead to the group’s ultimate parent company exhausting all liquidity or breaching the 
financial covenants during the going concern period.

 assessed the appropriateness of the group’s disclosure concerning the going concern basis of
preparation
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Based on the work we have performed, we have not identified any material uncertainties relating to
events or conditions that, individually or collectively, may cast significant doubt on the group and
parent company’s ability to continue as a going concern for a period to 31 December 2026.

Our responsibilities and the responsibilities of the directors with respect to going concern are
described in the relevant sections of this report. However, because not all future events or conditions
can be predicted, this statement is not a guarantee as to the group’s ability to continue as a going
concern.

Overview of our audit approach

Audit scope  We performed an audit of the complete financial information of 9 components and
audit procedures on specific balances for a further 11 components.

 The components where we performed full or specific audit procedures accounted for
90% of Profit before tax on an absolute basis, 83% of Revenue and 86% of Total
assets.

Key audit
matters

 Carrying value of the North America operating unit (‘NAPP’)

 Valuation of uncertain tax positions

Materiality  Overall group materiality of £21.4m which represents 5% of the three-year
average adjusted profit before tax.

An overview of the scope of the parent company and group audits

In the current year our audit scoping has been updated to reflect the new requirements of ISA (UK)
600 (Revised). We have followed a risk-based approach when developing our audit approach to obtain
sufficient appropriate audit evidence on which to base our audit opinion. We performed risk
assessment procedures, with input from our component auditors, to identify and assess risks of
material misstatement of the group financial statements and identified significant accounts and
disclosures. When identifying components at which audit work needed to be performed to respond to
the identified risks of material misstatement of the group financial statements, we considered our
understanding of the group and its business environment, the potential impact of climate change, the
applicable financial framework, the group’s system of internal control at the entity level, the existence
of centralised processes, applications and any relevant internal audit results.

We determined that centralised audit procedures would be performed on going concern assessment,
goodwill, accounting for asset held-for-sale, right-of-use assets and lease liabilities,  pension assets
and  pension obligations, deferred tax recoverability, assessment of transfer pricing, derivative
financial instruments and equity.

We then identified 9 components as individually relevant to the group due to relevant events and
conditions underlying the identified risks of material misstatement of the group financial statements
being associated with the reporting components or pervasive risks of material misstatement of the
group financial statements or a significant risk or an area of higher assessed risk of material
misstatement of the group financial statements being associated with the components and considering
the financial size of the component relative to the group.

For those individually relevant components, we identified the significant accounts where audit work
needed to be performed at these components by applying professional judgement, having considered
the group significant accounts on which centralised procedures will be performed, the reasons for
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identifying the financial reporting component as an individually relevant component and the size of the
component’s account balance relative to the group significant financial statement account balance.

We then considered whether the remaining group significant account balances not yet subject to audit
procedures, in aggregate, could give rise to a risk of material misstatement of the group financial
statements. We selected 11 components of the group to include in our audit scope to address these
risks.

Having identified the components for which work will be performed, we determined the scope to
assign to each component.

Of the 20 components selected, we designed and performed audit procedures on the entire financial
information of 9 components (“full scope components”). For 11 components, we designed and
performed audit procedures on specific significant financial statement account balances or disclosures
of the financial information of the component (“specific scope components”). For the remaining
components, we performed other procedures to obtain evidence for one or more relevant assertions.

Our scoping to address the risk of material misstatement for each key audit matter is set out in the key
audit matters section of our report.

Tailoring the scope

Our assessment of audit risk, our evaluation of materiality and our allocation of performance
materiality determine our audit scope for each company within the group. Taken together, this enables
us to form an opinion on the consolidated financial statements. We take into account size, risk profile,
the organisation of the group and effectiveness of group-wide controls, changes in the business
environment, the potential impact of climate change and other factors such as Internal Audit results
when assessing the level of work to be performed at each company.

In assessing the risk of material misstatement to the group financial statements, and to ensure we had
adequate quantitative coverage of significant accounts in the financial statements within the four
geographic segments, three in Europe (Northern Europe, Eastern Europe and Southern Europe) and
another in North America, we selected 20 components (2024: 20) covering entities within the United
Kingdom, France, Germany, Spain, Portugal, Italy, United States of America, Belgium, Denmark,
Hungary, Netherlands, Poland, Austria and Sweden, which represent the principal business units within
the group.

Of the 20 components selected, we performed an audit of the complete financial information of 9
components (“full scope components”) which were selected based on their size or risk characteristics.
For the remaining 11 components (“specific scope components”), we performed audit procedures on
specific accounts within that component that we considered had the potential for the greatest impact
on the significant accounts in the financial statements either because of the size of these accounts or
their risk profile.

Of the remaining components that together represent 10% of the group’s adjusted profit before tax on
an absolute basis, we performed other procedures to obtain evidence for one or more relevant
assertions. This included analytical reviews, testing of cash balances, testing of consolidation journals
and enquiry of management about unusual transactions in these components to respond to any
potential risks of material misstatement to the group financial statements.

Involvement with component teams

In establishing our overall approach to the group audit, we determined the type of work that needed to
be undertaken at each of the components by us, as the group audit engagement team, or by
component auditors from other EY global network firms operating under our instruction. Of the 9 full
scope components, audit procedures were performed on 2 of these directly by the group audit team.
For the 11 specific scope components, where the work was performed by component auditors, we
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determined the appropriate level of involvement to enable us to determine that sufficient audit
evidence had been obtained as a basis for our opinion on the group as a whole.

 The group audit team continued to follow a programme of planned visits that has been designed
to ensure that the Senior Executive members of the audit team visited the primary operating
locations where the group audit scope is focused.  During the current year’s audit cycle, visits
were undertaken by the group audit team to the component teams in United Kingdom Based on
the responses on the inquiry, no additional subsequent events other than those have been
disclosed in the financial statements. Spain, United States of America, France and Germany
(2024: United Kingdom, Spain, United States of America and Italy). These visits involved
discussing the audit approach with the component team and any issues arising from their work,
and meetings with local management and visits to operational sites. The group team interacted
regularly with the component teams where appropriate during various stages of the audit,
reviewed relevant working papers and were responsible for the scope and direction of the audit
process.  This, together with the additional procedures performed at group level, gave us
appropriate evidence for our opinion on the group financial statements.

Climate change

Stakeholders are increasingly interested in how climate change will impact DS Smith Limited’s group.
The group has determined that the most significant future impacts from climate change on its
operations will be from (i) increased spend on carbon taxes, (ii) increased cost of raw materials or
threat to supply, (iii) increased severity of extreme weather events and (iv) increased likelihood of
water stress. These are explained on pages 9 - 20 in the Climate Related Financial Disclosures and
on pages 6 in the principal risks and uncertainties. All of these disclosures form part of the “Other
information,” rather than the audited consolidated financial statements. Our procedures on these
unaudited disclosures therefore consisted solely of considering whether they are materially
inconsistent with the consolidated financial statements or our knowledge obtained in the course of the
audit or otherwise appear to be materially misstated, in line with our responsibilities on “Other
information”.

In planning and performing our audit we assessed the potential impacts of climate change on the
group’s business and any consequential material impact on its consolidated financial statements.

The group has explained in its basis of preparation, in note 1, how they have reflected the impact of
climate change in their consolidated financial statements including how this aligns with their
commitment to the aspirations as set out in their Climate Related Financial Disclosures and its defined
sustainability targets as outlined in the Strategic report. The basis of preparation also explains
management’s consideration of the impact of climate change in respect of (a) estimates of future cash
flows used in the impairment assessment of goodwill and going concern, (b) assessment of residual
values and estimated useful economic lives of property, plant and equipment, (c) adequacy of
provisions for liabilities. Whilst management disclosed that the group’s sustainability strategy did not
have a material impact, management is aware that this will evolve in future periods and will regularly
assess these risks against the judgements and estimates made in preparation of the group’s
consolidated financial statements.

Our audit effort in considering the impact of climate change on the consolidated financial statements
was focused on evaluating management’s assessment of the impact of climate risk, physical and
transition, their climate commitments, the effects of material climate risks disclosed on pages 9-20 and
the significant judgements and estimates disclosed in note 1 of the group financial statements and
whether these have been appropriately reflected in the future cash flows used to assess the carrying
value of goodwill, economic life of property, plant and equipment, going concern and adequacy of
provisions following the requirements of UK adopted International Accounting Standards. As part of
this evaluation, we performed our own risk assessment, supported by our climate change internal
specialists, to determine the risks of material misstatement in the consolidated financial statements
from climate change which needed to be considered in our audit.
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We also challenged the Directors’ considerations of climate change risks in their assessment of going 
concern and associated disclosures. Where considerations of climate change were relevant to our 
assessment of going concern, these are described above.

Based on our work we have not identified the impact of climate change on the consolidated financial 
statements to be a key audit matter or to impact a key audit matter.

Key audit matters

Key audit matters are those matters that, in our professional judgement, were of most significance in 
our audit of the financial statements of the current period and include the most significant assessed 
risks of material misstatement (whether or not due to fraud) that we identified. These matters included 
those which had the greatest effect on: the overall audit strategy, the allocation of resources in the 
audit; and directing the efforts of the engagement team. These matters were addressed in the context 
of our audit of the financial statements as a whole, and in our opinion thereon, and we do not provide 
a separate opinion on these matters.

Risk Our response to the risk

Carrying value of the North America operating unit 
(‘NAPP’)

Refer to the Accounting policies (page 48 to 49); and Note 9 of 
the Consolidated Financial Statements (pages 63 to 65)

As at 30 April 2025, the total carrying value of the North 
America operating unit was £1,086m, which was reclassified 
to assets held for sale during the financial year.

NAPP has maintained positive EBITDA in recent years, 
however, historical results fell short of budget due to slower 
recovery in US demand and paper prices, compounded by a 
long paper position requiring exports at lower prices. In the 
current year, NAPP continues to experience performance 
shortfalls due to the ongoing slow recovery in consumer goods 
demand.

Following International Paper’s acquisition of the Group, 
management initiated a restructuring of NAPP operations, with 
an internal sale that was completed in July 2025. As at 30 April 
2025, NAPP met the criteria for classification as an asset held 
for sale under IFRS 5 and was valued at the lower of cost or 
fair value.

Consequently, the impairment assessment methodology 
shifted from value-in-use to fair value less costs of disposal 
(FVLCD), based on the expected sale price derived from an 
external specialist engaged by the management. This 
valuation involves significant judgement due to its preliminary 
nature and heightened uncertainty from recent market 
volatility, including adverse macroeconomic sentiment 
following new US tariff announcements.

We tested the estimated fair value of NAPP by
performing the following procedures:

• We obtained an understanding of and identified
management’s internal controls designed to
respond to the risk related to the impairment of
NAPP.

• We read the valuation report prepared by
management’s external specialist. In addition,
we held a meeting with management’s external
specialist to understand their valuation
approach.

• We evaluated the competency and objectivity of
the management’s external specialist in relation
to the valuation work.

• We engaged our internal specialist to perform
an independent review of the fair value
methodology applied by the management’s
external specialist.

• We performed sensitivity analyses to assess the
potential impact of broader macroeconomic and
geopolitical developments on the fair value of
NAPP.

• We read the agreement for the sale of NAPP to
verify that the agreed sale value is consistent
with the fair value applied in the impairment
assessment.

• We evaluated the appropriateness of the
financial statement disclosures.

Key observations communicated to those charged with governance

Based on the audit procedures performed and considering the most recent valuation of NAPP, we conclude that
management’s assessment that no impairment is required on the carrying value of NAPP, is reasonable.
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Risk Our response to the risk

Valuation of uncertain tax positions

Refer to Accounting policies (page 52); and Note 6 to 
the Consolidated Financial Statements (pages 59 to 
61)

For the year ended 30 April 2025 the group recognised a total 
tax risk provision (including interest) of £95m (2024: £94m).

The group is subject to income tax in numerous jurisdictions 
and is routinely under audit by tax authorities in the ordinary 
course of business.

Management applies judgement in assessing uncertain tax 
positions in each jurisdiction, which requires interpretation of 
local tax laws and specific facts and circumstances. 
Specifically, each tax provision involves the evaluation of 
unique and evolving facts and circumstances.

Given this judgement, there is a risk that tax provisions may 
be misstated

Our approach focused on the following procedures:

• We obtained an understanding of
management’s key controls over their tax
provision in supporting the prevention, detection
and correction of material errors in the financial
statements.

• The group audit team, evaluated the tax
positions taken by management in each
significant jurisdiction in the context of local tax
law, correspondence with tax authorities and the
status of any tax audits. Our work utilised
support from local country tax specialists in
jurisdictions where the group has more
significant tax exposures.

• We assessed the group’s transfer pricing
judgements, considering the way in which the
group’s businesses operate and the
correspondence and agreements reached with
tax authorities, including correspondence on tax
audits and reviewing tax returns.

• We evaluated the methodology adopted by
management to calculate uncertain tax
provisions and whether this is compliant with
IFRIC 23.

• In evaluating management’s accounting, we
developed our own range of acceptable
provision levels for the group’s tax exposures,
based on the evidence we obtained.

• The group audit team evaluated the
completeness of uncertain tax positions by
understanding the group’s process for
determining the completeness of identified tax
risks and challenging whether risks provided for
in one jurisdiction were applicable in other
jurisdictions.

• We evaluated the adequacy of the related
disclosures provided in the group financial
statements.

Key observations communicated to those charged with governance

Management’s provision falls within our independently determined range and as a result we are satisfied that the
estimates and judgements made by management in the valuation and accounting of uncertain tax provisions are
reasonable and in accordance with IAS 12 and IFRIC 23. We are satisfied that appropriate disclosures on the
uncertain tax positions have been made in the consolidated financial statements.

In the prior year, our auditor’s report included a key audit matter in relation to going concern.  In the
current year, the planned all-share combination with International Paper Company has completed on
31 January 2025, removing the risk on change of control and its impact on the group’s ability to
continue as a going concern.
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Our application of materiality

We apply the concept of materiality in planning and performing the audit, in evaluating the effect of
identified misstatements on the audit and in forming our audit opinion.

Materiality
The magnitude of an omission or misstatement that, individually or in the aggregate, could reasonably
be expected to influence the economic decisions of the users of the financial statements. Materiality
provides a basis for determining the nature and extent of our audit procedures.

 We determined materiality for the group to be £21.4 million (2024: £23.8 million).  We have set
materiality based on 5% of the three-year average profit before tax with the current year adjusted
for transaction costs as it is a key performance measure for the users of the financial statements.
Transaction costs are described in Note 3 of the group financial statements. The basis for
materiality was changed to a three-year average adjusted profit before tax due to significant
volatility in current year results and the cyclical nature of the industry within which the group
operates. This approach provides a more stable and representative materiality basis for users of
the current financial year’s financial statements.

 We determined materiality for the parent company to be £36.8m (2024: £35.2 million), which is
0.5% of total assets (2024: 1% of equity). The basis for materiality was changed from equity to
total assets following the significant equity transactions in the current period. We consider total
assets to be an appropriate basis for materiality for a holding company, as the users of the
financial statements focus on a capital-based measure.

During the course of our audit, we reassessed initial materiality and there has been no change from
our original assessment determined during planning.

Performance materiality
The application of materiality at the individual account or balance level.  It is set at an amount to
reduce to an appropriately low level the probability that the aggregate of uncorrected and undetected
misstatements exceeds materiality.

On the basis of our risk assessments, together with our assessment of the group’s overall control
environment, our judgement was that performance materiality was 50% (2024: 50%) of our planning
materiality, namely £10.7m (2024: £11.9m).  We have set performance materiality at this percentage
consistent with prior year and includes considerations from the findings of our previous year audit.

Audit work at component locations for the purpose of obtaining audit coverage over significant
financial statement accounts is undertaken based on a percentage of total performance materiality.
The performance materiality set for each component is based on the relative scale and risk of the
component to the group as a whole and our assessment of the risk of misstatement at that
component.  In the current year, the range of performance materiality allocated to components was
£2.1m to £8.6m (2024: £2.4m to £9.5m).

Reporting threshold
An amount below which identified misstatements are considered as being clearly trivial.

We agreed with the those charged with governance that we would report to them all uncorrected audit
differences in excess of £1.1m (2024: £1.1m), which is set at 5% of planning materiality, as well as
differences below that threshold that, in our view, warranted reporting on qualitative grounds.

We evaluate any uncorrected misstatements against both the quantitative measures of materiality
discussed above and in light of other relevant qualitative considerations in forming our opinion.
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Other information

The other information comprises the information included in the annual report set out on pages 1 - 25, 
including the Group Strategic Report and Directors’ Report, other than the financial statements and 
our auditor’s report thereon. The directors are responsible for the other information contained within 
the annual report.

Our opinion on the financial statements does not cover the other information and, except to the extent 
otherwise explicitly stated in this report, we do not express any form of assurance conclusion thereon.

Our responsibility is to read the other information and, in doing so, consider whether the other 
information is materially inconsistent with the financial statements or our knowledge obtained in the 
course of the audit or otherwise appears to be materially misstated. If we identify such material 
inconsistencies or apparent material misstatements, we are required to determine whether this gives 
rise to a material misstatement in the financial statements themselves. If, based on the work we have 
performed, we conclude that there is a material misstatement of the other information, we are required 
to report that fact.

We have nothing to report in this regard.

Opinions on other matters prescribed by the Companies Act 2006

In our opinion, based on the work undertaken in the course of the audit:

 the information given in the strategic report and the directors’ report for the financial year for
which the financial statements are prepared is consistent with the financial statements; and

 the strategic report and directors’ report have been prepared in accordance with applicable legal
requirements.

Matters on which we are required to report by exception
In the light of the knowledge and understanding of the group and the parent company and its
environment obtained in the course of the audit, we have not identified material misstatements in the
strategic report or the directors’ report.

We have nothing to report in respect of the following matters in relation to which the Companies Act
2006 requires us to report to you if, in our opinion:
 adequate accounting records have not been kept by the parent company, or returns adequate for

our audit have not been received from branches not visited by us; or
 the parent company financial statements and the part of the directors’ remuneration report to be

audited are not in agreement with the accounting records and returns; or
 certain disclosures of directors’ remuneration specified by law are not made; or
 we have not received all the information and explanations we require for our audit

Responsibilities of directors
As explained more fully in the directors’ responsibilities statement set out on page 25, the directors are 
responsible for the preparation of the financial statements and for being satisfied that they give a true 
and fair view, and for such internal control as the directors determine is necessary to enable the 
preparation of financial statements that are free from material misstatement, whether due to fraud or 
error.

In preparing the financial statements, the directors are responsible for assessing the group and parent 
company’s ability to continue as a going concern, disclosing, as applicable, matters related to going
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concern and using the going concern basis of accounting unless the directors either intend to liquidate
the group or the parent company or to cease operations, or have no realistic alternative but to do so.

Auditor’s responsibilities for the audit of the financial statements
Our objectives are to obtain reasonable assurance about whether the financial statements as a whole
are free from material misstatement, whether due to fraud or error, and to issue an auditor’s report that
includes our opinion. Reasonable assurance is a high level of assurance but is not a guarantee that an
audit conducted in accordance with ISAs (UK) will always detect a material misstatement when it
exists. Misstatements can arise from fraud or error and are considered material if, individually or in the
aggregate, they could reasonably be expected to influence the economic decisions of users taken on
the basis of these financial statements.

Explanation as to what extent the audit was considered capable of detecting irregularities,
including fraud

Irregularities, including fraud, are instances of non-compliance with laws and regulations. We design
procedures in line with our responsibilities, outlined above, to detect irregularities, including fraud.  The
risk of not detecting a material misstatement due to fraud is higher than the risk of not detecting one
resulting from error, as fraud may involve deliberate concealment by, for example, forgery or
intentional misrepresentations, or through collusion.  The extent to which our procedures are capable
of detecting irregularities, including fraud is detailed below. However, the primary responsibility for the
prevention and detection of fraud rests with both those charged with governance of the group and
management.

 We obtained an understanding of the legal and regulatory frameworks that are applicable to
the group and determined that the most significant are those related to the reporting
frameworks (UK adopted International Accounting Standards and United Kingdom Generally
Accepted Accounting Practice), the Companies Act 2006,  and the relevant tax compliance
regulations in the jurisdictions in which the group operates. In addition, we concluded that
there are certain significant laws and regulations that may have an effect on the determination
of the amounts and disclosures in the financial statements, mainly relating to health and
safety, employee matters and environmental legislation.

 We understood how DS Smith Limited is complying with those frameworks making enquiries
of management, internal audit, those responsible for legal and compliance procedures and the
Company Secretary. We corroborated our enquiries through our review of Board minutes and
papers provided to the those charged with governance and attendance at meetings of the
those charged with governance, as well as consideration of the results of our audit procedures
across the group to either corroborate or provide contrary evidence which was then followed
up. We tested management’s entity level controls to understand the company culture of
honest and ethical behaviour, including the emphasis on fraud prevention.

 We assessed the susceptibility of the group’s financial statements to material misstatement,
including how fraud might occur by meeting with management from various parts of the
business to understand which areas were susceptible to fraud. We also considered
performance targets and their propensity to influence management to manage earnings.

 Based on this understanding we designed our audit procedures to identify non-compliance
with such laws and regulations. Our procedures involved reviewing Board minutes to identify
non-compliance with such laws and regulations, review of reporting to the those charged with
governance on compliance with regulations and enquires of the Company Secretary and
management.

 We considered the programmes and controls that the group has established to address risks
identified, or that otherwise prevent, deter and detect fraud; and how senior management
monitors those programmes and controls. Where risk was considered as higher, we
performed audit procedures to address each identified fraud risk.




















































































































































