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The Board relies on the Audit Cominittee to provi
governance over financial reporting, nternal control aM assurance
processes, together with the identification and manageme

of risk.
The current members of the Committee are:
Michael Lynch-Beli, Chairman

Clinton Dines
Charles Watson
re set out in the

The primary responsibiities of the Committee ar

diagram below. ‘Nh;iqz the Committee has very spectﬁc duties set
out in its terms of reference, it serves a much greater purpose in

reassuring sharehoiders that their interests are properly protected
in respect of the Company’'s financial management and reporting,
on which the Committee regularly reports to the Board. The
Committee has delegated responsibility to oversee the Company's
procedures and systems in relation to risk management, with a
focus on the mgthudmogy used by management.
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« Our response Our audit pmcedu res inciuded, among others,

Refer to pages 69 and 70 (Audit Comr

challenging the appropriateness o
flow pr olections \mr“uar:‘
inflation, foreign exchang

assumptions in the cash

Lomr“oam prices, production costs,
=, production volume, committed
capital expenditure and the availability of borrowing facili
based on historical production inforr rwith
market and other externally available information. We also
assessed the projected timing of the receipt of the $1.25 biflon
proceeds of the sale of its interest in Ekibastuz GRES-1.
We tested the mathematical accuracy of the projections.
We evaluated the sensitivity of the projected available cash
by considering downside scenarios against reasonably plausibie
changes to the key assumptions, We evaluated the potential
impact of the mitigating actions management believe are avallable
to them in the event that available cash is lower than projected
considering, amongst 1’r>er5 the actions undertaken by
management during st giobal economic downturm.
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We considered the appropriateness of the relevant disclosure.
Our findings We found both the use of th go'r g concern basis
of accounting and the conclusion that there is not a material
uncertainty about the Group's ability to continue as a going

concern to be supported by the evmieme avaifable. We found
the disclosure on the use of the going concern basis of accounting
in note 2 to the financial statements to be appropriate and that

it included a balanced description of the crcumstances which
additional fi inthe

could possibly lead 1o a need for
medium term.
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Our response Our audit procedures included, among athers,
considering the Group's px s and procedures to prevent
the risk of corruption. We evaluated the tone set by the Board
and by senior management. We evaluated the Group's policies,
procedures and controls over the selection of suppliers and the
process over acknowledging acceptance of

services/equipment
provided by ors. We tested samples of payments made to
suppliers anc *‘dﬂx =dl any transactions which we considered
unusual in the context of the Group's operations. We reviewed
dealings with government agencies with a view to identifying
indicators of corruption. Where we found individual transactions
that appeared to be outside the normal course of business,
having enquired abourt these transactions from senior operational
management and executive management, we sought to
corroborate explanations given by investigating the nature
of the transactions and evaluating the business rationale for the
transactions taking account of our experience in the mining and
other industries in Kazakhstan. We discussed our findings with
senior operational management, the Audit Committee and the
Board and enquired as to vvhe*‘her *hey had knowledge

o[t
improper payments. We in
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G's forensic accounting
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specialisis to a in the design of our procedures and we
remained alert to indications of the existence of bribery and
corruption throughout our performance of other audit procedures,

Qur findings We did not identify any instances of impro
payments from our audit procedures, including from enquilries
of senior operational management and executive management
and where we found individual transactions that appeared
unusual we were satisfied that upon analysis these w
indicative of bribery or corruption. On this basis, no improper
payments that require disclosure have come to our attention.

113 (note 4 - Significant accounting
ation uncertainty — employee
Employee benefits
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by the Group to assist in valuing the future di sabim.y paymem
obligation. We considered the appropriateness of the relate
disclosure in note 31 to the financial statements.

Our findings We found the Group’s

assumptions and resuiting estimates and the related disdosure

Eﬁ notes 4 and 31 to be balanced and the calculations to have
been performed by suitably qualified actuarial specialists.
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khstan taxation contingen

note 15— Income taxes) and page 7

* The risk Tax legistation in Kazakhstan continues to evolve

a to different interpretations. Changes
fegislations and new inter Pr etations of existing
ation could impact the Group's financial position and re
Consequently, provisicns for tax contingencies require the
Grouip to make judgements and estimates in relation to tax
risks the cutcomes of which can be less predictable than in
many other jurisdictions.
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» Our response Our audit procedures included, amang others,
seeking to understand the current status of the tax claims and
reviewing recent correspondence with the tax authorities 1
challenge the Group's view on the quantification, masssﬁca-ton
and disclosure of tax claims. We challenged the judgements
inherent in the classification of tax claims made by the Group
and the basis of accounting for provisions or refunds based on
our knowledge of the Kazakhstan tax legislation. We involved
our tax specialists in Kazakhstan and the UK to assist the Group
audit team in making this assessment. We considered the
adequacy of the Group's disclosures in respect of tax and
uncertain tax positions.

» Our findings We found the Gt"oup'r judgements
amounts recognised as
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disclosures in notes 4, 15 and
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riality for the Group financal statements as 2 whole
31 miffion. This has been determined with reference
to a ber ark of revenue which we consider to be one of the
principal considerations for mernbers of the Company in assessing
the financial performance of the Group and to be a more stable
benchmark yea ompared to a profit benchmark, The
materiality of ‘IS;‘ ! rmilhon repres % of the chosen benchrmark.

the Audit

The ma
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We agreed with ommittee to report to it the following

misstatements that we :Cxemz:;ed through our audit: (i) all material
corrected mis: nents over $3 1 million, (i) uncorrected

misstaterments with a value
statement itams (or $4

cess of $2 million for nco.;,e
mitfion ‘o*‘ halance sheet reclass
and (it} other misstaterments

believe warranted reporting on qual

were carried out at si
zakhstan and Kyrgyzstan

Audits for Group reporting purpose
reporting compenents located in K
(of whi cb one represents an individually significant reporting

component) and eight reporting components in the United
Kingdom (of which one represents an individually significant
reporting component). Audits for Group reporting purposes
covered 98% of revenue from continuing operations;

97% of loss before taxation; and 99% of total assets.

The audits of components located in the Unted Kingdom were
performed by the Group audit team. Detailed audit instructions
were sent to the KPMG member firms carrying out the audits
of the reporting components in Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan.
These instructions coverad the significant audit areas that sho
be covered by thase audits {which inciuded the refevant risks of
material misstatement detailed above) and set out the information
required to be reported back to the Grou p 3ud team. The Group
audit team visited the Kazakhstan and Kyrgy cornponent teams
on six separate occasions during the year for ove ;Syo}ﬁ of the
planning and performance of the audits in Kazakhstan and
Kyrgyzstan, and to attend meetings with key managerment
persomu in Ka

wild

nsaan.

The audits undertaken at the reporting components Of‘fha
Group were very largely perron ‘ ._d to local materiality lev
the majority of components also prepare local statutory accounts.
The audits undertaken for Group (epnrmg purposes at the key
reporting components were all performed to materiality le
set by, or agreed with, the Group audit team. These
ievels were set individually for each component a
|
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In our opinion:

« the part of the Directors’ Remuneration Report to be audited
has been properly prepared in accordance with the Compa

Act 2006; and

« the information g
Report for *he

are prepared

siven in

g
na

onsistent with the financial statements,

er ISAs (Ui and Irefand) we are requir ired to report 1o you

1 on the kno e acquired during our audit, we
ifled other information in the 2013 Annual Report and
Accounts that contains a material inconsistency with efther that
knowledge or the inancial statemenits, a material mi
fact, or that is othen leading. In particuiar, we

to report to you it

wledge

» we have identifled material inconsistencies bety
knowledge we acquired during our audit and th
statement that they consider that the 2013 Ann
and Accounts

and u

necessary for shareholde
business model and strategy: or

ual Repart
s and financial statements taken as a whole is fair,
nderstandable and provides the info

renation
sess the Group's performance,

« the Audit Committee report does not appropriately address
matters communicated by us to the Audit Committee,

Under the Companies Act 2006 we are required 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
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the Parent Company finar terments and the part
the Directors’ Remuneration Repor be audited are not
in agreement with the accounting records and returns; or

+ certain disclosures of Directors’ remuneration specified by

re not made; or

faw

we have not received all the information and explanations
we require for our audit.

Under the Listing Rules we are required 1o review:

the Directors’ statement, set out on page 90, in relation to
going concern; and

the part of the Corporate Governance Report on pages 60 to

75 relating to the Parent Company's compliance with the nine
s of the *WO UK Corporate Governance Code

for our revi

We have nothing to report in respect of the above responsibilities.

Scope of report and responsibilities
s explained more fully in the Directors’ Responsibil
5 atement set out on page 91, the Directors are responsible for
the preparation of the finandial staternents and for being sz d
that they give a true and fair view. A description of the scope of an
audit of financial statements is provided on the Financial Reporting
Council's website at www. f’rc neul

wk/aud

g B
report is made solely to the p any’s s as a body and
subject to important explanatio .wd desc garding our
responsibilities, pub I’PO on our Né*t‘b( at www.kpmg.com,
audrtsce >pelm ; . which are incorporated into this repor

d shouid be read to provide an unde rstandl
of f‘m. purpose o? this report, the work we have undertaken and

the basis of our opinions.

Jimmy Daboo (Senior Statutory Auditor)
for and on behalf of KPMG Audit Ple, Statutory Audito

red Accountants
15 Canada Square
London, £14 5GL

26 February 2014




