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The Private Investor
Editorial
Once again it has been a privilege to receive contributions from excellent writers on a wide range of subjects
for this edition of TPI. Regular writers have been joined by new contributor Susanne Teufel and the return of
Adrian Phillips. I’m greatly indebted to them all. Sincere thanks also to Eric Chalker for obtaining authorisation
to reproduce content from his fine blog at lse.co.uk. Last but by no means least, I’m very pleased to include a
guest article by Nisha Arora, Director of Market Intelligence, Data and Analysis at the FCA.
Editorship brings a bonus of being copied into slews of e-mails between UKSA and ShareSoc directors and
members active on a range of issues, such as the push to have companies establish shareholder committees, the
call on members to write to MPs about inadequate shareholder rights under the pooled nominee system,
responses to BEIS consultations, to name just a few. In short, there’s a tremendous amount going on and we’ll
be updating members in forthcoming TPIs.
GDPR: four letters of which most of us have probably seen enough. Our inboxes were deluged by daily showers
of e-mails from organisations asking us all to ‘refresh’ our permissions to receive their news. The irony, of
course, is that many of those mass mailings were themselves a violation of the Data Protection Act that preceded
the GDPR. But that’s by the by. The intent of the GDPR is to put you and me, the ‘data subject’, firmly in
control and we support it wholeheartedly. In common with other organisations we’ve adapted our privacy policy
accordingly and posted it on our website. Any changes in future will be systematically notified through TPI.

Helen Gibbons
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Reflections by the former Chairman
When it occurred to me I no longer had a free pass into TPI – it is hard for an editor to refuse to print ‘Chairman’s
Comment’ – I decided to ask Helen what she wanted. She suggested I write something looking back over my
four years since I stepped up from policy work to join the Board as Chairman (well, three and a half years –
from September 2014). This is a nice, sensible – even safe – suggestion. But it has not been easy. For a start, I
have the condition that most people of my age will recognise, that I can remember the events of 60 years ago
with some clarity but the events of the last four years are something of a blur. But I’ll do my best.
Some things have changed out of all recognition and some things have not changed at all. In the former category
is the composition of the Board. When I decided to put my name forward (having made sure first that Eric
Chalker would come with me) there were just two directors – Brian Peart and Harry Braund. Both had already
served long and distinguished terms on the board, both were hoping to slip into the role of Grand Old Men.
(Since both are still active in UKSA affairs from outside the board, members will be able to judge whether they
achieved their ambition). Today it is very different. We have five directors, all of whom give up a lot of their
time, all of whom show no sign of slowing down (with the exception of myself – I suppose my current phase
could be described as ‘planned obsolescence’), three of whom are actually young enough to have jobs. It’s not
a comfortable position, but it sure is an improvement on four years ago.
But some things have not changed at all, and sadly that includes the position of private investors. We have
exactly the same rights as we had four years ago (actually, as we had ten years ago) and the fundamental flaws
in the system of wealth creation through public corporations remain unchanged and unaddressed (though one
happy consequence is that ‘Responsible Investing’ – written in 2009 – remains as relevant now as it was then).
The general public remains as uninterested in the importance of the obligations of shareholding as it ever was
(so we still have no political position – addressing our concerns brings no votes). And there has been no
discernible improvement in public education in financial matters, so no improvement in the chances of creating
a financially savvy voter class that make it politically sensible to support us.
Except that isn’t quite true. A few straws in the wind:
• The last few years have seen a small but persistent increase in pressure for ‘other stakeholders’ to have a
voice – those for whom Section 172 of the Companies Act states that directors must ‘have regard for’. This
might seem to have nothing to do with us as full shareholders – except we aren’t are we? And it signals an
acceptance that the current governance model needs to change and provides a legitimate channel through
which our position can be argued.
• The Carillion and British Steel Pension affairs have been sufficiently striking to generate public interest,
the Beaufort Securities affair will do so once the Committee report gets to be written, and public disgust
with executive pay will rumble on as the egregious LTIPs of the last few years mature.
• A light has been shone on the self-satisfaction of the regulators – a number of professionals of my
acquaintance have been appalled to discover what they did not know about how the system worked, not
because of their carelessness but because of what has been concealed from them.
The combination of UKSA and ShareSoc on policy matters is creating the most active voice in the cause of
individual investors since I joined UKSA 15 years ago. Still a minnow compared with our equivalent
organisations in, for example, Sweden, the Netherlands and Australia, but it’s a start. Oh dear, I think I’m going
to be busy!
John Hunter
John served as Chairman of UKSA from 2014 to 2018 and remains an active member of UKSA’s Board of
Directors
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Perils of a Craft Monopoly
Adrian Phillips
One uniquely British dimension to the relationship between auditing and business
management has stayed firmly beneath the radar in the midst of the current
passionate debates as to whether the oligopoly of the big four should be
dismantled and whether it is irresponsible to discuss in robust terms the failings
in how companies report their financial results and the responsibility of the
auditors in the matter. It is high time that we consider at least the possibility that
this one aspect of British business culture deserves critical examination as a
potential source of weakness.
The chief financial officers (finance directors in old money) of British companies,
certainly those quoted on the Stock Exchange, are mainly qualified chartered accountants. A 2013 survey found
that 58 of the FTSE 100 CFOs were chartered accountants, of whom 46 had been at big four auditing firms.
Often they have migrated seamlessly from auditing companies to running the financial side of these companies.
CFOs are usually strong candidates to succeed as chief executives, so this dominance by one profession extends
into the top jobs. The CFO is widely seen from outside as de facto the number two in a company’s management.
In 2012 ‘Accountancy Age’ cheerfully told us that 51% of FTSE 100 CEOs had a “financial background”. This
effect laps over into the broader composition of company boards in both executive and non-executive functions.
In 2013 331 of all 976 FTSE 100 board members were accountants or similar.
There is something of a craft monopoly in action in British management that rests on an unspoken belief that
accountants have certain entirely unique skills or knowledge; an outsider would be simply incapable of
understanding the process of preparing corporate financial statements. The FRC, the regulatory body for
financial reporting, is almost an offshoot of the auditing profession. It does not take a paranoid predisposition
to see hidden forces at work to argue that the accounting profession is very strong in Britain.
Britain appears to be the only country in the world with anything like this. In the US an MBA is the usual route
to the top. There and in Europe finance is treated as one of the normal functions of a business that anyone
capable of performing a senior executive job is able to perform. In turn the status of the CFO is far less
distinguished than in the UK. Within living memory financial directors of French companies were usually not
even members of the main board.
There is no legal requirement for the British practice yet it is pervasive. When a private company approaches an
IPO the appointment of a chartered accountant as CFO is almost a foregone conclusion if the previous incumbent
lacked that qualification. The near-universal cry is that someone who was not an accountant would “lack
credibility” in the job. There is no record of an investing institution dissenting.
The British system brings no obvious advantages. It is an open question as to whether British companies
overstate their profits more extensively than foreign ones, but recent bitter experience shows that sometimes
they can and do overstate to a fatal extent. The distribution of the professional standards of the auditing
profession around corporate board rooms has not been a bar to this.
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Investing institutions are, of course, keen for companies to maximise their profits. The traditional method is to
sell the most goods or services possible at the lowest cost. But both the terms “sell” and “cost” are capable of
varying interpretations, hence the oft-repeated adage that “cash is fact but profits are opinion”. Overstatement
of profits almost invariably boils down to generous definitions being applied to one or other term. The great
danger lurks in investor tolerance of over-statement, the notion that a profit wrung from tweaking the figures is
every bit as good as one wrung in cash from the business. British investors used to be baffled when confronted
with the extreme conservatism and understatement practised by northern European companies a couple of
decades ago. The major investing institutions are overwhelmingly long investors so are at constant peril of
complicity in the overstatement of profits.
To the institutions the glass of accounting/management overlap is half full: accountant CFOs serve as a brake
on overstatement because they must respect professional standards. The alternative analysis that accountant
CFOs might abuse their familiarity with audit to facilitate the most aggressive accounting possible is too ugly
to contemplate. The truth is probably somewhere between the two extremes. Common sets of training,
assumptions, values and personal connections do make for smooth functioning, but they do not encourage
challenging behaviour. The latest debacles show clearly the need for auditors to challenge CFOs.
There is no easily applicable set of objective benchmarks for balance in stating profits. There are, of course,
many rules that must be applied, but the key is to disentangle substance from mere form. The debate is often a
very subtle one and dependent on detailed operational information. Qualified auditors are of course well placed
to ask the right questions, but shamefully they have not done so. It is an almost infallible danger sign of
aggressive accounting when corporate management insists vehemently that its accounting practices are
conservative.
The British culture of profit overstatement will not be cured at a stroke by recognizing that finance is an ordinary
function of business and accepting non-accountants as CFOs any more than it would be by breaking up the big
four auditors. But it would not hurt to bring the question of the overlap between top corporate management and
the auditing profession more clearly into the light and to ask the accountants: ‘cui bono?’ 1
1

To whom is it a benefit? Who profits by it?
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The scandal behind Beaufort Insecurities
Eric Chalker
This article is reproduced, with permission, from the website www.lse.co.uk provided by London South East
Ltd. It is one of a series written by Eric Chalker, a past director of UKSA. Eric's blog is written solely on his
own behalf, on a range of subjects which interest him and he hopes will be of interest to private investors
generally. All previous posts are still accessible at www.lse.co.uk/blogs/expert/eric-chalkers-blog.
At the beginning of March, the Financial Conduct Authority (FCA) put stockbroker
Beaufort Securities and its custodian BSL into insolvency. As a consequence, many
personal investors have lost access to their assets. For most of them this will continue
for much longer and some will suffer significant financial loss. Where does
responsibility for this lie? Naturally, with those responsible for the insolvency. But
the government is responsible for depriving investors of the rightful ownership of
their assets and the FCA is jointly responsible for failing to remedy this.
I have written about this in my blog several times. All posts are still accessible,
including the first on 24 June 2016: “What is a nominee account?”. There is a great
deal more in articles I wrote for the UK Shareholders’ Association magazine, some
of which is on the UKSA website and has recently been used by Private Eye in an
article on the subject.
There are many angles, but they are all elements of the same fact: if your shares are in an ISA or SIPP, or any
other nominee account, you don’t own them. This is the scandal behind Beaufort Securities. It is not as though
governments have been unaware of this. It is not as though nothing could be done about it. Indeed, under Vince
Cable, when he was Business Secretary, his department began to take action to reverse the erosion of what ought
to be investor rights, but the election of 2015 intervened and momentum was lost. Nothing, though, was done
to implement the Kay Review’s call for a means of holding shares electronically.
Government responsibility
Even before that, governments should have been aware that investors in pooled nominee accounts needed better
protection. In 2011, the International Organization of Securities Commissions (IOSCO), of which the UK is a
member, published its “Final Report on Regulation of Nominee Accounts in Emerging Markets”. This
emphasises the need for shareholder rights to be fully preserved when assets are held in pooled nominee
accounts, even in third world countries. Seven years later, the UK, a fully developed country, still doesn’t
measure up to what IOSCO requires for emerging markets. The report can be found here:
https://www.iosco.org/library/pubdocs/pdf/IOSCOPD362.pdf
Conservative governments used to talk about a property owning democracy, but with equities they lost the plot
years ago. The result has been a growing industry of so-called intermediaries, like Beaufort Securities, acquiring
assets in their own names bought with other people’s money. When one of these creatures dies, those in its
clutches cannot escape intact. To avoid this, all it required was to turn ISA providers into investors’ agents
instead of nominee owners and to do the same for all investors held in thrall by their stockbrokers, (see “Will
this be end of share ownership?” 5 January 2018).
So I say to the erstwhile clients of Beaufort Securities, by all means aim your fire at PwC as it takes its time to
release your cash and investments, minus its cut. But take action too against governments which encouraged
you to invest in company shares through ISAs (and SIPPs) and then left you to the mercy of the financial services
industry. The government wanted you to invest your savings in ISAs, but it failed to provide you with the means
of keeping ownership of those savings. So HMG has a major responsibility for your lost savings at Beaufort
Securities and it is the government which should pay for PwC’s administration, not you.
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After all, where do the fines go that are paid by PwC, KPMG and others for their audit failures? To the
government, of course, not to the investors who lost money by those failures. When a custodian fails, the
government should use these fines to pay for all the costs and losses.
What about the FCA?
Unlike the Financial Reporting Council (FRC), which has consistently failed to recognise the interests of private
investors (as my long experience dealing with it on behalf of the UKSA bears witness), the FCA has at least
tried, but only for a time. In the summer of 2013, the FCA set up a committee (on which I sat) to find ways of
improving investor protection and rights for assets in nominee accounts. It grew in size and in understanding of
the issues, particularly because of the UKSA’s evidence, but it collapsed 12 months later without making any
decisions. Its chairman told us he remembered sitting on a Bank of England committee which had a similar
remit and a similar ending, 14 years before.
In practice, the FCA has repeatedly shown a lack of spunk when nominee providers have treated their clients
badly; three come immediately to mind – Selftrade, Barclays and NatWest. It also fails to enforce ISA
Regulations 4(6)(c)&(d), for which see “Investor rights in ISAs”, 5 July 2016. When I produced, for the FCA
committee mentioned above, a detailed paper setting out custodian risks faced by investors (such as has
happened at Beaufort), an official was wheeled in to quote from the rule book, as though simply establishing
the rules gives sufficient protection. Beaufort’s clients know that it doesn’t and there have been many such
before.
The FCA sets the rules, but (like its predecessor, the FSA) it isn’t really interested in what actually happens to
individual investors. For that, it thinks the Financial Ombudsman (FO) and the Financial Services Compensation
Scheme (FSCS) are the answer, but the FO has no understanding of nominee account issues and the FSCS
compensation limit is wholly inadequate, as the FCA already knows.
As I reported in my blog on 31 January 2018 (What do you get if your SIPP or ISA provider goes bust?), the
FCA has been reviewing the present compensation limit of £50,000. It has now decided to increase it to £85,000,
but only from April 2019. This is nowhere near good enough, as can be seen in my earlier post. It is sad not to
see the name of anybody representing the interests of savers and investors among the list of 103 contributors to
the review. The financial services industry was well-represented, of course. It will be a long time before there
is a further review.
Eric wrote about investors' rights in ISAs in TPI 181 published in March 2016 and about custodians and the
IOSCO report in TPI 170 published in May 2014. He served as UKSA’s Policy Co-ordinator & Director from
2012 to 2016.

Financial Services Compensation Scheme (FSCS)
Current limits for the FSCS scheme are:
Deposits: £85,000 per person per firm (for claims against firms declared in default from 30 January 2017). 100%
of £85,000
Investments: £50,000 per person per firm (for claims against firms declared in default from 1 January 2010).
100% of the first £50,000. Due to be increased to £85,000 from 1 April 2019
For further details and for information about compensation limits for other financial products and services members
should consult the FSCS website https://www.fscs.org.uk/what-we-cover/compensation-limits/
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The Big Issue – or where next for the corporate governance
debate?
by Peter Parry
The report that has recently been published by BEIS and the Work and Pensions
Committee into the collapse of Carillion provides damning criticism of the
Company and its directors, auditors and the regulators. It is essentially a report on
a gross failure of corporate governance. The key question is, where do we go from
here? I do not have the answers but I do have a few thoughts to throw into the
debate. You may agree or disagree with them but hopefully they will at least help
to stimulate further constructive discussion.

An omission from the report of the Work and Pensions Committee
One criticism of the Work and Pensions Committee’s report is that it fails to
make a single mention of the disenfranchisement of retail shareholders thanks to the perverse and iniquitous
way in which nominee accounts function in the UK.
As all members will know, private investors have increasingly been corralled into investing through
nominee accounts. Although the nominee is simply an intermediary, performing what is basically an
administrative function, in UK law the nominee is the legal owner of the shares. The retail investor (the
person whose money is at stake) is the ‘beneficial owner’ and enjoys none of the rights that normally attach
to share ownership, including the right to receive information from the company and the right to attend and
vote at the AGM.
The report on Carillion makes the point that a number of major investors approached the Carillion board in
private in the period preceding its collapse and urged it to ‘change its direction of travel’. Having failed to
exert much influence, many of the large shareholders decided to sell their shares and walk away. A
significant weakness of the report is that it fails to identify the hopelessness of this secretive and ineffective
approach to shareholder oversight.
Those private shareholders who are able to access their shareholder rights often do attend AGMs, ask
pertinent questions and make their views clear to boards very publicly. Private shareholders should be a
key component of the effective corporate governance oversight that the report into Carillion identifies as
lacking. With the amended Shareholder Rights Directive (SRD II) shortly to be transposed into UK law,
the government has the opportunity to change the UK’s perverse definition of a ‘shareholder’ and ensure
that private shareholders are re-enfranchised and able to play a meaningful role as owners of the companies
in which they have invested. The Beaufort Securities debacle, mentioned elsewhere in this issue, provides
further compelling reasons for change.
A clear justification for shareholder committees
Members will be aware that both UKSA and ShareSoc have been calling for the implementation of
shareholder committees. We put this idea forward in the response the green paper on corporate governance
issued by BEIS in early 2016 only to see it watered down to become a ‘stakeholder committee’ before being
quietly dropped. While the RBS campaign calling for the Company to implement a shareholder committee
continues, the Carillion situation provides an opportunity to move the debate about shareholder committees
‘centre-stage’.
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The external auditors are supposed to look after the interests of the shareholders. In reality they are
appointed by the board of directors and their sole interaction is with the directors. There is plenty to suggest
that this relationship is too close, cosy and riddled with conflicts of interest. The shareholder committee
concept has the potential to address this problem to a significant extent. An active and effective shareholder
committee should play an active role in both the selection and appointment of the auditors (appointment to
be ratified at the AGM). Furthermore, it provides the opportunity to re-establish a direct link between the
auditors and those whose interests they are meant to serve. It also has the scope to apply greater direct
shareholder oversight over the board instead of relying on the system of cosy chats behind closed doors
between the company and the large shareholders – as mentioned above.
‘This won’t hurt’; a trip to the dentist for the regulator
There has been plenty of comment about the ‘timidity’ and ‘toothlessness’ of the regulators – criticism in
this case aimed primarily at the FRC. One of the problems that regulators face is that they have to be very
careful that they do not do or say anything which could prejudice those they regulate. This leaves far too
much scope for companies to adopt approaches to reporting which are not strictly illegal but which are
nonetheless misleading and unhelpful to shareholders. Carillion’s reporting practices are proving to be a
case in point.
It is completely wrong that regulators should be inhibited from raising their concerns publicly for fear that
they will be sued by the company or the auditors. Regulators should be given immunity from being sued.
We have to assume that regulators will not pursue frivolous or vexatious issues; they have better things to
do. It is not the role of the regulator to tip-toe around making sure that they do not damage the standing or
reputation of those they regulate. It is for the companies and auditors themselves to look after their own
reputations and to make very sure that their own actions are not going to land them in trouble. This includes
not only ensuring full compliance with what is strictly legal but also complying with what the investor on
the Clapham omnibus would see as being fair, open and honest in respect of accounting and reporting
practices. In a very few cases regulators may be required to work covertly. In all other cases their decisions
to mount an inquiry or review of practices should be put promptly into the public domain. Similarly, the
findings and conclusions of any review should be published as soon as possible once the review is complete.
…and finally
Don’t forget that PWC is running an event for UKSA and ShareSoc on auditing at Embankment Place on
Tuesday, 3rd July. The event will start at 2.00p.m and will finish at about 5.00pm with drinks and canapés
after the formal part of the afternoon. Topics covered will include the role and remit of the external auditors,
internal audit and the audit committee. There will also be a session on the future of audit. PWC has managed
to obtain input from senior auditors in the other ‘Big Four’ practices.
This promises to be a lively and interesting event. Some, I know, will want to shoot the auditor and perhaps
for understandable reasons. The majority I hope will be coming armed with good, well-prepared questions
with which to grill the auditors so that we are better placed to argue for the sorts of change in corporate
governance that will best serve our interests in future.
You can sign up for this event by clicking on this link or e-mailing or telephoning the office.
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The FCA’s Financial Lives Survey 2017
We’re delighted to publish a guest article by Nisha Arora, Director of Market Intelligence, Data and Analysis
at the Financial Conduct Authority. Details of Nisha’s background and responsibilities can be found below
the article.
What is Financial Lives?
The FCA is committed to conducting research into consumer needs, attitudes and behaviour, to ensure that the
consumer is at the heart of how we regulate and the consumer perspective is reflected in the decisions and
actions we take. The Financial Lives Survey 20171 is a major consumer research project. It is the largest tracking
study commissioned by the FCA and this is the first time the FCA has commissioned a survey of this kind in
terms of its scale and design.
Why carry out this large-scale consumer survey?
The FCA is committed as part of its Mission to put the consumer at the heart of its work. To do this requires a
data source that allows us to access the voices of a full range of consumers. This consumer insight informs the
actions we take.
Large sample size
With a sample size of nearly 13,000 UK adults – mostly online but with face-to-face interviewing to include
consumers who are not internet users – the survey enables the FCA to look at groups of people in more ways
than we have been able to do previously. We can look at UK adults by their many characteristics – for example,
by age, by gender, and also by limiting long-standing illness, product holdings, assets and debt, and by how
financially resilient they are. When considering types of consumer we have been able to focus on those aged
over 85 as shown in our recent Occasional Paper: Ageing Population and Financial Services.
Lots of questions
A survey containing over 1,000 questions enables us to look at areas of consumer interaction with financial
products and services and to compare findings across the different financial services sectors in a way that we
have not been able to previously. Asking about individual ownership of 80 different financial products we can
say things about people by looking at combinations of product holdings, providing us with a full picture of
consumers. For example, it is possible to draw some conclusions about how prepared people are for retirement
based on their pension provision, their other investments and assets, alongside their attitudinal data and how
confident they are that they will have the ability to maintain their lifestyle during retirement, should they want
to.
How are the data being used?
The Financial Lives report is one of three recent publications that focus on consumers, the other two being:
• Occasional Paper: Ageing population and Financial Services2
• Our Future Approach to Consumers3
In addition to these consumer-focused publications, the results have been a key input into the Financial Advice
Market Review baseline report, featured in the FCA Annual Report and used to track key objectives of the
organisation, as well as providing vital context when reporting on a wide-range of topics that include:
• A thematic review on the fair treatment of existing interest-only mortgage customers.
• A Discussion Paper to gather views on the market for non-workplace pensions
In the future the results will contribute to in-depth market studies and policy post-implementation reviews such
as our review into the sale of Guaranteed Asset Protection insurance.

1

https://www.fca.org.uk/publications/research/understanding-financial-lives-uk-adults
https://www.fca.org.uk/publications/occasional-papers/ageing-population-financial-services
3
https://www.fca.org.uk/publications/corporate-documents/our-future-approach-consumers
2
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What do the data tell us?
When looking at our major consumer-focused publications, the results have provided a number of valuable
insights into the behaviour of consumers in broad terms and within specific financial markets. The survey
provides an evidence base to build our work upon and track change over time. Financial Lives tells us, for
example:
Consumer attitudes
• 24% of all UK adults have little or no confidence in managing their money, and 46% report low knowledge
about financial matters
Pensions
• The lack of knowledge and engagement around pensions is extremely high amongst UK adults. 0.4 million
UK adults who in the last two years have accessed a defined contribution (DC) pension (for example by
buying an annuity) admit to not understanding their access options at all or even that options exist
• There is a severe lack of preparedness for retirement amongst UK adults. Less than half (46%) of those
making a decumulation decision in the last two years thought about health or life expectancy
Access
• At least 4.5 million UK adults say they have been declined a financial product in the last two years.
Around half say they were unable to get the product they needed at all, while some say they ended up
paying more or being subject to different terms and conditions
Consumer Credit
• 12.9 million adults (25% of all UK adults) have been overdrawn in the last 12 months
• 3.1 million adults have used an unauthorised overdraft facility, either by exceeding their limit or never
arranging one, in the last 12 months
When looking solely at shares and equity ownership:
• 16% of UK adults own shares or equities. Ownership increases with age and 25% of those aged 65-74
own shares or equities, compared with 8% of those aged 25-34. It is also more likely for men to hold
shares or equities, with 20% owning these compared with 13% of women
• The main reasons for investment in shares or equities is for better returns and to save for retirement
• 11% of those with shares or equities do not know whether any fees or charges were involved when they
took the product out
What are the next steps?
The FCA continues to maximise use of the findings from the 2017 survey through our internal competition and
policy focused work and ensures that, used along with other available data, we are shown to be truly putting the
consumer at the heart of what we do. In line with the FCA’s intention to be more transparent, weighted data
tables have been published and are available through the FCA website. We are also endeavouring to encourage
analysis and investigation of the data externally through publishing the full dataset via the Consumer Data
Research Centre (UCL) in Spring 2018 to make the data available to external organisations and academics.
Nisha Arora
Nisha Arora joined the FCA in February 2018 as Director of Market Intelligence,
Data and Analysis (MIDA), alongside Jo Hill. Nisha is responsible for the delivery
of the FCA’s Sector Views (common view of regulatory risks and potential harms)
and Consumer Insight, which includes the “FCA Mission: Our Future Approach to
Consumers” and “Financial Lives” survey.
Prior to her joining the FCA, Nisha held Senior Director roles at the Competition and
Markets Authority (where she oversaw its Consumer Protection work) and the Office
of Fair Trading. Previously, Nisha served as a senior legal adviser in the Department
for Business, Innovation and Skills and the Cabinet Office. Nisha trained as a
solicitor with Denton Hall.
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Template audits – the gravy train rolls on
by Malcolm Howard
On 14 March 2018, the accounts for Savills plc for the year ended 31 December
2017 were signed off by the directors. On this day the share price closed at 976p. At
the year end the company had £99m net cash; in the year they had earnings of £81m
and had generated cash of £112m through their operating activities. Even taking into
account ‘retirement benefit obligations’ of £45m, they still had a surplus of £54m
Hardly the financial structure of a company that is likely to go bust within a year!
Despite this financial strength, the auditors, PricewaterhouseCoopers, wrote in their
audit report:
As part of our audit we have concluded that the Directors’ use of the going concern
basis is appropriate. However, as not all future events or conditions can be predicted, this statement is not a
guarantee as to the Group’s and Company’s ability to continue as a going concern.
On 17 May 2017, the accounts for Mothercare plc for the year ended 25 March 2017 were signed off by the
directors. On this day the share price closed at 125p. At their year end the company had a net debt of £17m and
a ‘retirement benefits obligation’ of £80m. Although in the year they had made of profit of £8m and generated
£15m from operating activities, net debt had increased by £29m (they had £12m in cash at 26 March 2015).
Clearly in terms of being a going concern, Mothercare is nowhere near as safe a Savills.
Mothercare’s auditors, Deloitte, (Group materiality stated as £2.1 million) wrote:
We agreed with the directors’ adoption of the going concern basis of accounting and we did not identify any
such material uncertainties. 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.
What we have here is ‘template’ auditing. Exactly the same language is used despite the wide variation in the
figures. The statements shown in bold above are absolutely meaningless. They merely state the obvious (that
we cannot predict the future) and are there solely to protect the auditors.
We now know after investigation within the Houses of Parliament that there were serious misstatements in
Carillion plc’s published 2016 accounts and that the auditor, KPMG Birmingham, knew this was the case when
they signed off the audit. Since then two of the company’s Finance Directors have been sacked. The problem,
though, is that Carillion plc is not the only company to suffer inadequate auditing in the hands of a big 4 auditor.
Luceco is a company making and selling light fittings which, since its IPO (initial public offering) at 130p per
share, has been growing. The company’s accounts for the year ended 31 December 2016 were signed off on 3
April 2017 and as the auditor, KPMG Birmingham, gave the company a clean bill of health the share price
continued to rise, peaking at 265p in November 2017, more than double the IPO price.
For a company like Luceco, the value of inventory is a key issue. Now, when it comes to ‘inventory’ we cannot
blame IFRS because stock is not valued at ‘fair value’, but at the lower of cost and net realisable value.
‘Realisable value is defined as the selling price of the product, less the cost of getting it to the customer. In the
usual ‘template’ style the auditor told us everything was in order. They met the internal audit team to discuss
the provisions for obsolete and slow moving stock, who assured them that they discussed the issue with the
product development and sales teams to ensure the level of provision was sufficient. The auditor then discussed
the matter with the directors:
“We challenged the Directors by reference to available third-party market reference (such as reports on
relevant regularity changes, market growth and the likely demand for products). We also assessed the historical
accuracy of inventory provisions, with reference to the level of inventory write-offs during the year. We
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considered sales post year end to see whether sales proceeds were sufficient to cover the net realisable value of
the inventory at the year end. We considered the adequacy of the Group’s disclosure in respect of the estimation
risk in determining net realisable value of inventory. In our opinion, we have not identified material
misstatement in these reports.” Materiality was set by the auditor to be £714,000.
This sounds that the audit work has been comprehensive, but unfortunately any accountancy trainee who had
passed his level one examination would know that the inventory figure had been materially overstated. The test
for this is the calculation of ‘inventory days’ which is inventory divided by cost of sales x 365. Figures below
are taken from the company’s 2016 accounts:
Inventory
Cost of sales
Inventory days

2016 (£’000)
38,462
85,927
163

2015 (£’000)
26,195
69,221
138

The clue is that inventory days are not only very high but are increasing. Even allowing for growth, inventory
days are excessive.
On 15 December 2017 the company issued a statement:
We will now deliver a gross margin of 33% leading to a £3.5m reduction in profit after tax to £13.2m versus
current market expectations of £16.7m. Regrettably the gross margin weakness was not identified sooner due
to an incorrect assessment of the value of the Group’s stock (inventory). The Financial Controller has resigned
as a result of this error.
But it got worse! On 6 March 2018 the company issued another statement:
“Profit after tax is now expected to be £11.0m, as against the previous forecast of £13.2m. The Chief Financial
Officer, David Main, steps down and is replaced by Matthew Webb, a Chartered Accountant who qualified with
KPMG.
The shares collapsed to 51p, less than half their IPO price and less than a quarter of the price (215p) on the day
the 2016 accounts were signed off.
Then we have Conviviality plc, a wholesaler and retailer of alcoholic drinks. Their accounts for the year ended
30 April 2017 were signed off on 17 July 2017. In their audit report, KPMG (Manchester) did not discuss
whether the company could be considered a ‘going concern’ or not, but merely gave the opinion that ‘the
financial statements gave a true and fair view of the Group’s and of the parent company’s affairs as at 30 April
2017. There was no mention of risk, such as the company’s increasing mountain of net debt standing at £98m
at the 2017 year end. On the date the accounts were signed off the shares were trading at 333p.
On 29 January 2018 the company posted its half year results for the 26 weeks ended 29 October 2017. The profit
for the six months was significantly lower than the previous six months due to having to spend £5.3m, being
costs associated with the acquisition of Bibendum PLB Group. Despite making a profit of £6m in the six months,
debt had increased to £134m from £98m and creditors had increased to £325m from £302m. Net equity
amounted to £208m, but intangible assets were £289m, meaning that tangible assets were negative to the tune
of (£81m). This could hardly be described as a healthy balance sheet.
However, there was a simple explanation for this, which was that the company was expanding rapidly. Between
the year end at 30 April 2017 and the prior year revenue had increased by 85%. So, of course, working capital
would be increasing. But was it under control?
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Inventory days
Receivables days
Payables days

30 April 2017
25
54
(82)

1 May 2016
31
69
(101)

Yes, clearly asset management was good.
By 29 March 2018, it was revealed that the company was in deep trouble and that it would need to raise £125m
to survive. If it achieved this, net debt would fall to below £100m. “The Board wish to thank its customers,
suppliers and employees for their continued support during this difficult period for the Company.”
We can deduce from the statements made by the company that while they were trading within their banking
covenants they could only do so by delaying payments to customers, even if this was not as bad as it had been.
The £125m being raised would be spent: paying the £30m debt to HM Revenue & Customs, £35m to reduce
debt and £60m to pay creditors to get back to paying within normal credit terms.
By the end of January 2018 the directors should have known they were in trouble because:
•
•

They were up to their credit limit in terms of banking covenants and any softening of margins would
automatically put them in breach.
They could not pay their creditors within the agreed credit terms.

Given this state of affairs, the director’s behaviour could only be described as bizarre:
•
•
•
•

On 5 February 2018, Diana Hunter, CEO, bought 50,000 shares at 305p each
On 5 February 2018, Martin Newman, Non-Exec Director, bought 3,330 shares at 300p each.
On 5 February 2018, Steve Wilson, Non-Exec Director, bought 48,500 shares at 305p each.
On 5 February 2018, David Adams, Chairman, bought 16,000 shares at 306p each.

On 8 March, the company announced that there had been a material error in their forecasts in that the company
hadn’t noticed that margins were softening and as a result EBITDA would be 20% below market expectations.
The share price collapsed from 303p to 123p.
•
•

On 9 March 2018, Diana Hunter, CEO, bought 44,176 shares at 114p each.
On 9 March 2018, Mark Moran, CFO, bought 120,000 shares at 109p each.

On 13 March, the company confirms its forecast that EBITDA will be 20% below market expectations. The
shares fall to 101p. Just one day later it announces that it has discovered that it has to pay £30m to HM Revenue
& Customs and it hasn’t got the cash to pay it. The shares were suspended.
The question is: why were the directors buying shares when they should have known how bad things were?
Also, the auditors must have had some idea that things were bad at the time of the 2017 annual audit and while
there was nothing wrong with the accounts investors should look for omission as well a possible error.
What happened here is classic, something accountants learn in the first year of training. It was simply a case of
OVERTRADING. What this means is that if companies expand too quickly they run out of cash because
working capital expands at the same rate as revenue. One way to alleviate this is to have an effective asset
management programme, which the company did. But it wasn’t good enough! This was an expanding and
profitable company; why would the banks not lend them the £30m to pay HM Revenue & Customs? The answer
was that the Finance Director could not have built in any contingency; if margins softened the company would
be in breach of at least one of its banking covenants. Anyone reading the Annual Reports could not have known
this.
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Then we have Air Partner plc. On 3 April 2018 the company announced that it had identified an accounting
error. It said, “The issue principally relates to the collection of receivables from customers and accounting for
uncollected amounts since financial year 2010/11. Certain uncollected receivables were inappropriately offset
against deferred income rather than being expensed to the income statement in the appropriate financial year. A
figure of £3.3 million has currently been identified and a significant proportion of this relates back to 2011.”
Rumour had taken the share price down from 140p to 102p and when this announcement was made the price
collapsed to 74p. The auditor, Deloitte, set materiality at £410,000.
On 11 April 2018 Air Partner plc put out a statement saying that the cumulative impact of the accounting error
would not exceed £4 million and that when prior year statements are re-stated the company always had sufficient
distributable reserves to legally pay the dividends it did. The share price recovered slightly to 95p.
On 13 April 2018, the Finance Director, Neil Morris, resigned.
In all these cases there is a pattern:
•
•
•
•

Accounts are published and given a clean bill of health by the auditors.
Company makes a statement that a material error has been found in the accounts.
The company hires another big 4 audit firm to clean up the mess.
The Finance Director resigns.

What appears to be missing is that there is no sanction against the erring auditor. In fact, for a big 4 Auditing
Practice it is one big gravy train. If one auditor gets it wrong, another is appointed to sort it out. If it is so bad
that the company goes bust, then another big 4 auditor is appointed as ‘administrator’ or ‘adviser to the official
receiver’.
The Financial Reporting Council (FRC) is responsible for auditing the auditors. Any complaint to them with
regard to inappropriate accounting gets the response:
“We are aware of the situation but owing to confidentiality we cannot say anything at the moment.”
If you ask them whether they are carrying out an investigation, they tell you they cannot do anything until any
possible litigation has taken place. Of course, by the time we reach this point any evidence has long gone.
One MP described the FRC as ‘useless and toothless’. It was reported in mid-April that a review of the workings
of the FRC was to be led by John Kingman, the Legal and General Chairman, a former Treasury official. Prem
Sikka, accounting professor at the University of Sheffield, was sceptical that a review would have any effect.
He was reported to say, “The FRC is symptomatic of the poor regulatory architecture in the UK where captured
and puny regulators are expected to shackle giant businesses whilst being colonised by the very interests that
are to be regulated.”
Sadly Prem Sikka is probably right. If history is anything to go by (previous official reviews), we can expect a
thorough review by John Kingman, who will come up with justified sensible recommendations. These will duly
be ignored by government. In my view, the solution is to stop the gravy train in its tracks. Where auditors have
signed off accounts and it is subsequently proven that the accounts contained a material (significant) error, they
should be fined twice the fee they charged to do the audit.
A significant problem for investors is that Annual Reports, including the Audit Report within them, are
template affairs. We are in this sorry state because legally the auditors are responsible to the company
and not to investors.
Investors should receive accurate accounts, published within an Annual Report, and should be given information
which would allow them to make reasonable judgments. For a start, given the Conviviality fiasco, the time
has come for companies to publish their current banking covenants within each Annual Report.
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London's investor scene and financial education
by Susanne Teufel
I have been going to the Croydon UKSA meetings for about a year now and
really enjoy learning more about the wider issues of shareholder rights,
accountancy malpractice, amongst other topics concerning investors. I feel
inspired by members wanting to contribute to society, rather than just being
interested in managing their own portfolios.
As the meetings are during the day, I thought about restarting a group for UKSA
members who are working in central London. Most investors – which UKSA is
probably representing – seem to be 50/60+ year-old males, probably because this
age group has accumulated enough money to make it worth its while actually
spending time and energy managing it. I concluded that it might be difficult to
find enough working age UKSA members interested in coming to an evening group. So I started attending other
investor meetings to see how things are run and what age groups are attending those sessions.
The international FIRE (Financially Independent Retire Early) movement that got started in the 1980s – many
of the ideas of FIRE are set out in the bestselling book “Your Money or Your Life” by Vicki Robin and Joe
Dominguez – seems to be popular among millennials. The FIRE blogger Mr. Money Mustache (Peter Adeney)
has quite a large following and makes for some interesting reading. The London FIRE group (with a very mixedage membership) has an active Facebook page, where people discuss many aspects of investing and occasionally
meet in a pub to chat. A frugal way of life is often part of this movement.
A group I have got involved with is the London Value Investor Club run by a young ‘fintech’ (financial
technology) entrepreneur, Ruzbeh Bacha, whose company CityFALCON provides customised information to
investors. This group meets once a month and has presentations on various subjects by group members, mostly
attended by quite serious investors, and often fairly technical. As I am very interested in financial education and
suggested some sessions geared towards budding investors, I have been asked to run a monthly ‘newbies’ group.
The first session was attended by around 30 people, mainly consisting of young men (around 75%), mostly of
Asian origin, as well as some women.
Many people seem to have a kind of apathy towards managing their money or not enough knowledge or
confidence to want to spend the time and energy on managing the financial aspects of their lives. However, quite
a few of them expressed a wish to talk about money (even if they are not ready to take action yet).
For many, money is still a bit of a taboo and sensitive subject and there seem to be widely different approaches
and generational differences towards money.
It is fairly clear that most people would benefit from financial education early on in their lives. Although
financial education is part of the national curriculum, there is more that parents (and grandparents) can do to
encourage younger people to be more financially literate in later life.
Financial education has many forms. For example, if you come across budding entrepreneurs or teenagers
wanting to cut lawns, wash cars and so on, this might be a way to engage with them on matters around money.
When she was five years old, my daughter and her friend went to neighbouring houses to earn money by painting
people’s nails. One neighbour commented that she was also offered the service of taking the nail varnish off for
an additional fee. She did not really want to pay for that service (given that the original job was perhaps not the
most professional), but she was impressed by the idea.
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“Little Acorns” by Alan Gardner – themed around investing ideas and delayed gratification – might make a nice
present for some children. The author is also involved in financial education at primary school level.
The Bank of England’s museum (which includes some interactive games for children) is worth a visit. I have
been to a few workshops there with my children and a visit to the Bank of England could be part of a day out in
London with family members.
For me, taking practical action by investing in a Junior ISA and SIPP for my two teenage children – the oldest
being 18 later on this year and about to have control over this money – or engaging in discussions or groups
when possible, is hopefully a step in the right direction.
But there is no clear plan on how to get the wider public interested in money matters, and financial education
remains very much in its infancy. There is more than enough information available on how to manage or save
money. However, getting people more engaged with financial matters remains the big question.

Letter to the Editor
From Mr James Murray, Edinburgh
Dear Editor,
Collapse of Conviviality
I have been prompted to write following receipt of an email from UKSA on this matter responding to a
disgruntled shareholder, thinking about an action group.
My experience with the RBoS Shareholder Action Group convinces me that such actions by aggrieved investors
are a complete waste of time, and money.
In my case with RBoS I paid my dues, totalling 15 over 6 years from 2012, not wishing to seek redress for my
stupidity in taking up the notorious rights issue, but wishing to see the directors in court attempting to justify
their actions. Sadly, this did not happen and there is currently costly litigation involving, amazingly, the Action
Group and solicitors now representing the claimants. I’d be lucky if the sum I eventually receive would cover
the fees I paid to the Action Group.
UKSA was involved briefly at the start of the RBoS Action Group and also, inadvisedly in my view, took up
the cudgel for Northern Rock shareholders, the majority of whom were not “Private Investors” but had obtained
shares on demutualisation.
It is my view that Private Investors should be grown up and take responsibility for their decisions, good and
bad, and grin and bear it when investments go wrong. That is why having a diversified portfolio makes sense.
Losses, although unpleasant, are sometimes helpful for tax reasons in being set against gains.
Finally, on a positive note, UKSA is best at being proactive rather than reactive. What UKSA does, in making
representation to government, financial regulators, responding to consultations, producing PI, company visits,
writing in the press, talking to journalists and attending AGMs, is why I continue, since 1997, to support UKSA.
Yours sincerely
James Murray
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Beaufort Securities – a gathering storm
by Peter Parry
The liquidation of Beaufort Securities on the FCA’s instruction is targeting the ring-fenced property of
thousands of UK private investors, many of whom are now facing losses of up to 40% of the value of their
holdings. The liquidator’s proposals bring into question the whole system of regulatory and legal protection of
investors in the UK. In particular, they suggest that investors’ assets which are held in a nominee account are
not actually ring-fenced as is widely believed.
The Financial Conduct Authority (FCA) declared Beaufort Securities Limited (BSL) and sister company
Beaufort Asset Clearing Services Limited (BACSL) insolvent on the 2nd March 2018 and PwC were appointed
as administrators of BSL and special administrators of BACSL.
On 15th March, PwC confirmed that the ring-fenced property of the Group’s clients was held appropriately in
accordance with FCA requirements, being approximately £50 million in segregated client money accounts and
around £850 million in client-owned securities. On 12th April, PwC noted that client money and client assets
were, as at the date of administration, substantially complete save for a very small number of isolated
deficiencies. However, the initial estimate of £850 million client assets was reduced to £500m as a result of
illiquid / nil value positions. The special administrator stated that the majority of client asset returns will
commence September 2018 at the earliest and that around 700 clients with assets valued over £150,000 may
experience a loss up to a maximum of 40% on their ring-fenced assets!
PwC is proposing to charge an incredible £100 million for the wind-down over a period of four years. They
have provided no justification of either the amount or timeframe for the simple task of transferring an electronic
registry of client assets/money to one or more replacement brokers.
Over 14,000 clients invested through Beaufort Securities, an FCA regulated entity, on the assurance that their
assets were firewalled per FCA rules precisely to protect them in the event of the broker’s insolvency. The
suggestion that PWC as Special Administrator can seize client property and treat the owners as creditors of the
failed entity makes a mockery of regulatory protections for investors in the UK.
The FCA seems to have allowed Beaufort Securities to continue trading while the FBI carried out an undercover
investigation, apparently putting the interests of the FBI ahead of those of UK investors. This calls into serious
doubt the FCA’s priorities and the regulator’s role in protecting domestic savers.
ShareSoc and UKSA are determined to defend the interest of Beaufort clients, and the interests of UK
shareholders in general, whose shares are held in nominee accounts and are therefore similarly exposed to the
insolvency of their brokers.
ShareSoc has launched a campaign which UKSA is fully supporting with the primary purpose of mounting a
legal challenge to the current administration proposals, specifically:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Refuting the Special Administrator’s right to seize ring-fenced client property
Ensuring proper separation of the liabilities of BSL from those of BACSL
Questioning the Special Administrator’s cost and time estimates in relation to the wind-down of BACSL
Seeking a transfer of the business of BACSL to an alternative custodian
Reviewing the actions and motivations of the FCA in this matter
Lobbying for legislative change to ensure that assets in custody are properly protected

Renowned FT writer and private investor John Lee says: “I am very happy to endorse the thrust of ShareSoc’s
campaign. We were all shocked to discover the seeming vulnerability of clients’ funds when we thought that
they were ring-fenced and protected. This loophole surely has to be closed.”
18

UK Shareholders’ Association

Issue 194 • June 2018

Details of the campaign can be found here: https://www.sharesoc.org/campaigns/beaufort-client-campaign/.
UKSA and ShareSoc have campaigned for many years for legislative change that would result in shares being
directly registered in the names of their beneficial owners, rather than via brokers’ nominee accounts. Such a
system would have prevented the current attack on the private property of the Beaufort group’s clients.

Incentives versus regulation – which would you back?
by Martin White
Regulation isn’t what really drives behaviour. Yes sure, it creates work, for the regulators themselves, for those
whose job is to follow the regulations, and also for those whose job is to get round the regulations. And then we
have the lawyers. What really drives behaviour is incentives. And understanding – or perhaps more
appropriately misunderstanding. We need massive reform in both of these. To improve outcomes, it has to be
the sort of reform that the corporate establishment will resist strongly.
In these pages, you will be used to reading about a series of shocking stories. Carillion and Persimmon have
been egregious enough and recent enough for Parliament to take an interest. There is a perceived failure in
stewardship and reporting on stewardship – and for this boards and the accounting profession are in the frame.
However, read the Parliamentary report on Carillion, and look at the recommendations. Guess what – the
prescription is the usual one, more regulation, and tougher regulation.
I just don’t think there is enough deep thinking within policymaking circles. To fix a problem, you have first to
understand it. It’s not that people naturally behave badly; it’s that the “system” tends to push them towards bad
behaviour. What do I mean by this? To me the “system” includes, and is defined by, lots of things including
what gets praise (promotion and/or pay and/or keeping the job), and what gets punished (loss of job, bonus
disappointment).
Most really bad behaviour seems to have as its immediate cause a mix of greed and fear, driven by what gets
the “well done”. And as an intelligent owner, it’s difficult to see how these incentives are really in the long-term
interest of the company. But isn’t that exactly what the board should be there to implement? A decently run
company will focus not primarily on profit today, and not on the share price, but on things that will enhance the
company’s future competitive strength, its long-term survival and its long-term ability to generate distributable
profits. Identifying companies that think like this is my focus when looking at smaller companies. I like them to
care about the business and the team, not just about making money.
I realise I’m no more than touching on the subject here. One of the things that characterises some smaller
companies is a strong element of management control. Without this, fear of takeover can lead to an excessive
focus on the share price. But there will be an excessive focus on the share price when there is any form of pay
that is dependent on share price. I’m coming to the conclusion that we should go back to salaries, with virtually
no “performance-dependent” pay. This, of course, would close the door to all those headline-catching pay
outcomes – hence the strong resistance I expect from the corporate establishment to any such suggestions.
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CURRENT UKSA EVENTS
A photo ID is requested, please bring it with you!

Shareholder meeting with Associated British Foods plc – Monday 18 June 2018
Location
Start
Room capacity

10 Grosvenor Street, London, W1K 4QY
11.00 (assemble from 10.45)
50

Company contact
Group leader / UKSA
organiser

Jackie Toole
Phil Clarke – Tel: 01689 834479 E-mail: pjejclarke@outlook.com

Shareholder meeting with Redmayne Bentley followed by Q&A – Monday 25 June 2018
Location

The Best Western Dower House Hotel, Bond End, Knaresborough, North Yorkshire HG5 9AL

Start
Room capacity

14.00 (assemble from 13.30)
30

Company contact
Group leader / UKSA
organiser

Tony Oxley – Investment Manager
Julian Mole – Tel: 07870 890973 E-mail: julian.mole@btinternet.com

Audit: Is it fit for purpose? – a PWC event for UKSA and ShareSoc – Tuesday 3 July 2018 from 2pm
Location

Embankment Place, London, London, WC2N 6RH

UKSA BRANCHES – If no contact name or number is given, please contact UKSA office
Branch name
Leader
Administration
London & South East Harry Braund 020 Tony Birks
Region
8680 5872
01322 669 120
harrycb@
ahbirks@btinternet.com
gmail.com
Nick Steiner
London
Individual meeting
company visits
organisers
Specialist company
David Lowe Adrian Under review
visits
Phillips
Croydon & Purley

South West
North East

North West

SmartCo
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Harry Braund 020
8680 5872
harrycb@
gmail.com
Peter Wilson
01453 834486
07712 591032
Brian Peart 01388
488419

Julian Mole
07870 890973
julian.mole@
btinternet.com
Charles Breese

Tony Birks
01322 669120
ahbirks@btinternet.com
Peter Wilson
01453 834486
07712 591032
Julian Mole 07870
890973
julian.mole@
btinternet.com
Julian Mole 07870
890973
julian.mole@
btinternet.com
Charles Breese

Main purpose
To co-ordinate activities in
London and the South-East

Description
Meetings in Croydon three
times a year

To arrange private meetings
with companies
To arrange and/or
participate in events in
conjunction with investor
service companies
Social meetings to discuss
investment issues

20/30 meetings per
year individually arranged
Meetings with small-company
management, for experienced
investors only

To arrange and develop
activities for members in the
region
To arrange and develop
activities for members in the
region

Company visits and social
events as arranged

Meetings in Croydon monthly

Company visits and
social events as arranged

To arrange and develop
Company visits and
activities for members in the social events as arranged
region
Arranging access to 'Smart Programme awaiting
Companies' – those with the start-up
potential to make good
investment returns from
benefiting society at large

