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With just over two months until the end of
the Brexit transition period, there is still no
UK/EU trade deal in sight, not even a ‘thin’
deal covering goods.

Four years have passed since the
referendum. During this 'suspended
animation' for business – that's the CBI's
take – the City has crossed its fingers in the
hope that a deal will materialise.

Those hopes are running out. Even if there is
a deal, it is likely to be a 'thin' deal, meaning
firms will be unable to trade in services from
the UK to the EU27 and vice versa.

In share trading specifically, there is a risk
that the share trading obligation (STO), a
law that determines which venues investors
can use to trade liquid stocks, will split the
liquidity in Europe's equity markets. With
investors unable to access the whole
European market, many UK- and EU-listed
shares will be traded in both jurisdictions,
potentially creating two shallower pools of
liquidity.

ESMA, the EU counterpart of the UK’s
FCA, has announced a short-term fix,
enabling EU shares traded on a UK
exchange in Sterling to be exempt from the
STO. That means EU investors will still be
able to trade dual-listed stocks such as
AstraZeneca, Relx, Tui, IAG and G4S.

But the ESMA move falls far short of
‘equivalence’, which is the only means by
which the City would retain anything like
the access to the EU market that it currently
enjoys.

As the biggest share trading centre in
Europe, London handles around 30 per cent

of Europe's €40bn daily market. Without
equivalence, firms will shift trading to cities
such as Amsterdam and Paris, even if these
lack London's strength, depth and expertise.

This is not the place to argue the rights and
wrongs of the 2016 vote, but the way Brexit
is being ‘delivered’ is damaging to the City
and any business trading with the EU.

The lack of clarity on the UK’s position has
made it impossible to prepare, amid fears
that decisions are being driven by political
considerations rather than the needs of the
market.

In practical terms, what will change on 1
January if there is no equivalence and there
is either no deal or at best a very thin deal?

1. Some firms will be unable to trade
between the EU and the UK for regulatory
reasons.

2. Firms will find they have to register with
authorities in each of their target markets
(for example for VAT), making their existing
business model unviable.

3. Depending on the country, UK nationals
may find they need a work visa to conduct
business abroad. The same would likely
apply toEU26nationals (i.e. excluding Irish
citizens) coming to the UK.

It's no wonder that firms of all sizes – from
global banks to Europe-facing SMEs – are
getting jittery.

Helen Gibbons
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In September UKSA was
delighted to take part in
the Money Management
campaign run by
Mediaplanet in
partnership with The
Guardian.

This was an excellent
opportunity for UKSA's
Martin White to explain
our approach to this
important subject.

The adjacent panel and
the article below are
reproduced with the
permission of
Mediaplanet.

Long-term investment returns – are we all being too
complacent?

by Martin White
What sort of real return do we expect to achieve on an equity
portfolio over the next 100 years? Well, the normal approach is
simply to look back at what has been achieved in the past. This
might perhaps lead you to think that something between 4% and 6%
might be achievable.

But I think this might just be totally unrealistic. What if we are in
a really low-growth world? The world faces a very real climate
emergency. Could the world cope with sea level rises of 10 metres
or more? What would happen to the people in low-lying parts of the
country? Beingparochial,would theUKbeable togrowmuch food
on the remaining land above sea level if the gulf stream stops
flowing?

We need to transition urgently to a world that stops adding carbon
dioxide to the atmosphere, and the developed world needs to help
the less developed world to achieve this too. The world’s
population needs to stop growing; we can’t continue to afford the
“luxury”of agrowingpopulation thatmakes theold lessof aburden
on the young – that’s a form of Ponzi scheme that we have to learn
to live without.

Much of real investment returns in the past have been associated
with economic growth. Exactly how this works is not really well
understood. But in a low-growth world, the opportunity to deploy
new capital profitably will be much constrained.

What about the massive amounts of capital that need to be spent
urgently now to enable the world to transition to zero net carbon?
Yes, there will be masses of work to be done here. But will this
“infrastructure investment” actually achieve good investment
returns? Personally I am doubtful about this. As the cost of clean
energy falls, and as there is rapid development of technology to
enable this, the initial investments will become less valuable.
Society will benefit, and it’s all essential, but I don’t see big profit
streams being earned from infrastructure investment. I see much of

this spending being financed by the
taxpayer.

Covid-19 has given the world a big
jolt, in terms of the need to face up to,
and to be better prepared for, an
uncertain future. It reminds us how
the future could be very different
from the recent past. Covid-19 and
climate change are provoking a
flowering of exciting, fresh thinking.
The last 30 or 40 years have seen a
huge effective growth in the world’s
workforce, particularly with the entry
of China in to the trading system.
This has depressed the cost of wages, especially at the lower end,
and increased the proportion of GDP that goes to profit. And
investment returns have partly been driven by this.

But this process of increasing globalisation may be about to come
to a halt – and we could soon find ourselves in a world of wage
inflationanda reduction in the shareofprofits inGDP.Doesanyone
remember what the 1970s were like? There is an interesting book
on this published recently by Charles Goodhart and Manoj
Pradham called “The great demographic reversal: Ageing
Societies, Waning Inequality and an Inflation Revival”. I wouldn’t
say itwas the simplest andeasiest of reads, butyoucanwatchagood
discussion on the topic on the CSFI YouTube channel. And then
there’s the OECD’s “New approaches to economic challenges”, or
NEAC, project. https://www.oecd.org/naec/events/ will take you
to many things you can watch or read, if you are so minded. I found
the 90-minute session https://www.oecd.org/naec/events/the-
financial-system.htm from 29 September particularly interesting.
Extremely thought provoking from an investment perspective too.

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=v8ZdnVaZopU
https://www.oecd.org/naec/events/
https://www.oecd.org/naec/events/the-financial-system.htm
https://www.oecd.org/naec/events/the-financial-system.htm
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This is originally from Mediaplanet’s Money Management campaign which launched on 15 September through the Guardian.
https://www.businessandindustry.co.uk/campaign/finance/

6  !  Read more at businessandindustry.co.uk A promotional supplement distributed on behalf of Mediaplanet, which takes sole responsibility for its contents  |  MEDIAPLANET

Our wellbeing has been severely 
tested over recent months. 
COVID-!", unprecedented 
market volatility, a deep 

recession and resultant spike in 
unemployment are all contributing  
to an unease a#ecting tens of millions 
of people. This has been magnified by 
a significant upturn in fraud, targeting 
those most vulnerable.

“$%& of all fraud crimes reported are 
cyber-enabled – it’s now a lot easier 
than robbing a bank and the rewards 
are far greater,” says the Commissioner 
of the City of London Police, at the 
Personal Investment and Financial 
Advice Association (PIMFA) financial 
crime conference this year. Inevitably, 
as the number of vulnerable people 
increases through the pandemic, this 
type of crime is being reported more 
and more frequently. This is why the 
global business spend on cybersecurity 
is expected to double this year,  
to over '!()bn.

The most common scams we face 
Last year, the Financial Services 
Compension Scheme listed their most 
prevalent scams as phishing (email 
scams) and smishing (texting scams); 
boiler room schemes, which promise 
investors an impressive return but 
deliver nothing but a big loss; and 
pension liberation schemes, which 
target people aged %%* with bogus 
investment opportunities to try  
to get hold of their pension savings.

Targeting penion holders 
The e#ects of these swindles can 
be shattering for an individual. The 
National Fraud Bureau estimates,  
since the outbreak of COVID-!", over 
'$m has been misappropriated from 
pension holders through scams, 
leaving many with little or nothing  
to live on in retirement. 

Challenging trust in genuine financial services 
Scams also directly impact public trust 
in the financial services industry, and 
the continuing challenge we face is 
to ensure our actions engender trust 
among savers and in society.

Education is key. People need to know 
what to look out for in a potential scam, 
and, importantly, what legitimate firms 
would never do when contacting a client.

To help the public, the Financial 
Conduct Authority created the Scam 
Smart site and PIMFA has launched its 
Scam Safe campaign and free, publicly 
accessible microsite. PIMFA will also 
be giving evidence at the Work and 
Pensions Select Committee, to raise 
awareness of the vital role our firms 
play in combatting pension fraud. 

Financial fraud 
& protecting 
clients’ wellbeing  

WRITTEN BY
Liz Field
CEO, Personal Investment 
Management & Financial 
Advice Association

In practice, do we hear any discussion of 
what makes a company a fulfilling place to 
work in? And do we see any reversal of the 
situation around excessive pay and short-
termism? The UK’s Kay Review+ diagnosed 
the problems pretty well, but the terms of 
reference did not open the way to radical 
suggestions for tackling them. 

Society needs companies to: 

• Meet customer needs e!ciently;
• Look to long-term success as much  

as today’s profits – the signs that really  
matter are not easily measured, and  
not always understood either;

• Regard employee satisfaction, personal 
development and appropriate levels  
of empowerment as an important  
operating principle.

For the employees, the acid test is: what is the 
culture of the business really like to work in? Do 
people feel part of it, do they feel respected, are 
they comfortable that the business is ethical and 
fair to customers, and can they raise problems 
without fear of reprisal?

Hypocrisy in the establishment 
Try raising the issue of executive pay and the 
impact of the bonus culture at any meeting 
of the great and good about corporate social 
responsibility! I find the question is ducked every 
time; the system, for all the corporate governance 
paraphernalia and people’s best intentions, is still 
fundamentally flawed.

Empower savers to care 
Instead of “savers” I could have used the words 
“investors”, or even “ultimate shareholders”. The 
point is that, if you are saving for the future, the 
odds are that, one way or another, you are likely 
to be a part-owner of a large number of public 
companies. Engaging with, and empowering, 
ordinary savers is essential if we are to have  
a voice that counts. 

Can we really tackle vested interests? 
Yes, but ordinary savers may not have the 
knowledge or the time. This is about education, 
empowerment and someone to trust. The trick 
is that all the heavy lifting has to be done by 
financially knowledgeable volunteers who are 
independent of both the financial and corporate 
sectors. Read more in the separate article “Savers 
Take Control”.

Responsible investing –  
what does it mean in 2020?
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“To tackle vested interests, we must empower savers”. Face it – capitalism is in crisis.  
Somehow, the corporate world has got itself into a mess, where unjustifiable individual  
rewards often combine with a short-term focus that is harmful to society as a whole.

WRITTEN BY
Martin White
UK Shareholders’ 
Association (UKSA)1

Read more at 
businessand 
industry.co.uk

References
1. See www.uksa.org.uk and https://www.uksa.org.uk/sites/default/files/responsible_investing_2010_members.pdf  Whilst so much of the story is depressingly similar in 2019 to 2010, our focus has 
broadened – we want to reach out to ordinary people who do not currently think of themselves as shareholders.
2. The Kay Review of UK Equity Markets and Long-Term Decision Making, 2011-2012 - https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20121204121011/http://www.bis.gov.uk/policies/business-law/corpo-
rate-governance/kay-review

https://www.businessandindustry.co.uk/campaign/finance/
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Another day and another consultation lands in the inbox. This one’s
from HM Treasury - titled ‘Regulatory Framework for Approval of
Financial Promotions’. Sounds boring? Maybe, but the issue under
review is actually a little more nuanced and intriguing than the title
suggests. ‘It is the use of financial promotions by unauthorised
firms that is the focus of this consultation,’ opines the missive.

Reading on, our eyes almost popped out with incredulity.
Apparently, when an unauthorised person or firm (i.e. one that is
not authorised by the FCA) wants to promote a service or product
it must get the promotion approved by an authorised firm. So far so
good; it all sounds reasonable as a system of delegation, doesn’t
it…? Not so fast! What it is actually saying is that, under the current
system of approvals, any authorised firm can approve any financial
promotion for any unauthorised person or firm. In theory, the
authorised firmsare supposed tohave someknowledgeor expertise
to be able to assess the product being promoted but in practice this
isn’t checked or monitored. The Treasury document goes on to say,
somewhat coyly, that ‘The FCA has identified a number of cases of
authorised firms failing to satisfy its requirements in approving the
financial promotions of unauthorised persons’. It adds that, ‘This
includes cases in which the approving firm has failed to undertake
adequate due diligence to ensure promotions it has approved meet
FCA requirements and instances of firms approving financial
promotions which relate to products which are beyond their sphere
of expertise and which, as a result, fail to comply with FCA rules’.

To summarise, in practice the rules surrounding approval of
financial promotions by unauthorised firms are so lax that it doesn't
really matter whether the authorised firm has the competence (in
terms of understanding of the product) to do this. Nor, it seems, are
there any specific due diligence requirements that the approvers
have to undertake (for example, checking the soundness of claims
about likely returns).

Now you might think that this was bad enough, but it gets worse.
There is very unlikely to be any redress for the consumer when it
all goes wrong – because the promoter is unauthorised. So, there is
almost no prospect of compensation from the Financial Services
Compensation Scheme (FSCS). There is no system of redress or
claim against the approver of the promotion and it seems that in
most cases, because the provider is unauthorised, the regulator (the
FCA) is also likely to wash its hands of the matter.

Could there possibly be anything else that marks this system out as
truly awful? Well actually, yes. The authorised firms doing the
‘approving’ can charge for their services. That may sound fair
enough, but it creates a situation in which authorised firms that are
so minded can generate extra revenue for themselves by providing
superficial, few-questions-asked approvals. Once word gets round
who these firms are, any unauthorised provider knows where to go
for a sure-fire approval of their promotions, no matter how dubious
the promotional material is. All sounds far-fetched…? Well,
London Capital and Finance (LCF), which collapsed in January
2019 owing 11,500 retail investors £236 million, was an authorised
firm. It was busy promoting mini-bonds which claimed to offer an
8% return which the FCA decided was misleading. It is not clear
whether LCF was involved in signing off promotions for
unauthorised firms – but you can understand the concern.

As a backdrop to all this, remember that we are talking about
financial promotions by unauthorised firms. A brief discussion

with an authorised IFA
suggested that the process
for becoming authorised by
the FCA is not so very
onerous or difficult. One has
to wonder why it is,
therefore, that firms would
choose to remain
unauthorised. So what steps
is the Treasury proposing to
take to tighten up this woeful
system? Not a lot really. The
suggestion is that a
‘gateway’ system should be
introduced. Two variations
of this are suggested:

• Option 1, the Treasury’s preferred option, involves withdrawing
the authority for all authorised firms to carry out approvals for their
unauthorised brethren and making all those that want to do
approvals in future apply to the FCA for formal permission to do so.
The FCA would vet the suitability of the firms to do approvals and
then give consent. As the Treasury document helpfully suggests,
‘Consent could be linked to products or services within the firm’s
area of expertise.’ As one might have thought this a basic
prerequisite, it is intriguing to wonder what other options might be
in the frame.

• Option 2, is essentially the same as Option 1, except that it would
involve amending the Regulated Activities Order to make the
approval of financial promotions of unauthorised persons a
regulated activity.

The proposals are silent on how the records of competence will be
kept up to date. People with a given expertise may leave an
employer and move on – as our ‘tame’ IFA has just done (hence his
knowledge of the FCA authorisation process). And what of new
and innovative products needing approval? How will the FCA keep
tabs on whether existing approvers need an additional authority to
approve these?

We have responded to the Treasury suggesting that Option 2 is the
very least that it and the FCA should be considering. In addition we
have also suggested that:

• The FCA should require all authorised firms that are given
consent to do approvals for financial promotions to submit a report
each year to the FCA listing the approval requests received and
carried out;

• The FCA should carry out a spot check on a meaningful number
of approvals each year to monitor the effectiveness of the process
and to check the quality of the promotional material being
approved. The FRC carries out quality checks on a sample of
company reports and audits. The FCA should easily be able to do
a quality check on financial promotions.

• The FCA should publish the findings of its annual review – as
the FRC does with its quality monitoring.

The consultation closed on 25 October. We’ll wait to see what
the Treasury and the FCA come up with – although we are not
holding our breath.

Financial promotions – a case study in how not to delegate
by Peter Parry
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Five years ago, I wrote a short article for The Private Investor (Issue
178) in which I outlined the background and rationale for
developing an equity screening tool for managing my own share
portfolio. I shall not repeat the details of the STAR screening
methods except to say that the basic method that I have regularly
used has gradually evolved as I have had to take account of major
shifts in the UK market and the problems of data sourcing.

When I started screening the leading main market-listed equities
almost 40 years ago, I had direct access to the monthly updated
analyses and earnings estimates of four of the largest City-based
analytical teams. At that time I used spreadsheets to rank the largest
main market listed shares according to their expected earnings
growth over the next two years and then, from that list, selected
those thatwerealso in thecheapest twoor threedeciles.After agreat
deal of testing and the application of various additional criteria and
sector weighting limits I found that these methods usually produced
portfolios that substantially outperformed the main market index.

However, these relatively simple linkages between estimated
earnings growth, value and share price movement appear to have
weakened over the past couple of decades with a much more
extreme divergence in the last four years. By way of example I have
tracked theperformanceofportfoliosof tenand twenty sharesevery
year since 1995 and discovered that the STAR screened share

selections beat the All Share Index seven out of 10 times in each of
the first two decades, but in the past five years these basic growth
and value screens have merely level-pegged the index. I have also
compared the performance of the wider UK share market (ASI)
with my value and growth screened twenty share portfolio
selections and the US-based Russell 1000 growth and value indices
for the past 25 years as per the chart below.

Fully conscious that successful investment methods need to be
continually challenged and updated, I began adding a secondary
evaluation process to the original basic screening almost ten years
ago. The result is that my share selection process has now evolved
into a first stage initial share screening covering 1,300 shares listed
on the London main and AIM markets as well as those listed on
global and European exchanges. Algorithms relating to each
company’s growth, efficiency and valuation metrics are then
automatically calculated in primary spreadsheets to arrive at the
primary ranking list for each market. From this list I then select
likely candidates for more detailed profiling in order to produce a
small list of investments that appear to offer potential for growth at
the time of evaluation.

This extra screening requires both objective and subjective
assessments. I am currently employing ten metrics for each
company profile that include growth and efficiency measures as

An update on STAR Share Screening methods
by John Mulligan
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well as those covering financial strength and management. This
considerable extra effort does appear worthwhile, as even in the
current volatile year the shares that scored the highest profile
ratings achieved average price gains of over 25% against average
falls in the All Share Index of more than 4% for each respective
month of profile publication up to the end of September.

The reason that I think you may find this short background to the
changes in the effectiveness of this growth/value share ranking
process of interest is that I believe the trends mentioned highlight
some fundamental shifts in the wider investment scene. One is
clearly the massive digitisation of business that has both negative
and positive implications for a vast range of economic sectors.
Another is the attack on globalisation as an increasing number of
countries pursue more nationalistic tendencies.

More specifically, private investors are increasingly side-lined in
terms of access to reliable, accurate data from sources that they can
afford. When I ceased to have direct access to analysts’ estimates
I found the aggregated data was far from accurate. I continually
comeacrossdata sets that combine feeds fromdifferent sources that
are not checked for consistency and compatibility in terms of time,
currency and other factors. Yet another problem, well covered and
understood by UKSA, is the declining level of confidence in the
most fundamental of sources for serious investment analysis
namely the company accounts.

On a more positive note my screens have recently uncovered
interesting medium and smaller sized companies (e.g. Avon
Rubber, Ergomed, MPAC and Tristel) operating in the digital,
healthcare, pharmaceutical, environmental and technology
sectors. Do let me know if you would like copies of recent short
profiles on one or more of the above-named companies. Similarly,
if you are interested in finding out more about my share screening
methods and the successes and failures of the national and
international portfolios that have been generated using the methods

described do get in touch with me by email at
johnmulligan01@gmail.com

John Mulligan – a profile

John specialises in investment management –economic, financial and investment analysis – rural
project identification, preparation and appraisal. He has a keen interest in widening the public
understanding of investment and also expanding the uptake of STEM through CSTS involvement
and the provision of educational grants.

He has over 50 years’ experience of investment analysis and fund management, initially at
Westminster Bank Head Office Investment Division (subsequently County Bank), then with
GEC Group Pension Fund Trustees as assistant investment manager and latterly with the JCI
Group (Barnato Brothers Limited) as analyst and investment manager. This work involved the
analysis and selection of a wide range of portfolio investments involving detailed financial and
commercial reviews and a large number of company visits. The actual management of funds
included large pension funds, investment trusts and a dealing fund.

John also has around 25 years' experience of financial and economic consultancy for leading
internationalpublic andprivate sector financing institutions.Thework involvedeconomicplanningatnational, regional andproject
level and included the leadership and participation in project identification, preparation and review missions in more than 20
countries in Europe, Latin America, the Middle East, Africa and the Far East.

John is a Fellow of the Royal Geographical Society and active in the Tropical Agricultural Association and Cirencester Science
& Technology Society.

He lives in Bisley, Gloucestershire.
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KEY INVESTMENT TRENDS  - VALUE AND GROWTH

F   f  e e e  I d c ed  a   
newsletter I would like to delve a little deeper into the underlying 
forces that are likely to affect UK-based investors in the near 
future.  By the near future I mean the next couple of years as 
this is the time horizon employed by the STAR evaluation 
metrics.  

It so happens that in a recent 
edition of the Economist 
newspaper I came across a 
chart that traces the 
comparative performance of 
growth and value indices 
relating to the Russell 1000 
American stocks. It has been  
possible to create a base for 
this index that fits closely with 
the data I have for the 
comparative performance of the 
STAR Value and Growth 
selections. The resultant chart, 
on the right, traces the annual performance of the STAR 
selections against that of the US Russell 1000 Value Index from 
1995 to September 2020.  It is clear that the overall correlation is 
extremely strong during the whole period. 

The first period covered by the chart, from 1995 to 2001, was 
generally considered a time 
when growth stocks 
outperformed value ones on the 
American stock index. In those 
years the STAR growth and 
value selections advanced only 
marginally faster than the wider 
market during this period.       

Then we come to the years 
following the bursting of  the 
dotcom bubble when value 
norms were in the ascendancy 
and the STAR selections really 
started demonstrating the merits of their particular combination 
of value and growth with major gains until the housing bubble 
and the Lehman collapse. From 1999 until 2007 the STAR 
filtered selections beat the wider market in every year with 
cumulative annual gains of 317% against the index gain of 4% in 
the same period. This equates to the period when US value 
stocks doubled in value.    

All good things come to an end and markets dropped over the 
proverbial cliff in 2008 as investors realised the enormity of the 

financial crisis with the ASI falling by almost 30% and the STAR 
selections down by a staggering 50%. This is illustrated by the 
massive V  in the middle of the chart. 

The steady recovery in the subsequent 8 years saw both growth 
and value equities rising in 
tandem but then in 2017 the 
growth shares really took off with 
the largest tech stocks vastly 
outperforming everything else.   

The most recent drivers of the 
rapid rise in US-listed growth 
shares have been a combination 
of tech-driven changes to 
commerce and truly massive 
growth in money supply by 
central banks.   

Based on past experience and 
the above chart it seems 

probable that there will, in due course, be a return to a more 
realistic and value based assessment of listed shares in 
developed markets.  

The lower chart, on the left, illustrates the index movement of 
the wider UK share market for the first two decades of the 
current century. Apart from the absence of any discernable 

realistic growth in value over 
the past twenty years the chart 
also indicates the possibility, 
rather than the probability, of a 
value-led recovery once the 
adverse effects of Brexit and 
Covi-19 are out of the way.  

Just to complete the 
comparative analysis the 
Russell US-based Growth and 
Value stocks have returned 
gains of over 900% and 400% 
respectively since 1995 

against 200% for the UK All Share Index. Fromm 2000 the gains 
have been more modest, but still substantial in the USA, 
although almost nil here in London.  

John Mulligan – Editor 
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A ‘Sharetalk’ Zoom discussion took place with Geoffrey Wilding,
Executive Chairman of Victoria plc, on 21August 2020.

Victoria plc is an international company quoted on the London
AIM market. With an annual turnover approaching £700m it is a
leading designer, manufacturer and distributor of innovative
flooring products. Manufacturing and distribution includes a wide
range of carpets, ceramic and porcelain tiles, underlay, LVT
(luxury vinyl tile), artificial grass and flooring accessories. The
Group operates in the UK, Europe and Australia, employing
approximately 2,600 people across more than 20 sites.

Three shareholders hold 53% of the shares in Victoria plc, with the
Executive Chairman being the second-largest shareholder. Less
than 14% of the shares are held by ‘others’, but Mr Wilding
indicated that there is an expectation that one of the institutional
shareholders would be progressively releasing shares into the
market. The company would welcome the increased liquidity of a
wider shareholding base.

From 2015 the share price rose progressively to over £8 in 2018 and
after a current 12-month high of £5 and low of £1.50 has recovered
to £3.40 (21.8.2020). Mr Wilding emphasised that the company's
current policy is not to pay dividends but to use profits to acquire
additional flooring manufacturers and distributors, thereby
progressively growing free cash flow per share. Dividends are
likely to follow, however, when the company has completed its
acquisition strategy. Indeed he was Zooming from mainland
Europe, where he was exploring potential acquisitions. As at 30
June the company has £180 million of cash on its balance sheet and,
due to its use of bonds to fund capital needs, has no debt due before
2024.

Discussion focusedupon the effect ofCovid-19, customer security,
competition, and the supply side of the business.

Covid -19 affected each of the countries in which it operates in turn,
thus in some markets recovery was underway as others began to
face the worse of coronavirus. The overall effect on manufacturing
was more subdued than it might have been because they operated
across the world. Speaking of the present, Geoffrey advised that
sales were running ahead of a budget set pre-Covid-19. July sales
were an all-time record, with vigorous demand in Germany and
Austria. He attributed this to recent household savings now being
spent on home decoration and the indications are that the trend
would continue. Interestingly, carpet sales dominate in the UK,
accounting for some teo-thirds of UK turnover (although there is

growing interest in LVT – a plastic sheeting with wood-like finish
– which Victoria also sells), whereas mainland European
customers favour ceramic floor tiling. Tiles tend to be replaced
every 15 years, whereas carpet life is about nine years.

Customer security was questioned. Victoria has 8,000 EU
customers, 800 in Australia, and 2,000 in the UK. In the main these
are small local retailers with only 18% of sales taken by the top 10
customers. Geoffrey saw this as a strength as customers were loath
to change suppliers, especially because in 90% of cases Victoria
coulddeliver carpets, cut to the customer requirements, in24hours.
That lowers the retailer's need to hold stock and so increases their
reluctance to try a new supplier and risk reliability. In the UK, in its
sector of synthetic carpets, Victoria has few competitors.

Questioned about the Australian market Geoffrey provided a good
illustration of how Government actions can dramatically change a
business prospects. In 2018, faced with economic issues, the
Government severely constrained equity release mortgages, which
adversely affected borrowing for home improvement. Late last
year a new Government withdrew the ban and so sales are
recovering. However, this incident demonstrated the value of
spreading risk by being an international company. Victoria is only
28% dependent on the UK market.

Security of supply is critical to Victoria. Six major suppliers, based
in Belgium and Turkey, provide the fibre for carpet-making in the
UK, but the company uses four others to ensure cover, and to meet
peaks in demand. Ceramic supplies are progressively being
secured by acquiring manufacturers with local clay at hand in Italy
and Spain.

Victoria looks for qualitybusinesseswhere theowner is looking for
a life style change or has cash flow problems which a cash purchase
will secure. It has made 14 acquisitions in the last eight years and
remarkably 17 of the 20 previous owners still work in the
businesses. Each country has a local board of directors ensuring
local culture and requirements are met. The Italian factories sell
exclusively outside Italy and 60% of Spanish output goes to
international customers. Although now highly automated because
of the wide range of styles, the company has to hold substantial
stocks of each tile in its range to meet large orders

To strengthen its position in the market, Victoria, as indicated at the
beginning of this article, is looking for more acquisitions, but
Geoffrey reported that of late therehasbeena significant abatement
of sellers’ price expectations.

Victoria plc
by Peter Wilson

News from the South-West
South-West Chairman Peter Wilson has been a member of UKSA for some 25 years. During his time at
the helm of the South-West region he has organised three national conferences with the help of UKSA
members in the region, raising over £10k for national funds in the process.

Peter pioneered regional meetings with quoted companies.

Supporting UKSA is just one of his many interests, but his family do expect their shares to prosper as a
result of his contacts with plcs and involvement in UKSA.

More recently, Peter has energetically embraced the new way of gathering by organising Zoom meetings
under the 'Sharetalk' banner. Below are two reports of such meetings held over the past summer.
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ThinkSmart – technology delivering consumer finance
by Alan Cane

On 4 September 2020, another of the South-West region’s ongoing
programme of Zoom meetings truly spanned continents. 18
Members and guests were joined by Ned Montarello, founder and
Executive Chairman of ThinkSmart (TSL – AIM), speaking from
Perth, Australia. Ned was supported by his UK-based Chief
Finance Officer, Gary Halton.

Mr Montarello described the company as delivering finance
through technology. It was founded in Australia in 1996 on the
growing popularity of mobile phones, for which ThinkSmart
provided finance at the point of sale. Initially floated in Australia in
2007 (since delisted), the company listed on AIM in 2016. Shares
have traded at or below the initial price of 22p until recent months.

The basic business model has been tried and adapted over a range
of products, retailers and geographies. In essence the most
successful ventures were kept, while the company withdrew from
less lucrative markets. The core business is now carried out in
Australia and the UK.

Additionally, ThinkSmart developed and in March 2017 launched
a ‘Buy Now Pay Later’ product, now known as Clearpay. It is
popular with retailers, who can give customers the ability to spread
the cost of their purchases over four budgeted interest-free
payments. Also, its availability helps retailers to attract more
customers, and may enable customers to purchase more expensive
items than they otherwise would. In the trading year to mid-2020,
ClearPay transacted with >1m UK shoppers, where over 1,100
brands and retailers offer the product to their customers. In
Australia some 40,000 retailers are signed up.

In August 2018, 90% of Clearpay was sold to Australian-listed
AfterpayLtd, that continent’s dominant player in thismarket. It had
been concluded that more value would accrue to shareholders by
being part of that dominant force than by continuing as an
independent business. ThinkSmart retains a 10% holding, and Ned
holds a place on Clearpay’s Board, of which he is very supportive.
With its holding, ThinkSmart has a corresponding interest in the
future growth of Afterpay. Clearly these companies’ futures are
closely linked.

Afterpay’s strengths were seen as: a good Board described as
‘showing humility’; a strong balance sheet with lots of cash; a
methodical approach to growth and evidence that they can deliver
it; a market position that is now strong enough to weather growing
competition. It has a different geographical reach to ThinkSmart,
including the US, and with a trading arm recently established in
Singapore that covers the Indonesian market. Over the next three to
four years ThinkSmart’s UK operating business will effectively be
in run-off, though new opportunities may be sought. A key
objective is to convert net assets into cash.

Meanwhile its income is derived from:

- Its 10% stake in Clearpay (i.e. Afterpay’s UK business);

- A service centre that Clearpay operates for Afterpay on a cost-
plus basis;

- A business-to-business leasing arrangement for office
equipment general in the price range £250 to £15,000, with
costs spread over 3-4 years. Insurance is cross-sold. Upgrade
options are offered, with incentives for customers to take up
new leases. Residual values in formerly leased items can be

realised.

- Retail point-of-sale finance. This is underpinned by the
company’s ‘SmartCheck’ credit decision-making tool. There
is a 3.9% charge which the retailer pays against the purchase
price of items. There is no additional charge to the end
customer, whose payments are met using their debit (NOT
credit) card. Items generally cost in the range £30 to £600.
Customers who default are denied future service. Bad debts
are <1%. Growth comes from addition of new customers and
multiple use of the facility (now 8 x in UK, 6 x in US).

Options exist for Afterpay (in 2023) to buy ThinkSmart’s
remaining 10% holding in Clearpay and (in 2024) ThinkSmart to
sell it. Approximately one-third of the 10% sits in an employee
share option programme and the remaining two-thirds with direct
shareholders. Ned Montarello said that Clearpay’s future objective
is to maximise value at the time the options are exercised and
distribute it to shareholders.Therewasdiscussionof how that value
would be calculated. This is done by independent professionals
using pre-agreed valuation principles with which Ned is satisfied.
They include active customer numbers and the market
capitalisation of Afterpay. He confirmed that terms are not
dependent on discounted cash flows. ThinkSmart cannot control
the price of the options.

This situation has attracted analyst attention recently. There has
beendiscussion in Investors’Chronicle (SimonThompson’sAlpha
report of 20 April 2020, updated 12 May 2020). Canaccord Genuity
initiated coverage in July 2020. It was noted that Tencent has built
up a 5% holding in Afterpay. There have been considerable share
pricemovements.This isplayingout against abackground inwhich
the Covid-19 pandemic has turbocharged demand for the
company’s products. The combination of working from home, the
increase in online retail, the need to budget against a possibly
decreased personal income are all favourable factors.

It has also attracted new competition, potentially significant,
PayPal having developed a similar offering. Though a clear risk, in
another sense this endorses the offering as ‘the right product at the
right time’. Afterpay is judged able to weather this challenge.

We also discussed the potential for regulatory intervention. The
offerings are currently unregulated both in Australia and in the UK,
not being classified as ‘debt products’.

Management stays in contact with the regulators on this matter.

It was stated that the legal proceedings relating to Dixons Carphone
have been settled.

NB: the above reports on the company were valid as at the date
of its meeting with UKSA. Readers may like to note that results for
the year to 30 June 2020 were published shortly afterwards. They
include an updated asset valuation. There is an IR factsheet on the
Company’s new Investor website with all of the latest financial
details. [Editor's note: TSL announced on 19 October that it will
pay a dividend and make a capital repayment, subject to
shareholders' approval.At thatdate itsavailablecashwasA$18m.]
Other references:
1. ‘Initiation of Coverage’ (by Canaccord Genuity, July 2020).
2. Investors Chronicle Alpha report (April 2020) and update (May
2020).

https://www.thinksmartworld.com
https://www.afterpay.com/en-AU/how-it-works
https://www.thinksmartworld.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/ThinkSmart-Fact-Sheet-20200917.pdf
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Changing auditors’ responsibility for detecting fraud
by Mohammed Amin

MBE FRSA MA FCA AMCT CTA (Fellow)

Editor's note: Although Amin is a member of UKSA’s Policy Team,
he is writing in a personal capacity.

After almost every major corporate reporting failure, arguments
arise about the "expectations gap". This is the gap between what
shareholders, creditors, employees and journalists think that
auditors should be doing, and what auditors consider they are
actually required to do.

This expectations gap is particularly acute in cases where there has
been fraud. The published financial statements have reported
profits that were simply fictitious due to falsification of the
accounting records. Quite often it is as basic as cash being reported
on the balance sheet that simply does not exist.

Historically, the law has required much less of auditors than the
public expect. Audit cases reach our courts surprisingly rarely, and
one of the key cases dates back to 1896; Re: Kingston Cotton Mills
Co. In that case,Lord JusticeLopesdefinedanauditor's dutyof care
as follows:

"It is the duty of an auditor to bring to bear on the work
he has to perform that skill, care and caution which a
reasonably careful, cautious auditor would use. What
is reasonable skill, care and caution must depend on
the particular circumstances of each case. An auditor
is not bound to be a detective, or, as was said to
approach his work with suspicion, or with a forgone
conclusion that there is something wrong. He is a
watchdog, not a bloodhound. He is justified in
believing tried servants of the company in whom
confidence is placed by the company. He is entitled to
assume that they are honest and rely upon their
representations, provided he takes reasonable care."

While law and practice have developed somewhat since then, the
changes have been insufficient to close the expectations gap.

I believe that the regulators need to set out the responsibilities of
auditors much more explicitly.

Small-scale fraud

Small-scale fraud may be committed by junior employee staff (or
sometimes senior staff but for small amount of money such as over-
claimed expenses) which is immaterial (in the technical sense of
that word) with regard to the figures in the published financial
statements.

Auditors in my view should never spend any time looking for such
fraud. The regulators should make it clear that they are not expected
to.

Obviously, if they become aware of it, they should report it to the
company’s senior management, but they should have no
responsibility for external reporting unless something else gives it
significance.

When small-scale fraud should be reported to shareholders

For example, if the CEO, or
indeed any other main board
director, is falsifying his or her
expenses, even by technically
immaterial amounts, that casts
doubt on whether he or she
should continue as CEO or
director, and the shareholders
clearly need to know about that,
if the auditors somehow happen
to become aware of it, even
though theywerenot looking for
such small-scale fraud.

Large-scale fraud

This is fraud of such magnitude
that it has a material effect on the numbers in the financial
statements and can indeed threaten the continued existence of the
company.

As part of checking the control environment of the company, in my
opinion auditors have always had the responsibility of seeing
whether there are weaknesses in the control environment that could
allow large-scale fraud to be perpetrated by a single individual.
That would be a clear system weakness, and I believe that almost
all auditors regard it as part of their responsibilities to assess the
control systems to ensure that they adequately address this risk.

The most serious problem for auditors, and indeed for companies
and their shareholders, is when large-scale fraud is perpetrated
collusively by senior management. I have not attempted a historical
survey, but my belief is that this accounts for almost all of the major
fraud-related audit failures in financial history. (There are of course
exceptions, such as the collapse of Barings Bank in 1995, which
really do seem to be the responsibility of one rogue individual,
albeit assisted by a lack of the internal control systems mentioned
previously.)

Such collusive fraud can be very difficult to unravel.

As a partner in Price Waterhouse, I received a free hard copy of the
investigation report by Lord Justice Bingham into the collapse of
Bank of Commerce and Credit International (“BCCI”) and found it
impossible to put it down until I had read every page, it was so well
written. It showed just how much effort it took Price Waterhouse,
over a period of about three years, to get to the bottom of what was
happening in that bank due to the widespread collusion in fraud
within BCCI.

To protect themselves against litigation risk, auditors always stress
that it is not their responsibility to ferret out such large-scale
collusive fraud. However, their messages are not sufficiently
clearly put, which is where the expectation gap comes from.

Furthermore, shareholders in general believe that identifying such
fraud is the responsibility of the auditor.

Changing the rules regarding large-scale collusive fraud
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I consider that auditing standards should impose a categorical
responsibility upon auditors to identify whether large-scale
collusive management fraud is taking place.

This imposition will result in auditors significantly expanding the
work that they undertake, since they would then have to take
seriously the risk that most of the senior management personnel
with whom they are interacting may be telling them lies.

Auditors would have to use additional technologies, such as
electronic interrogation of 100% of transactions. This is already
starting to happen anyway due to the greater use of artificial
intelligence technologies.

Much more controversially, it would lead to auditors using other
technologies such as artificial intelligence to identify lying in oral
and written communications from clients and could go as far as

requiring CEOs to undertake a lie detector test (either a traditional
polygraph, or perhaps new systems currently being developed
which use AI to detect when a speaker may be lying) when giving
assurances to auditors.

However, if we want auditing standards to be serious about
addressing the risk of large-scale collusive management fraud,
approaches such as those will need to become standard.

There would of course be a consequent increase in audit fees, but
this does not need to be massive. Much more important is the need
for a complete change in the trust relationship between the auditor
and client personnel. What is needed is for the auditor to regard it
as a default working assumption that most of the senior
management at the client may be choosing to collusively lie to the
auditor.

Honest Money Now is UKSA's independent financial education website. It was originally developed by John Hunter.

It provides basic, unbiased financial education, from cradle to
grave, and stands out from other sites in its emphasis on basic
principles. Other sites teach the characteristics of financial
products but leave users ill-equipped to choose between them.

The site's core message is that good financial habits are not
difficult. They are only made to seem so by those with a vested
interest in confusion. Whatever your level of knowledge, if you
work through the lessons of this site:

• you will be able to manage your own affairs, and
• you will understand the need for good advice and will be able to look for it, and
• you will be able to recognise biased advice and reject it.

Stop press – HM Treasury Consultation

UKSA and ShareSoc have jointly responded to a consultation from HM Treasury on proposals for revised procedures for
approving financial promotions by individuals and firms that are not authorised by the FCA.

We have expressed dismay at the apparent laxity and lack of rigour in the current system, which appears to leave many
consumers exposed to financial harm. We have, however, welcomed the consultation and suggested a number of further
measures that the Treasury should consider implementing to further strengthen the new system for approvals.

Our full response can be found here.

See also Peter Parry's article on page 5 of this edition.

Donations
UKSA is run entirely by volunteers and is funded by membership fees and individual donations. We believe this is important
to maintain absolute independence from the financial sector so that we can continue to work without fear or favour.

Donations of any size are always welcome. If you are interesting in supporting UKSA's work, please call the office or click the
'Donate' button on our website.

https://honestmoneynow.co.uk
https://www.uksa.org.uk/sites/default/files/2020-10/Treasury-Consultation-Regulatory-Framework-for-Approval-of-Financial-Promotions.pdf
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But what is truth, is truth unchanging law?

We both have truths, are mine the same as yours?
-PontiusPilate–Fromthemusical JesusChrist Superstar:Andrew
Lloyd Webber and Tim Rice.

What is the most precious commodity on earth? What about truth
and its fellow travellers honesty and trust?

In a world where the information industry has increased
exponentially for decades thanks to the World Wide Web, it seems
truth becomes perennially more difficult to identify in an ocean of
disinformation.

The main driver behind the information industry is influence and it
is a phenomenal growth business. The social media explosion of
the past two decades is mostly predicated on influencing its users
to think in a certain way, to buy certain brands, sympathise with a
certain cause or perhaps cast their vote in a particular way.

The social connection of individuals and groups with a view to
raising the collective human spirit is just the means to the end
objective, which is providing a platform for their customers to
influence en masse. That is the social media’s business model and
it’s huge, but that’s for another time, this piece is about....

Think tanks or lobby groups?

Think tanks ought to be very a very rich source of independent
objective research and thinking, on a whole raft of topics, even if
they usually do have an underlying goal of influencing public
debate and ultimately government policy.

Now here’s the rub: if something purports to be an agency for
independent and objective thought and research, we ought to have
all the information to decide for ourselves if we believe that to be
the case. Are they really think tanks or are they just lobby groups
masquerading as think tanks? Maybe we should just follow the
money to provide clarity.

The website Who Funds You.org reviews the level of funding
transparency of the most prominent think tanks and grades them
accordingly, with A being most transparent and E the most opaque.

The table on the website is the Global Warming Policy Forum, but
I cannot find any funding information at all on their website so my
guess is that it would be in Grade E.

Why should the source of funding matter? Aren’t donors entitled to
some privacy?

He who pays the piper calls the tune!

Well, first and foremost think tanks are highly influential in
political circles. They do not just publish articles and contribute to
the political debate; they also form introductions between
interested parties and politicians (including ministers) and are
called on to appear before Parliamentary Select Committees.

This is the route togettingpolicypropositions ontomanifestoes and
some boast of their successes in changing government policy.
This matters intensely, because if they possess that level of power,
we should know whether they are acting in the interests of the
general public as awhole, or for thebenefit of vested special interest

groups with deep pockets.

Many think tanks are registered as
charities, which gives their donors
tax breaks and an impression of
respectability. To achieve that
status they have to show that there
is no political affiliation and that
they are not pursuing a particular
political agenda. I don’t
personally have any objection as a
taxpayer to subsidising a think
tank if it is truly objective,
independent and the intention is
for the common good. I do have an
objection if they are simply
pursuing the goals of a select minority of wealthy individuals and
act therefore as a lobby group.

I am not suggesting that any of the think tanks mentioned here are
dishonourable in any way, or doing the bidding of very wealthy
special interest groups. Neither am I suggesting that their
contributors are anything but concerned experts, with deep
convictions and not beholden financially or morally to any
particular parties.

What I am saying is that secrecy spawns suspicion and if funding
is fiercely guarded with unwillingness to shed any light upon it
whatsoever we simply don’t know. Should we, the British public,
not have a right to know that our government are not being heavily
influenced by foreign agencies with deep pockets?

There are a number of aspects to the most opaquely funded think
tanks which I find deeply troubling. Space and time prohibits
exploration of all these, but two of them stand out.

TaxPayers' Alliance

The TaxPayers' Alliance was founded by Matthew Elliott, a very
talented political strategist, by all accounts, who went onto form the
Conservative Friends of Russia (although that has mysteriously
disappeared). He went onto form other think tanks and readers
might recall he was also the Chief Executive of the Vote Leave
Group. The Taxpayers' Alliance is housed at 55 Tufton Street
London, (along with a number of other Grade E think tanks
according to Wikipedia), and it purports to represent all UK
taxpayers.

Nobody likes paying tax do they? In a similar vein I don’t like
paying a service charge on my restaurant bill. But I do like
restaurant staff being friendly, courteous and patient while I
deliberate on menu choices. In the same way, when needs must, I
do not want to be on a hospital ward that is short-staffed. So I object
to neither; I see tax as the price we pay for a civilised society, but
don’t always agree to how it’s spent.

The Taxpayers' Alliance mission statement and core beliefs are
plausible enough; they want to cut out waste and have a simpler and
fairer tax system, although ‘fairness’ is very much in the eye of the
beholder.

What is troubling, however, is that if one digs deeper into their

The quest for truth
by Rob McDonald

http://whofundsyou.org/compare
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/55_Tufton_Street
https://www.taxpayersalliance.com/the_single_income_tax_full_report
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policies and the arithmetic, doubts appear that they represent all
taxpayers and their policies seem to favour only those with the
highest income in the land. It appears that the vast majority of
taxpayers are actually worse off and any overall shortfall in tax
receipts would be paid for with curbs on those on the lower end of
the income scale with a shift of wealth from those at the bottom to
those at the top.

There’s nothing wrong with that; since they lost their charitable
status, they’re free to expound any policy they like, and if they wish
to increase inequality that’s their prerogative, but a bit of honesty
about which segment of society they truly represent wouldn’t go
amiss.TheWealthyTaxpayers’Alliancemaybeamore fitting title.

What I doobject to is their hypocrisy.Whilst lambastingother think
tanks (not anyof those residingat 55TuftonStreet, incidentally) for
receiving grants or tax-assisted funding, the accounts of the
Political Economic Research Trust (P.E.R.T), which claims to be
an educational charity and thereby tax-assisted, show something
interesting.

According to the Queen’s Council barrister Jolyon Maugham of
Deveraux Chambers, their past years’ financial accounts show
donations from P.E.R.T to the TaxPayers' Alliance (and other
equally opaque think tanks). (This must be taken at face value as I
cannot see these accounts at Companies House, but I wouldn’t
imagine that a QC would risk personal reputation with fake
financial accounts.)

P.E.R.T seems to have form here, because according to newspaper
reports Matthew Elliott had to return £50,000 to P.E.R.T. after a
Charity Commission investigation found that the money was used
to fund an anti-EU document during the referendum campaign and
therefore not considered as ‘educational’.

According to the website of DesmogUK, which tries to shed light
on Public Relations disinformation, the owner of 55 Tufton Street
also sat on P.E.R.T.

When I searched Companies House for P.E.R.T. I saw that until
2007 its name was The Taxpayer’s Alliance Research Trust.

Global Warming Policy Foundation

Whenyouwant tohelppeopleyou tell themthe truth,whenyouwant
to help yourself you tell them what they want to hear – Thomas
Sowell

This body was founded by Lord Nigel Lawson and registered as an
EducationalCharity,withamission toensure therewaseducational
balance on the subject of global warming.

They claimed they didn’t have a particular view but wanted to
ensure unbiased scientific reporting on the Global Warming
debate.

Concerns about their neutrality were raised by Bob Ward of the
London School of Economics. The Charity Commission
investigated, agreed and subsequently removed the charitable
status. The Global Warming Policy Forum was formed instead, no
longer a charity, but their funding is still not disclosed.

Now whatever their scientific views are, would they possess any
credibility if a largechunkof their fundingcame fromthe fossil fuel
industry? Despite freedom of information requests, they will not
disclose any of their funding so we simply don’t know. They claim
they do not take funding from energy companies. I assume this to
mean directly from energy companies, as they do take donations
from trusts. For some time their website displayed a graph that
showed the global temperature falling over a 10-year period. It was
wrong, which eventually they admitted when challenged. The
temperature chart according to the Independent Newspaper was
provided by a meteorologist working for a US think tank with
funding connections to the fossil fuel industry. What is revealing is
that they chose to ignore the records of UK Met Office, NASA and
the US National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration and
instead chose one that suited their narrative. That doesn’t seem like
a quest for the truth to me. I have not mentioned here the Institute
for Economic Research, the global interconnections of think tanks
or the use of artificial intelligence and tricks of the trade to create
a psychological profile of you through your social media account.

Perhaps another time, but it does get more curious.

Appeal for admin volunteers

Currently the financial and administrative grunt work is done by one person (David Riches in the office) while John Hunter keeps
an eye on things, reports at board level and runs the model for the year-end accounts. This arrangement has two weaknesses: John
Hunter will be stepping down from the Board at the 2021 AGM (while continuing to volunteer in a number of capacities) and his
finance responsibilities must be transferred; and there is no cover for David.

This is a good opportunity to make some changes. UKSA needs to depend more on volunteers to be able to expand while limiting
its need for non-member funding. The finance and administrative work is separable into component parts: some of it is
interpersonal; some of it is administrative; some of it is technical. Volunteers could opt to cover for one or more of these tasks,
to suit their interests, capacity and ambition. There would be an extensive trial period, to suit both sides. If you think you can help,
and become part of the UKSA volunteer group, please call John or David, or any board member, for a chat with no obligation.

It would be good for you to start your shadow period soon to experience the year-end process.

https://waitingfortax.com/2016/06/01/the-taxavoiders-alliance/
https://www.theguardian.com/society/2017/feb/09/vote-leave-chief-matthew-elliott-repays-charitable-grant-anti-eu-dossier-charity-commission
https://www.theguardian.com/society/2017/feb/09/vote-leave-chief-matthew-elliott-repays-charitable-grant-anti-eu-dossier-charity-commission
https://www.desmog.co.uk/55-tufton-street
https://find-and-update.company-information.service.gov.uk/company/05982645
https://blogs.lse.ac.uk/politicsandpolicy/does-the-global-warming-policy-foundation-have-charitable-objectives/
https://www.independent.co.uk/environment/nigel-lawson-climate-change-sceptics-global-temperatures-fall-false-claim-warming-gwpf-bbc-radio-4-a7894686.html
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The FCA hit the nail on the head – but was it intentional?

The exciting development to report in this issue is the Financial
ConductAuthority’s “Call for Input”documentonwhat it callsThe
Consumer Investments Market. It is fairly short for an FCA
document and can be found at https://www.fca.org.uk/
publications/calls-input/consumer-investments. It was published
on 22 September and responses have to be in by 15 December. We
are working on a response, as we do for many consultations from
the regulators – we have a very hard-working policy team.

Exciting? If you go onto the FCA’s website and look at the stream
of publications they issue, you would be forgiven for wondering
whether anything coming from the FCA can ever be exciting.
However, in this case, the consequences might just turn out to be
exciting, even if that is not what the FCA intended.

The document starts with a short foreword by Christopher
Woollard, who was FCA interim Chief Executive at the time. It is
the frankness of his foreword that is particularly noteworthy. It
points out that there do exist ways for people to save for the long
term which are simple and good value – and then asks why it is that
few people choose to go for these. It also says that many financial
services firms seem reluctant to provide simple advice and
guidancewhichwill serve theneedsof largenumbers of customers.

Towards the end of the foreword, he says: “We are seeking views
to help us decide how our own rules and approach should address
the harms in this market within the powers and resources we have,
and where other partners may need to do more to assist or where we
might ask government to consider additional powers.”

Then, for the rest of the document, there are discussions on a
numberof topics, interspersedwith anumberofquestionsonwhich
they invite public responses. But after reading the powerful
foreword, you realise that nothing that the FCA is proposing to do
is going to make much difference in the interest of consumers
(incidentally, we prefer terms like “ordinary people” to
“consumers”). One is left in some doubt as to whether the FCA has
the appetite for this.

For example, quite telling is Q7: “What are the barriers to firms
providing simple investment products for consumers?” The
answer is blindingly obvious – firms make money quite nicely on
the complex products, and offering simple products would make
them much less profit.

Q3 is: “What more can we do to help the market offer a range
of products and services that meet straightforward investment
needs?” This ducks the critical issue. What are people’s
straightforward needs? This is not discussed within the document,
so we do not get to the heart of the matter.

But it is so very simple. Every pound of profit extracted by the
financial sector is more than a pound (because of the loss of
investment return) lost in one’s ultimate savings or pension. So
right at the top of the list of straightforward needs is minimising
expenses. Yes, of course you have to diversify, yes of course you
have to have suitable types of assets for the long term, yes of course
you have to have appropriate protection if you have dependants,
etc. – but providing you do these things, the one hugely important

determinant of investment outcomes that you can control is
expenses.

But the FCA’s document is silent on how to tackle this. And this
may point to the FCA’s fundamental brief. Their brief does not put
ordinary people’s interests above those of the industry.

So, back to Q3. How might you “help the market” to achieve this?
Well, if you read Christopher Woollard’s foreword, this suggests
that suitable products and services are already out there. The
answer is so simple:-

Simply tell the truth about expenses, especially the
importance of minimising, or avoiding altogether,
annual percentage charges.

Empower people by pointing out some simple good
value services they can actually use.

And our response to the FCA will point this out. People need to be
helped to take control for themselves.

UKSA members will already know these truths – for example most
of us will have a self-select ISA that has a fixed annual charge,
rather than a percentage. And most of us will know that you don’t
have to use expensive managed funds to get diversification. If you
don’t want to pick individual shares (most people should probably
not), there are great options out there such as a Vanguard ETF. So,
a super-simple option could be a self-select arrangement in which
you just purchase ETFs.

So Q3 puts the question the wrong way round. They should ask:
how do you help the consumer to achieve what he/she needs?

And what would be the “consequences” of simply telling the truth,
and for this truth to become common knowledge?

Our blindingly obvious correct answer would mean that whilst the
providers of the best value services will see a huge increase in
business, the profits of the financial sector, and the high pay within
it, will probably go into gentle decline.

But for those people who act on the newly acquired common
knowledge, they will be materially better off in retirement.
However, the benefits could run much deeper and broader than
that, when you look into the consequences more deeply. A gentle
revolution of this nature is exactly what STC is about.

Regular readers will remember that STC is not solely about
tackling what I like to call the “financial sector rip-off” but also
about empowerment of individuals and the consequences for
society of improving the culture and the behaviour of the corporate
world as a whole. These “consequences” are potentially far
reaching. But you need a little imagination and long-term thinking
to really appreciate them – not something we see a lot of in UK
politics at the moment!

Consequences of a gentle revolution in the savings and investment
world resulting from widespread consumer empowerment

Well, we will have a reduction in headline inequality, for a start.
Many of the highest earners in the country are in the investment
management business. The wealth extraction industry sucks

Savers Take Control update
by Martin WhiteST

C

https://www.fca.org.uk/publications/calls-input/consumer-investments
https://www.fca.org.uk/publications/calls-input/consumer-investments
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money out of middle England and concentrates it, largely in
London and the home counties.

The much better outcomes for ordinary people in terms of more
comfort, or less poverty, in retirement would take many years to
really showthrough. But the impactongovernment financeswould
be immediate and nasty. This, of course, has to be the reason why
the Treasury, who are the FCA’s real bosses, don’t want to rock
today’s boat. A significant amount of national taxation comes from
the high earners of the financial sector, and from the profits of
financial sector firms.

So it wouldn’t be surprising if taxes rose a bit, perhaps especially
on higher earners, to offset the taxes lost if the investment
management sector’s income from charges on savers were to
shrink.

And I think that’s about as far as the debate in Government circles
tends to go. But now try applying a little imagination to what the
consequences might be of empowering ordinary people to save and
invest more intelligently. I don’t have space to expand much on it
now, but just to whet your appetite, here are a few thoughts:

• It becomes common knowledge that you don’t have to be
wealthy to save sensibly for the long term, and that there are
some off-the-shelf good-value products that you can use
without having to go to ad-valorem charging advisers;

• It becomes common knowledge that STC material is
provided for free by knowledgeable and independent people,
thus filling the “who to trust” vacuum that that has existed
hitherto. Thanks to John Hunter’s vision, we already have
https://honestmoneynow.co.uk/ to build on. But there is
plenty more we will do, and as more people come forward to
help with STC, this momentum will grow.

• More people would feel confident to place more of their
savings into long-term assets, learning to better understand,

and consequently to better live comfortably with, the
uncertainties involved.

• Emotions matter hugely for decision-making. Today, many
people’s emotions about finance and about their future
financial selves are largely negative. In part, this is due to a
widespread and justified lack of trust in the finance industry;
in part it is due to the misleading messages that it suits the
finance industry to put out. “It is all too complicated for you
to understand, you need a financial adviser.” And my
favourite lie: “charges matter less than performance”,
associated with misleading past performance statistics
riddled with survivor bias. But if all the Emperors’ Clothes
that constitute the public messages of the financial sector
could be seen through, those reasons for the negative
emotions would no longer exist.

• With more positive emotions about personal finance, people
would engage more. All of the “behavioural” research that
has been commissioned by the FCA and the Financial
Services Consumer Panel, and others, has been in the context
of a world where it was general knowledge that you couldn’t
trust the savings-related financial sector to act in its
customers’ interests (things like simple protection insurance
products are really transparent, so there is not the same issue
with them).

• This engagement could lead to more people being prepared
to think of themselves as owners, albeit indirectly, of
businesses, and to be aware that they have a right to an
opinion about how companies should be run, and to all sorts
of societal questions that these thoughts lead to. Which leads
us to issues of tackling short-termism and greed at the top of
companies.The“establishment” likes to suppress discussion
of thiskind,butwithanewpopular awarenessof these issues,
the political parties will have to start listening to ordinary
people instead of the corporate lobbyists.

Lifting the Lid on the FRC
This ever popular event is back again in 2020. Obviously the current health crisis means the format has to change. So this year
'Lifting the Lid' on the FRC will take the form of five daily sessions from 23 to 27 November, running from 4pm to 4.45pm
UK time every day.

The events will take place virtrually on Microsoft Teams. Each 45-minute session will comprise a presentation followed by
Q&As from UKSA and ShareSoc members.

The sessions planned are:

Session 1 - Monday 23rd November – Corporate Reporting Review & UK Endorsement Board

Session 2 - Tuesday 24th November – ARGA Transformation

Session 3 - Wednesday 25th November – Enforcement

Session 4 - Thursday 26th November – Audit Quality & Standards

Session 5 - Friday 27th November – Corporate Governance & Stewardship

To register, please complete the short questionnaire at this link.

https://honestmoneynow.co.uk/
https://4r80r.r.a.d.sendibm1.com/mk/cl/f/MPzrJXCOtKFNPp3A6hJ6fP6u0Xlma8OUeMIyJhVWvoAGmMCL-S5kRimfMCZAJj9Ga_h0kCb_BRysR4n65VUts1ZnHlyG25EhwKERFAJzGKmOJ3LobhCA9jMJ12YAeL0KqSleuXBX4d9Yfi-Pb_TQ9GJwMv2BmtnBiSk-J59CEM64Vakg2EuUZaU
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It is now eight years since I
took up the London & SE
chairmanship, including
serving four years on the
UKSA main board. As ever,
wecontinue to relyona small
band of active volunteers to
keep the Region alive &
kicking, although age does
take its toll! Company
briefings remain a mainstay
of L & SE activities despite
the current coronavirus
difficulties. Our members

favour daytime meetings rather than evenings for ease of access
travelling into central London. The UKSA annual report listed all
the company briefings arranged by our volunteers during the year,
mostly to FTSE 100/250 companies, plus a few small-cap
companies, most of which were organised by Nick Steiner & Phil
Clarke, backed up by Gerald Roberts & myself & co-ordinated by
Andrew Girvan through London & SE region. The Region had no
direct involvement in Investor Shows in 2019/20 and unfortunately
we had to put meetings on hold in March. This included members'
attendance ‘live’ at company AGMs following lockdown during
the busy April/May/June period and having to make do with
‘virtual’ presentations online.

A group of our regular members attended company AGMs during
2019, as usual always prepared to voice their opinions on company
performance and quizzing the chairman on matters of
accountability and executive remuneration. Because of the
increasing use of electronic stock dealing platforms run by a
multitude of online brokers (intermediaries) using ‘Nominee'
accounts, dealing is easier (and cheaper), but also has the effect of
severing the investor's direct ties to the company through the share
register. This is a long-standing problem because it removes the
automatic flow of company information to the individual
shareholder, who is forced to request it via the broker.

UKSA briefings were arranged with BP, BT, Barratt
Developments, Shaftsbury, IHG, Taylor Wimpey, Whitbread and

Johnson Matthey, but following 'Black Monday' on 9 March we
were forced to cancel planned briefings with New River and Land
Securities. Stock markets plunged because of the virus and the
consequent lockdown. Prior to that we gave a presentation to a
visiting Chinese delegation at their request. Since lockdown some
of our members have tuned in to virtual AGMs broadcast over the
internet; a situation which continues till this day, but makes direct
accountability very difficult.

Regionalmembershiphas dropped steadily, but we live in hope that
the revitalised UKSA Board will find ways to rebuild our numbers
in the future. Currently a good half of UKSA members are centred
in the London & SE Region. The Croydon & Purley Group is the
most active group of UKSA members in the region and continues
to hold monthly (Zoom) meetings, primarily discussing company
performance with the aid of charts. Croydon & Purley has an
experienced group of members, most of whom have been investing
for many years. Elsewhere groups of UKSA members operate
intermittently within London & SE Region and many brokers
promote day and evening shareholder presentations - mainly AIM
companies & start-ups. AGMs throughout the year, most of which
are held in central London, often result in excellent forensic
questioningof the chairman&boardof directors.May is thebusiest
month for AGMs, which also creates some ‘same day’ clashes of
meetings. These days a limited number of companies provide post-
meeting hospitality where executives mingle with shareholders,
while Funds & Trusts tend to cater more lavishly – at the discretion
of the chairman. It is noticeable that a steadily growing percentage
of investors hold their shares in a ‘nominee account’ requiring a
‘letter of representation’ to the registrar in order to attend the AGM
as a ‘corporate representative’ because the shareholder is no longer
listed on the company register.

Finally, I would remind members of UKSA’s role in campaigning
for shareholder rights (a UKSA board/policy function). To give
members direct access to company directors through briefings (and
at company AGMs), help make better investments and invite new
members to join the UKSA community of like-minded people.

Harry Braund, Chairman

Update on London and South-East
by Harry Braund

In normal times the London and South-East region (including the Croydon
& Purley Group) meets at the fabulous Spread Eagle Ale and Pie House in
Croydon. The Editor can vouch for the fine quality and great atmosphere of
the meetings.

For the duration of the Covid crisis, meetings are taking place every month
by Zoom.

To take part, contact Harry Braund at harrycb@gmail.com or on 020 8680
5872.

https://www.spreadeaglecroydon.co.uk
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The Office of Tax Simplification (OTS) has recently been consulting on Capital Gains Tax and Stamp Duty. UKSA and ShareSoc have
submitted joint responses to each of these consultations.

1. Capital Gains Tax (CGT)

Our view is that CGT:
· needs to be simplified.
· is unfair to individual investors in shares versus collectives.
· inhibits rational investment decisions.

We believe that CGT could be made:
· fairer
· easier to work out
· easier to administer
· easier to collect.

We have made three main recommendations:

1. Remove the unfairness of public sector and quoted sector employees having to pay higher rates of tax than employees in
Private Equity (PE) companies. PE owners and employees and PE owned employees should not be able to receive
remuneration dressed up as capital gains and subject to the 28% CGT rate rather than 47% highest rate of income tax highest
(including NI). This is a loophole which Government should remove.

2. Remove the distorting effect that CGT has on investors’ decisions about selling shares in which they have substantial capital
gains.

3. In order to achieve recommendation 2 above, introduce a Self-Invested Savings Account (SISA), where capital gains are
paid when money is withdrawn from the account. When shares are sold and reinvested within the SISA, no CGT would be
paid. CGT would be paid when the account was liquidated (e.g. on death). This would encourage investors to sell shares in
some companies and re-invest the money in (potential) growth companies that could help to drive the future success of UK
business. SISAs would make the calculation of CGT easier. As with ISAs, administration of SISAs would be done by the
platform providers. One issue that will need fixing is the problem of nominee accounts and the way in which this currently
leads to the disenfranchisement of private shareholders.

The full submission to the OTS can be found on the UKSA website here.

2. Stamp Duty

We limited our response to stamp duty on shares and OEICS (unit trusts).

Our view is that:
• The original rationale for stamp duty (the cost of the wax seal etc.) is not just of historical interest. In this age of electronic

transactions, these costs are no longer incurred and the original justification for the charge is no longer valid.

• Stamp Duty tax is levied on an unfair basis at present. Many of those that invest (for example high-frequency traders) do not
pay it. Nor is stamp duty paid on overseas shares. This adds to the cost of investing in shares in the UK quoted market for
individual investors. This is not only unfair but perverse.

We would like stamp duty STS to be set at a lower rate (say, 0.05%) and applied to all trades including high-frequency trading, contracts
for difference and spread betting.

A full copy of our response to the OTS can be found on the UKSA website here.

Capital gains tax and stamp duty
by Peter Parry

https://www.uksa.org.uk/sites/default/files/2020-10/CGT-call-for-Evidence-second-response-12-Oct-2020.pdf
https://www.uksa.org.uk/sites/default/files/2020-10/Stamp-duty-call-for-Evidence-response-13-Oct-2020.pdf
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Biography

Quintin has worked for actuarial and investment consultancy firms
and a multi-national European bank, including wide experience in
quantitative fund and risk analysis. He is a Fellow of the Institute
of Physics, a Chartered Fellow of the CISI and a Chartered Wealth
Manager. Quintin has applied skills gained from his Oxford
University Physics Doctorate and while working in engineering to
finance. He is the second UK graduate from the Sustainable
Investment Professional Certification (SIPC) programme and
joined P1 Investment Management in January 2017, founding their
ethical and sustainable investing proposition.

Introduction

Environmentallyminded investorsoftenconsider climate risks [1].
Potential liabilities for climate change induced extreme weather
events due to carbon emissions present risks that may not be
reflected by financial markets [2]. Considering the devastation of
the 2017 Atlantic hurricane season, how close are we are to some
companies or sectors being held liable, at least partially, for their
activities? Perhaps closer than many expect.

Recent studies [3] explore potential consequences for some top
carbon-emitting listed companies. Under a hypothetical climate
liability regime, these firms might increasingly see losses from
North Atlantic hurricane seasons of around 1-2% of their market
capitalisations (or share prices). Evidence is mounting of enhanced
majorhurricane risk in response tohuman-inducedglobalwarming
[4]. Future changes may be greater, with greater possible share-
price impacts for high-emitting firms.

Hurricane Season 2017

In 2017 hurricanes Harvey, Irma, Jose and Maria caused damages
estimated at $265 billion [5], possibly making that season the
costliest to date. Generally, damages depend on wind strength,
although not necessarily straightforwardly. The hurricane damage
depends on its path, populated areas, and infrastructure it may
cross. An increasing frequency of stronger hurricanes inevitably
increases the risks of unprecedented destruction.

Who are the carbon emitters?

Analyses have started quantifying historical contributions to
global warming from individual companies [6]. Atmospheric CO2
rose from 290 ppm (parts per million) in 1880 to 410 ppm in 2018
[7].Accumulatedemissionsbetween1980and2010 from90major
carbon producers generated around two-thirds of global mean
temperature rises [6]. Cumulative CO2 emissions are the primary
cause of global climate system changes [8], making the allocation
of historical responsibility relatively straightforward.

In 2015 the fossil fuel industry accounted for 91% of global
industrial greenhouse gas emissions and about 70% of all human
emissions. If extraction trends over the next 28 years follow the 28
before, global average temperature rises of around 4°C would be
expected by 2100 [9].

Since 1988, seven top emitters
were publicly owned
companies, collectively
accounting for 9.5% of Scope 1
and 3 emissions between 1988
and 2015 [9]. The ‘scopes’
classify emissions’ origin from
an organisation. Scope 1
emissions are from sources
directly owned and controlled,
for example, fuel used by
company vehicles. Scopes 2 and
3 cover indirect emissions.
Scope 2 emissions from energy use, with Scope 3 covering all other
indirect emissions, including by customers.

Financial implications

The seven companies' combined market capitalisation was $1,303
billion in August 2018, although this fell during the COVID19
pandemic [10]. Conservatively, consider the 2018 values. If
hypothetically, the seven firms contributed 9.5% of the $265
billionhurricanedamage from the2017Atlantic season, thiswould
be $25 billion. This amount corresponds to 1.9% of their market
capitalisations (or share price). The sum is significant, considering
that similar contributions might arise in respect of other past and
future extreme weather events.

As global warming inevitably increases the number of major
hurricanes, a hypothetical climate-liability regime could develop.
Contributions of around 1-2% of these high-emitting companies’
market capitalisationsmightbeanticipated increasingly frequently
with each annual hurricane season. This figure ignores other global
warming impacts, such as sea-level rise, which could easily result
in much larger sums. It also neglects the likelihood of increasingly
powerful climate responses as global warming intensifies.

Didn’t hurricanes occur before?

Hurricanes occurred before human-made global warming, so only
costs linked to additional hurricane frequency or intensity are
relevant. Estimating pre-global warming hurricane baselines is not
easy. Their frequency or intensity does not follow atmospheric
CO2 concentrations or temperature rise straightforwardly.
Hurricanes have become more intense during the last 40 years,
resulting in more major hurricanes [4]. Additionally, small

Dr Quintin Rayer
DPhil, FInstP, Chartered FCSI, SIPC, Chartered Wealth Manager

Head of Research and Ethical Investing at P1 Investment Management

Extreme weather climate investment risk

https://p1-im.co.uk
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increases in CO2 could generate unexpected extreme weather
responses. There is also a risk that global warming may become
self-reinforcing.

Analysis of Hurricane Harvey [11] suggested that at least five-
sixths of damage might be attributable to warming since the late
twentieth century. This reduces damages to $21 billion, or 1.6% in
share price terms. some investors are likely to appreciate the
support of wealth managers skilled in this area. That way, they can
be confident they are contributing to addressing the plague of
plastic pollution as well as global warming and social and
governance challenges.

Is it all the extractors' fault?

Are fossil fuel companies entirely responsible? What about fuel
users, such as motorists, or home heating? It seems unreasonable to
blame all vehicle emissions on motorists. Practically, it depends on
whether they need a car. Fossil fuel-free cars are relatively
expensive and have not always been available. Much responsibility
lies with industrial suppliers to provide efficiency gains and
alternative technologies. Users are not excused, but the
responsibility share must be established.

One allocation is the current split between industrial and non-
industrial emissions. In 2015, around 77% of all human emissions
were industrial [9]. On this basis, the share of damages attributable
to the seven firms could fall to $19 billion, or 1.5% in share price
terms.

Both pre-global warming hurricanes and producer-user
responsibility are relevant. Jointly, the initial damage estimate of
$25 billion should potentially drop to $16 billion (1.2% in share
price terms). These figures all fit within the 1-2% share-price
detriment first mentioned. Based on the May 2020 market
capitalisations, the equivalent share-price figure would be 2.2%.

Only US hurricanes have been considered. Intense storms with
strong winds and high precipitation occur in many world regions.
So global damages would be much higher. The analysis also
neglects climate change sea-level rise, which could cause
tremendous damage.

How this helps Investors

How rapidly should investors respond to the possibility of
companies having or deciding to make contributions to climate
damages associated with their past emissions? Currently, no legal
cases have established climate damage liability. However, some
large investors have backed legal action with investment policies.
The City of New York is seeking to divest fossil companies from
its $189 billion pension schemes in a way consistent with fiduciary
responsibilities.

Cautious investors might be concerned, particularly if they are
uncertain how well the relevant companies’ share prices reflected
these risks. A movement towards an active liability regime could
risk fossil fuel company shares becoming stranded assets, with
other investors reluctant to buy them, except at a significant
discount. Given the mounting evidence and potential risks, some
cautious investors may feel they wish to steer clear.
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CURRENT UKSA EVENTS 
 

Company meetings 
 
 

 
 
 

UKSA’s programme of meetings has been suspended during the current health crisis. 

 Meetings of UKSA Croydon & Purley Group  
Location Spread Eagle, High Street, Croydon CRO 1QD  

Meeting dates will appear here.   Chairman: Harry Braund harrycb@gmail.com 
 

UKSA BRANCHES – If no contact name or number is given, please contact UKSA office 
Branch name Leader Administration Main purpose Description 
London & South East 
Region 

Harry Braund 
020 8680 5872 
harrycb@ gmail.com 

Andrew Girvan 
020 8788 1665 
agirvan247@btinternet.com 

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

Meetings in Croydon three 
times a year 

London 
company visits 

Nick Steiner Individual meeting 
organisers 

To arrange private 
meetings with companies 

20/30 meetings per 
year individually arranged 

Specialist 
company visits 

Adrian Phillips Under review To arrange and/or 
participate in events in 
conjunction with investor 
service companies 

Meetings with small-
company management, for 
experienced investors only 

Croydon & Purley Harry Braund 
020 8680 5872 
harrycb@gmail.com 

Tony Birks 
01322 669120 
ahbirks@btinternet.com 

Social meetings to discuss 
investment issues 

Meetings in Croydon 
monthly 

South West Peter Wilson  
01453 834486 
07712 591032 

Peter Wilson 
01453 834486 
07712 591032 

To arrange and develop 
activities for members in 
the region 

Company visits and social 
events as arranged 

North East Brian Peart 
01388 488419 

Julian Mole 
07870 890973 
julian.mole@ btinternet.com 

To arrange and develop 
activities for members in 
the region 

Company visits and social 
events as arranged 

North West Julian Mole 
07870 890973 
julian.mole@ btinternet.com 

Julian Mole 
07870 890973 
julian.mole@ btinternet.com 

To arrange and develop 
activities for members in 
the region 

Company visits and social 
events as arranged 

SmartCo Charles Breese Charles Breese Arranging access to 'Smart 
Companies'  

Programme awaiting start-
up 

Northern Rock Small 
Shareholders Action 
Group         
 

Dennis Grainger 
nrssag@uksa.org.uk 

Dennis Grainger 
nrssag@uksa.org.uk  
 

Pursuing compensation for 
small shareholders 
affected by NR’s collapse 

Lobbying and awareness-
raising activities 

 


