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REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UNDER I5US AND A PREVIOUS BCHEME' ‘ " APPENDIX 2

ISUS 1

Background . i
‘The extract from CRM supplicd to us by WBC indicates that ISUS 1 joined the programme on

or around 31 May 2011, Ve undctstand that

, | Enterprise Solations ‘but that the guantum of his claim has been kept

o

dchberatcly Iow because he i s conccmcd that Entmpﬂsc Solutions does not have the financial

resources to pay a larger claim and because he has concerns about Entetprisc Solutions' financiat

future.

Concern raised by A1/A2

Tt has been averred that records "evidencing” that support which should have been provided
under the ISUS programme had been falsified and that the underlying suppozt had not been
provided. ' '

It has zlso been aversed thét conﬁdential information gllcancd‘ under the ISUS and othet
programmes has been used in order to sell oti}cr Entm_-prisc Solutons services/products such as

mobile phones and mobile air time.

Tt has also been averred that not all successful applicants under the ISUS prg’)grammc' had been

eligible.

Support provided to ISUS 1
A "client file checklist" maintained by Enterprise Solutions sefers to 13 hours of suppott which
took place between 16 November 2010 and 24 Febrvary 2011. The "advisory sheets" retained

by Enterprise Solutions refer to sessions which lasted for 12 homs and are discussed in more

detail below.

Papers retatned by Enterprise Solutions indicate that ISUS 1 joined the programme on
16 November 2010 (client file checklist) and started business on 28 February 2011 (stact-up

declaration).

The "support” provided during this period is reflected on a serdes of four advisory sheets,
discussed here. Before doing so, it is important to note that ISUS 1 has advised us that he is. an
established business tman and has had a series of business inferests, inchading the menagement
and operation of 2 children's nursery. This is particularly significant as the application associated

with ISUS 1 involved the opening of 2 second children's aursery.

©® Grant Thoraton UK LLP. All .rights reservad, This Appendix forms an integral part of the repori of
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REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UNDER I5US AND A PREVIOUS SCHEME APPERNDIX 2

Advisory sheet. dated 16 November 2010 (2 hrs)
The advisory sheet stated that ISUS 1 had brought a copy of a "lcasc" to Bntetprise Solutons

;md that ISUS 1 had asked the Entetprise Solutions' adwsor {chdle McMahon) to review thc

lcasc on his behalf.

ISUS 1 has told vs that in osder to open his second nursery he had located a potential location

and had entered discussions with the landloxd. This had resulted in the production of a "tenancy

P

ffr(')m Enterprise Solutions.

2t will" on which ISUS 1 had sought advice from

ISUS i has told us that in November 2010 he was not aware that he had been emo!lcd on the

ISUS plogianunc or that he would be entolled in due coutse.

ISUS 1 has told us that he was "advised" by @ and that he had understood from

) that she was 2 solicitor who specialised in "property and kases". We bave discussed

in more detail in Section 7 of out report. ISUS 1 has told us that he did not have
2 lease (draft or otherwise) for his new property, merely a "tenancy at will”. It might be said that,
if

distinction betwéen a tenancy at will and a lease.

fiad been a solicitor who specialised in property, she would have recognised the

The advisory sheet also stated that ISUS 1 and Ms McMahoﬁ had:

"discussed the liabilities under commercial property law that will
be aﬁéc!ing ISUS 1's business generally, We have also tied this in
with the complexity of Company Law and the Companies Act.”

ISUS 1 has told us that he has never discussed Compaﬂy Law witl..
have had no need to, given that (as dlscusscd fromy paragraph 1.38 of tlus appendm) ISUS 1 had

© dlready mcmpomted his business and had successfully rm many other businesses beforehand,

mcludmg a children's nursery.

The adxﬁ'soqr sheet refers to a "scssion dutation” of two hours. ISUS 1 has told us that his first

meeting with ¢ had lasted for no mote than one hour and that much of the time
was spent on friendly rather than business conversation. ISUS 1 has told us that he lent

)2 book called "When Genius Pailed: The Rise and Fall of Long-Term Capital

]

=

Management" during the meeting ‘and that the:y discussed ISUS 1's experience of hedge funds

during the meet.mg

ISUS 1 has told vs that he did not sign the advisory sheet on 16 November 2010. ISUS 1 has
told us that the sheet was blank when he signed it ané that be did so in February 2011

© Grant Thornton UK LEP, All righis reserved. This Appendix forms an integral part of the repor of -
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REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UNDER ISUS AND A PREVIOUS SCHEME - T APPERNDIX 2

Advisory shest, undated {7.5 hours)

1.15 This advisory shcet is undated but Icfers to a "session duration” of seven aﬁd 2 half hou;.s The

advisory sheet states that the time was spcnt undertaling the fo]lowmg tasks, as copied here:

B '(lilé Yot aad m,)swt i, (ovumucva me - khowt -

Q@&W&L\ ks r"lux,\,_% Lﬁﬁaﬁs\vmﬁ Sauf,m—@ J;MW_;; ™ C)(
s gu({uma | s

- (P‘JQ (.Q)'\#Lévb c‘e_ Comend: . é’u.() tj?\&@.d.’a &{,\,G, o Ua\,ﬁw—«’_ g,\,a_L,(f Ve LL&,,.
P L%{’{af_ﬁ& - U laows - .

e P ﬂLEQLM‘&L é‘fﬁ(ﬂm’wﬂ (ﬁé’xﬁ'}uy&i&ﬁ_ }f’fL benard

.16 ISUS 1 has told us rhat he never had a "comnercial lease" which he could share with

He has also told us that he did not receive either a "report” concerning a lease ot

perhaps the tenancy at will.

117 ISUS 1 has told us that he did not 2sk for and did not need "research” conccrﬁmg mnning a
business as 2 social enterprise. ISUS 1 has told us that his business had been set up as a social
enterprise in order 1o meet the mquLtcrnf:nts of the tenancy at will and the requirements of the
landlord. He has also told us that, in his view,-from a practical perspective there are feW

differences to runaing a social enterprise and that he would not, therefore, have asked for

research into the topic.

1.18 ISUS 1 has told us that his business needed "numerous employees” but this was nothing unusnal
as he had been running a shccessful children's nursery prior to the business supported by ISUS
and that he alread); employed in the region of 14-16 employees at the existing nursery, some of
whom he had anticipated transferring to the new business. His existing émployccs had

employment contracts and he didn't requite advice cohceming employment law.

1.19  ISUS 1 has told us that hf__- Vg:ioes not know what the reference to‘ "research of relevant legislation”

might have meant and did not receive wiitten or otal feedback on this area.

© Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved. This Appendix forms an integral part of the repori of
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1.26

The advisory sheet dated 16 Pebruary 2011 was completed by

REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UNDER ISUS AND A PREVIOUS SCHEME APPENDIX 2

We have asked Enterprise Solutions to provide us with the written output atising from the 7.5
hours of advice ,és there was none on the file retained by Tnterprise Solutions, such 2s the

"report" concetning the "commetcial lease™. We have not received a response to this request.

Advisory sheet, dated 16 February 2011 (1.5 hrs)
ISUS 1 has expiaiined that he went to Entérprisc .Soiutions’ offices twice during February 201 1.

He has explained that the fmst meeting lasted no mote than 10 minutes in which he collected a

TR

copy of the bock which he had previously lent tc @B

n?md included the

comments:

- MISUS _ L and I have spent today's session amendz;ng his business
plan, His market research is excellent and so it has been putfing
this inte context [our emphasis]. As ISUS | is an accountant by |
frade his financial forecast zs absolutely fine and required ng

amendments Jour emphasis}. ¥

ISUS 1 disagrees with the contents of the advisory sheet because he can recall giving

sy onie vetsion of a business plan and that this was not amended by

jr by anyone else.

ISUS 1 does not consider that he would have had any difficulty putting his "market research into
context" because he was expetienced in preparing business plans, was involved in an existing and
successful children's musery and would not have wanted to open.a second had there not been a

market for it. ISUS 1 has told us that he copied the market teseatch section from a business
. B
i .

plan produced for his existing children's nursesy into the business plan given tc

ISUS 1 has provided us with 2 copy of the business plan he had prepared to manage his cxistisﬁg

children's nursery which we have éompaxcd with the business plan retained by Enterptise

~ Solutions. The two business plans zte very similar, In patticulat, the sections in the plans which

addressed "the matket” are almost word for word the same,

ISUS 1 has given us 2 copy of -an email which he received from 7 dated
23 February 2011, This asked: -

"Have you got a business plan and financial forecast for the Jirst

twelve months completed.”
© Grant Thornton UK LLP. Alt rights reservad. This Append!x forms an integral part of the report of
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1.27 The advisory sheet dated 16 February 2011 is not consistent with the email dated -

C 23 February 2011. This is because the advisory sheet déscriﬁed'ISUS 1's financial forecast as
being "absolutely fine" but the subsequent email asked whether ISUS 1 had 2 completed

financial forecast.

1.28 We have asked Enterprise Solution_s to prov_ide us with 2 copy of the business plan and financial

forecast discussed on 16 February 2011 but this request has not been fulfilled.

Advisory sheet, dated 24 February 2011 (1 hr)
1.29 ISUS 1 has told us that, except for asking for. advice concerning his tenancy at will, he had

wanted oo other support from Enterprise Solutions. He has tolﬂ us that he had understood that
he would need to have undertaken a series of basic business courses in order to obtain 2 £500
grant and that, given his experience, it was not worth his while. ISUS 1 has told us that

Ms McMahon told him that he would not need to attcﬁd the sessions and that he would not

have joined the ISUS programme had he not been persuaded to do so by

1.30  ISUS 1 is surprised, therefore, that an appﬁcation form to join the fSUS programme iﬂd.ic_ates
* that he first enquired 2bout the programme in Novcmber 2010. ISUS 1 has told us t_hat he
signed no paperwork associated with the ISUS programme until Rebruary 2011 when persuaded

> Aithough the appiic:atioﬁ form has been signéd by

to join the programane B}r‘
ISUS 1, he has told us that the contents of the form (except for his date of birth) had been blank
when he signed it. : - . -

1.31 ISUS 1% c_ontention that he only signed paperwork associated with fhe ISUS programine in
February 2011 is supporied by a seties of cmails. ISUS 1 has given us an email dated

23 February 2011 addressed to , fitled "RE: 500 grant" in which he wrote:

"Shall I call you fo 'make the appointment or shafl we do it vin

email? I would rather fill out the forms with yourself...".
132 Ms McMahon replied on the same day to say:

"Seeing me is not a problem.

If you book in 1 witll be able to go through in detail everything that

- is required for the application.”

© ©® Grant Thormton UK LLP, All ﬁght§ reservad. This Appendix forms an iniegral partt of the report of
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REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UNDER ISUS AND A PREVIOUS SCHEME . APPENDIX 2

email would seem to suggest that the "application” and assoéiatcd paperwork

which would have resulted in the payment of a J5500 praat (je the ISUS progmmme) was

completed after 23 Febtuaqf 2011 and not in Novembcr 2010.

The advisoqr sheet dated 24 February 2011 stated that

T am Satﬁ'sﬁed that ISUS U's business plan and financial forecast
meet the :ytandar'd of the ISUS programme and am more than happy
fo sign it off. ISUS 1's new venture will create 20 new ft positions
once it is up running at full capacity and will keep us informed of

. " . .
his progress. .

Thus, the advisory sheet made no reference to suppott provided to ISUS 1 duting the meeting, it
appears to have simply involved the review of a business plan and forecast. ISUS 1 recalls that
the meeting took no more than ten minutes and that he received no advice concerniing his
business during this meeting or at any other stage dunng 2011, ISUS 1 & surpmqed that the

advzsoijr sheet referred to 4 session time of one hour.

Eligibility

As explained m Section 4 of the body of this report, the contractual docmnenta{tic;n we have
located did not inform Enterprise Solutions how their staff should evaluate the "eligibility” of
ISUS applicants. However, it seems reasonable to assume that Enterprise Solutions should not

have asked WBC to pay for the provision of pre-stast support if a business had aiready started to

trade,

It might also be said that, if 4 business had already statted to trade at the point it joined the ISUS
programme, Enterprise Solutions should not have expected financial rc;vaxd once a "Target" had
providcd-éatisfactoty evidence that it had started to trade. It might be said that the only financial
reward which should have been provided was for "post start" support on the bases set out in the

table at pamglaph 474 of the body of this report.

In order to prowde evidence that ISUS 1 had started trading, Entexpuse Solutions appear o
have relied on 2 certificate of i incorporation, as set out in 2 "stact up deglaration” form dated
28 February 2011. The certificate of incorporaton retained by Enterprise Solutions for ISUS 1
is dated 16 November 2010, this is the same date that ISUS 1 puq;ortediy joined the ISUS

programme (see paragfaph 1.6).
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ISUS 1's first recorded meeting with §

*REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UNDER ISUS AND A PREVIOUS SCHEME - : APPENDIX 2 -

ISUS 1 has told us that he én—angcd the incorporation of his business and did so before
16 November 2010 — ISUS 1 has told us that he used 2 company formation ﬁgent which would

have taken at least two days before the certificate of incorporation was issued. Thus, on

'Enterpuse Solutions’ own . bams ISUS "1 does not appear to have been eligible for pre—sta_tt

support 2s it was already trading at the point whcn it ]omed the ISLIS programme.

More importantly, ISUS 1 has told us that, as far as he had been awate, he had not joined the

ISUS programme until Pebruaty 2011, ISUS 1 has told us that he signed no ISUS related
paperwork until his meetings with Ms McMahon in February 2011, the first of which took place
on 16 February 2011 and the seédnd took place on 24 February 2011,

ISUS 1 halsr provided us with schedules showing income and expenditure associated with his
business venture. The schedule shows that ISUS 1 incurred expenditure on 2 Fcbmary 2011 and
recorded income on 26 Febmazy 2011, ISUS 1 has told us that children had been on the new
business' premises on 14 February 2011. It would seem, therefore, that ISUS 1 needed little pre-

start support to set up his new business ventute and that theé business had started before

M_j m Febiuary 201i which had taken place on
16 February 2011, ' '

Misuse of confidential information :
ISUS 1 has told us that he recalls peoplc telephonmg him and trying to sc]l him a mobile phone

',and aigspace duting 2011, ISUS 1 has told us that the callers had Cla_lmcd to be fxom "Wicralhiz",

' ISUS 1 has explained that he cannot explain how the callers claiming to have been from

"Wircalbiz" wouid have obtained his personal mobile telephone number unless it had been

obtained {rom information he provided to Enterprise Solutions under the ISUS programmet.

ISUS 1 has explamed that he can recall Leccmmg at least one such call when his daughter had
been very Jll and that the callers had been "very pushy”. W’e have discusscd tl'us feamm in

Section 6 of the body of this report.

Conclusions

The concerns raised that records evidencing that support had been provided to ISUS applicants
had been falsified would appear. to be supported by what ISUS 1 has told us and by the business
plan and emails he has given us. Tt would also seem that the contents of ISUsS related paperwork
held by Enterprise Solutions were generally misleading. We have discussed the possible rnisuse

of confidential information in Section 6 of the body of this report.

FISUS1's "applicetion form” includes his contact details and .telephc')r;c number
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REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UMDER ISUS AND A PREVIOUS SCHEME - APPENDIX 2

ISUS 2

Backgrou nd . .
The Client Checklist indicates thaf: ISUS 2 started the ISUS programme on 5 QOctober 2009 with

a "Pre-Stact" entry pomt

The checklist sumynatises three "Interventions”, two with y for an hout long each, on

‘5 October 2009 and 26 October’ 2009 and one conducted by' “ on

5 Novcmbcr 2009, The intervention by§ " has the date amended ﬁom

i1 November 2009 and does not show the session durauon although the advisery sheet shows

-that the session lasted for one hour.

We met with ISUSI 2 on 8 February 2013 to discuss their involvement with the ISUS progratme

and the documents held on their file by Boterpsise Solutions,

Concern raised by A1/A2

It has been alleged that Enterprise Solutions prepared tax returns and accounts for ISUS 2 which
contained errors due to them being prepared by unqualified advisors.

ISUS 2 has advised that theit accounts and tax retnrns were prepareé by Enterprise Solutions at
no cost to herself, ISUS 2 reﬁalls that her tax retuen was submitted early, and she has had no
indication that h;‘er fax teturns have been deficient, ISUS 2 was happy as Enterprise -Solutic'.ns
provi&ed all of the figures which \vétc in ﬂne with ISUS 2' expectaﬁons and ISUS 2 has paid the
tax and heard nothing since from HMRC. -

There is no reference on ISUS ZIS‘EIAC regarding the preparation of a:ccounts and tax returns for

ISUS 2.

As'noted in Section 4 of the body of this report, we have had access to an extract from the CRM

database. This database shows the following for ISUS 2:

° Paytnent State — Claimed

. ISUS Stage - Post Statt Support.

ISUS 2's tax returns and Eaterprise Solutions' working papers are not included on the file
retained by Enterprise Solutions. This has prevented us from commenting on the quality of this

work,
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REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UNDER ISUS AND A PREVIOUS SCHEME C © - APPENDIX 2

Conclusion
TSUS 2 has confitmed that her accounts and tax retrns were prepared by Enterprise Solutions,
‘and that Enterprise Solutions did not charge ISUS 2 for this support. ISUS 2 was satisfied with ‘

the guality and accaracy of the accounts and tax returns prepared by Haterprise Solutions.

The CRM database indicates that Post Statt Support has been provided to ISUS 2 although there

are no workings or advisory sheets in relation to this on ISUS 2's fde.

Other points of note
Training pfb vided by Enterprise Solutlons

' . . - . . i . . L '
ISUS 2 has advised that her first involvement with Enterprise Sohitions was her attendance on 2
6-8 week fraining course covering topics such as marketiog and bookkeeping, Enterprise

Solutions did not charge ISUS 2 in relation to thi¢ training,

’

Adw’sory sheefs -

2 Three advisory sheets on file agree to the interventions detailed on the client checklist as

discussed at paragraph 2.2 above in respect of advisor, date and duration.

The client si_gna'mfc on the advisory sheet dated 5 October 2009 appears to have been written in
pencit and then written over in pen with the pencil rubbed out. We discussed this with ISUS 2

who conﬁtmcci that the 'signaturff, looked like their own but that they do not normally sign in

peacil and overwrite in pen.

ISUS 2 confirmed that the content of the advisory sheet and the duration of the meeting seemed

correct.
L 4

The notes' on the advisory sheets dated 26 October 2009 and 5 Noveinber 2009 have been

- typed. ISUS 2 doks not recall the notes being fypcd'dming the advisory meetings or being

completed ‘before ISUS 2 signed- the document. However ISUS 2 has confirmed that the

content and duration noted on the sheets seems correct, and that the sipnatures are her own.

Claim Form
There are two copies of a claim form on file. One relates to the "Intensive Supp.oxt Declaration”

stage of the claim (Claim 1) and the other to the "Business Start Declaration” stage of the claim.

(Claim 2).

' © Grant Thoroton LB LLP, Al rigﬁts reserved. This Appendix forms an integral Apart of the repoti of
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- month and 15 month telephone review forms also appear to be in

REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UNDER ISUS AND A PREVIOUS SCHEME - APPENDIX 2

The Client Natne, Contact Détails, Advisor Signature and Advisor Nane appeat to be the sane
on both claim forms W’it‘.‘il one appearing to be a photocopy of another. The "Business Stact Up
Clzum" section of the form then appeats to have been completed after the photocopymg has

takcn piace

ISUS 2 has conficmed that the client signatares on both copies of the form are her own.

Review Forms

Three Month Review Form
The three month review form shows the date of the advisor signature as 12 Februa.qr 2610 which

is before the review date of 15 Febsuary 2010.

Six Month Review Form
The six month review form shows the date of the advisor signatate as 12 May 2010 which is

after the 1_'eview date of 3 Mayh2010.

Twelve Month Review Form
The forin notés that the meeting did not take place face to face but is signed by ISUS 2. ISUS 2

has confirmed that the signature is her own although the date is not in her handwriting, ISUS 2

does not recall ever receiving the document in the post to sign and return to Enterprise

' Solunons ISUS 2 does not have a meeting with Enterprise Soluﬂons in her diary on this date

but has confirmed that the content and natrative of the document seems correct.

Advisors ooleeﬁnq Feviews

'The three month and six month review forms have been completed by®

=i

writing, but do

not specifically state who cémplcte'd therm.

‘Business start date

Commencement of trading declaration

“Thete is no commencement of trading declatation on file, although the.Claim Form and

Company Information docutpents on file show 2 business start date of 6 November 2009.

Evidence of business start date
A document on' file shows the "Transactions List" for ISUS 2's business bank account which

shows 2 deposit on the 19 October 2009 followed by two cheque payments op 28 October 2009,
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Business Start Bank Account Detalls
This client signature on this fmm appca.ts to be a photocopy whilst the date is an original

ISUS 2 has confirmed that the signature is her own and the date is in her handwriting,

Conciusion re Business Start Date
The Business Bank Account appears 1o have been cstabhshed atthe begmmng of Gctober 2009.

The bank statements indicate activity on the business bank account from 19 October 2009
which is after the date ISUS 2 started the programme (5 October 2009) but before that date the
company started txadiﬁg pet the Claim Form (6 November 2009).

Business Plan

The business plan on file does not appear to be complete. The "Conclusion and Summary”

section has not been completed and Appendices A, B, C I and G are not attached.

ISUS 2 has confirmed that she did recc@vc help from _Entc't'pdsc Solutions regarding her business

‘plan. The advisory sheet dated 26 October 2009 states that the business plan

>

“shows a robust business which is very susiainable...the plan is

well researched and written"

.

Aside from the business plan on file being incomplere, we note that that the natrative within the

" plan is in line with the figures in the financial forecasts étta_chcd to the plan.

- Cross Selling

ISUS 2 advised that she purchased business cards from Enterprise Solutions. This is the only

setvice that she paid Enterprise Solutions for. The business cards cost £29.37 and were

purchased in February 2011, ¢

ISUS 2 obtained quotes from Baterpsise Solutions for other things, such as leaflets but did not
purchase these from Enterprise Solutions in the end. ISUS 2 cannot remnember how she became

awate that Enterprise Solutions could produce business cards and may bave picked up 2 leaflet

- advertising this service at Enterprise Solution's premises.

ISUS 2 advised that whilst on the tratning course at Enterprise Sclutions, one of the tutors had
advised that accountancy software known as Quickboolks was a good system that was worth
purchasing, ISUS 2 bought the software from Staples but found the software compiicated to

use. ISUS 2 obtained help with Quickbooks frong@ mt Enterprise Solutions, but has

advised that she stopped using the software after a year.
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REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UNDER ISUS AND A PREVIOUS SCHEME APPENDIX 2

ISUS 2 was not aware whether Enterprise Solutions sold Quickbooks.

Experience with Enterprise Solutions ‘
ISUS 2 exphined th_at without the help of Eatc:rpﬁse Solutions and the grant received, she would
not be in the position that she is in now and as such she is L grateful”. In particular,

ISUS 2 commented that the service provided by _w.ras“"bn'ﬁz'afz;‘" and felt that the

business plan was "invabyable”.

Regarding the financial fofecgsts that Eﬁtexpxisc Solutions helped ISUS 2 to preg;are, ISUS 2
commented that she was "wery plased as what was ﬁw'ca.rt was presy wameh spor on." ISUS 2 was
impressed with Enterprise Solutions in being able to help her pull togethcf a forecast that was in

line with actual teade.

As noted at pamgmph 2.9, ISUS 2 was satisfied with the quakty and acc:macy of the accounts and

tax rctums prepared by Eaterprise Solutions.

However ISUS 2 has explained that she was not satisfied with one of the people who worked for

] Eat ket homne to review the

business’ progress, and that she found him to be very unprofessional. This was because he

stating that all of the work they had done in the

criticised Enterprise Solutions anc
past was wrong. ISUS 2 explained tha ) { had also criticised the quality of tax returns
provided by Enterprise Solutions. '

made these criticisms, piven they

ISUS 2 felt that it was odd and unprofessional tha ‘
wete not in line with ISUS s expertence of Enterprise Solutions. ISUS 2 also found it

unprofessional that duting the meetmg, {made comments in relation to private

matters regaldmg his partnet;

ISUS 2 has expleined that she felt uneasy at the end of the meeting. g

that she should contaci @ Han Enterprise Solutions employee) should she need any

further help from Bntetprise Solutions. At the time of the visit, ISUS 2 had needed support with
her tax returns but felt that she did not want to contact Enterprise Solutions again and weat to

an independent accountant. ISUS 2 nearly called Enterprise Solutions to complain about the

meeting with ”

We note that there is no review form on ISUS 2 file in selation to the meeting with
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_%thc only contact ISUS 2 has had with Enterprise Solutions

241 Since the meeting with

has been to attend two or three business meetings at Boterprise Solutions during 2012..

® Grant Thorntan UK LLP, Al rights ressrved. This Appendlx forms an integral part of the report of
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REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UNDER ISUS AND A PREVIOUS SCHEME APPENDIX 2

ISUS 3

Background . . ,
The Client Chcckhst indicates that ISUS 3 started the ISUS programume on 9 October 2009 with

"Ple—StaLt" entq’ point.

The. checklist summarises three "Interventions”, each of an hour long, and conducted by

fon 9 October 2009, 16 October 2009 and 23 October 2009.

We met thh ISUS 3 on 8 Febmaiy 2013 to discuss her involvemeat with the ISUS progtamme

and the documcnts held on file by Enterprise Solutions.

Concern raised by A1/A2
It has been alleged that ISUS 3's company had no turnover following the receipt of the ISUS

grant and that the grant should therefore have been clawed back.

Conclusion _
As far as the contractual documents allow, we have discussed eligibility in Section 4 of the body

of this report and generally asked outselves whether claw back was addressed in those

documents. As far as we can tell, the absence of turnover post grant would not have beea

- sufficient to merit claw back.

‘Other boints of hote

Advisory sheels
Three advisory sheets on file agree to the interventions detailed on the chcnt chcck_hst as

discussed at paragraph 3.2 abovc in respect of advisor, date and dmaﬁon

The "Discussion Points & Actions” section op each advisory sheet has been typed. Fot the
advisory sheet dated 16 October 2009, the advisor name and organisation is pre-populated, ie it

appears to have been photocopied.

ISUS 3 has stated thet the advisory sheets were always completed prior to the meeting, including
the "Discussion Points & Actions” section, ‘and were not -completed in ISUS 3's presence.

Whilst ISUS 3 has advised that the narrative seems in line with her recollection of the meeting |

for each of the advisory sheets on file, we do not know how the advisory sheet conld reflect the

discussion of the meeting if it was completed prior to the meeting.

© Grant Thoraton UK LLP. All rlghts ressrved. This Appendix forms an integral part of the report of
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3.10

311

3.12

313 .

3.14

3.15

316

317

3.18.

in the business plao.

REVIEW OF APPEIGATIONS UNDER ISUS AND A PREVIOUS SCHERME ‘ : APPENDEY 2 -

The advisory sheet dated 16 October 2009 noted that ISUS 3 had produced the first draft of her
business plan. A copy,r of this draft is not on Enterpusc Solutions file. We have asked

Enterprise Solutions fora copy of the draft business plan discussed on 16 October 2009 but we

have niot yet had a response to this fequest.
‘The ag:lvisor_y sheet dated 23 Octobct 2009 noted

"we agreed she needs to organise her corporate ID to include on

all her marketing literature as mentioned in her plan”.

" We cannot find a reference to this within the business plan retained on Enterprise Solutioss® file.

ISUS 3 has confirmed that she recalls the advisor mentioning a corporate 1D but canﬁot

remember what was said in' relation to this and that no logo was ever created for the business.

As noted above, there is no draft business plan on file and there is no reference to corporate ID

Company lnformation . _
The advisor signature date has-been amended from 29 October 2009 to 23 October 2009. We

note that the 23 October 2009 Is the date of the last advisor meeting,

Claim Form

There are two copics of the clain form on file. Ope relates to the “Intensive Support

Declaration" stage of the claim (Clah-n 1 and the other to the "Business Start Declaration™ stape

of the claim (Claim 2).

On Claim 1, both the client and advisor's signatures were originally dated 9 October 2009 and

have been amended to show dates of 23 October 2009.
On Claim 2, the dates of both signatures are shown as 23 October 2009 and are unamended.

As noted -at paragraph 3.13 above, 23 October 2009 is the date of the last advisory sheet.
9 October 2009 was the date of the first advisor meeting which ISUS 3 had with

The two claim forms on file do not appeat fo have been photocopied Claim 1 shows

"Whrralbiz" as the organisation making the claim, Claim 2 shows Enterpnsc solutiohs as the

organisation making the claim.

@ Grant Thoraton UK LEP, All righis reserved. This Appendix forms an integral part of the report of
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3.23
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3,25

3.26

REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UNDER ISUS AND A PREVIOUS SCHEME APPENDIX 2

The clent srgnatmc on Claim 2 appeass to have been wiitten in pencil and then written over in

pen with the pencil rubbed ocut. We discussed this with ISUS 3 who conficmed that the

signature looked ke her own, 25 did all of the client signatures on the file.

/ N . Ty . . : . .
ISUS 3 noted however that she does not normally sign in pencil and overwrite in pen.

As noted at patagraph 3.14, Claim 1 is marked 25 relating to the "Intensive Support Declaration”
stage of the claim! However the form includes details of the business start date

(2 November 2011) and i mar:kcd to show evidence of business start date including business

“bank staiements and i mvomes We do not know how this infotmation would have been avaﬂable

at this stage piven that the busmess had not stacted to trade at the date the form was signed

{9 October 2009 amended to 23 October 2009).

Claim 2 is also matked to show a business stact date of 2 November 2011 aad notes that
"Isivoices" were obtained 2s evidence of trading. As soted at paragraph 3.37, the invoices on file
are dated 2 Novcmber 2009 onwards and canaot therefore have been obtained at the date that

the claim form was signed (23 October 20{)9)

Review Forms

Three Month Review Form - ,
This form has had the review date amended from 4 February 2010 to 1 February 2010, The date

of the advisor's signature is 4 February 2010 which is after the amended review date but the

same as the original review date.

The form noted 2 business start date of 2 November 2009, and based on a period of three

calendar months, the review should have taken place by 2 February 2010.

Six Month Review Form
‘The six month review form shows the date of the advisor's signature as 4 May 2010 which is

after the review date of 3 May 2010.

Twelve Month Review Form
The review date on this form is shown as 2 November 2010. This form has been completed by

Ms McMahon and hex signature has been dated as 27 October 2010, which is befote the review
date. The form has not-been signed or dated by theclient. ISUS 3 noted that she does not

 and although they may have met, ISUS 3 cannot be sure of this.
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3.33

334

3.35

“The thiee month-and six month review forms have been completed by f ‘

REVIEW OF AF‘R_L!CATIONS UNDER ISUS AND A PREVIOUS SCHEWME - ’ ’ APPENDIY 2

ISUS,'S noted that this seems

The review form notes turnover for ISUS 3's business oﬁ{

- very high and was much highef than the turnover generated from her business. At the time that

© the form was dated, ISUS 3 explained that she had 2 couple of customers a week paying between

T Sometimes ISUS 3 was makjng less than @ week, which would equate to -

less that nOVE: per anauin,

ISUS 3 does not believe that she would have told Enterprise Solutions that she had tutnover of

gs detailed on the review form as these were out of keeping

for net profits of

[

with the turnover and prbﬂts actually generated from the businegs.

Twelve Month Fieview_ Form

a8 advisor. ISUS 3 confirmed that the nar_tatlve of the

This form is signed by

Lewcw seems cortect although they cannot remember’

78 Week Review Form

as advisor.

This form is signed by

Advisors completing reviews

§ writing, ISUS 3 has stated that she

Business start date

Commencement of trading declaration

"The declaration is signed on 23 October 2009 however the date of the business plan assessment

mccnng is shown as 23 Novcmber 2009. The advisory sheet discussed at paragraph 210 abovc_

notes that the mef:tmg was on 23 October 2009,

ISUS 3 has confirmed that the signature on the declaration is her own although the dates on the

form have been completed by someone other than ISUS 3.

The declaration ndtcs a business start date of 2 Novemb& 2009,

Evidence of business start date o _
There is a photocopy of 2 blank cheque on file for "ISUS 3 Business Account” which has the -

date 24 September 2009 printed on it. As noted at parageaph 3.1, the clieat checklist indicates
that ISUS'3 started thé programme on 9 October 2009 with a "Pre-Start” entry point. However
the cheque indicates that there was 2 business bank account in place prior to the entry date.

\
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REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UNDER ISUS AND A PREVIOUS SCHEME APPERNDIX 2

3.36  As noted at paragraph 3.14, there are two copies of a claim form on file. One copy indicated
that business bank staternents and invoices were used 2s evidence of business start dates. The
other copy indicated that only invoices were used as evidence of business start date.

3.37 There is a copy of four handwritten invoices raised by ISUS 3 oa Eaterprise Solution's file,

wcluding "lovoice 1" dated 2 November 2009. We note that this is after the eatry date of |

9 October 2009,

Business Start Bank Account Details _
3.38 The client signature ot this form was dated 9 October 2009 which is the same date as the entry

date to the ISUS programme. This form indicates that there was a business baak account if

place prior to the entry date to the ISUS progratame.

&

Conclusion re Business Start Date
$3.39 Enterprise Solutions' file refers to 2 business stact date of 2 November 2009. As noted at

paragraph 3.16, Claim 2 is dated 23 October 2009. The form nofes that "Invoices” were
obtained as evidence of trading, As noted at paragraph 3.37, the invoices on file are dated
2 November 2009 onvwards and cannot therefore have been obtained at the date that the claim -

forn was signed (23 October 2009).

3.40 Furthes, the file notes that the entty point for ISUS 3 Wa-s "Pre-Start". However a copy of the
business cheque book on file, and the date of the "Business Statt Bank Acconat Details” form
both indicate that there was a business bank account in place pﬁoi' to the entry date to the ISUS
programine,

Business Plan ‘

3.41 'The business plan-on file does not appear to be complete. Appendices A, B F and G ate not -

aftached.

i year one. However the

3.42  The business plan noted 2 predicted profit of

profit and loss summary referred to » predicted turnover of

impossible based on the forecast figures, being more‘than turnover.

© Grant Thornion UIC LLP. All rights reserved. This Appendix forms an integrai part of the report of
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3.43 The businéss plan noted a sales forecast of’ chr week from ploducts and

predicted in the narrative of the business plan.

3.44 The business plan noted that ISUS 3's business was forecast to generate cash flow of

per week For the fust year. On the basis of 2. 52 week year, this would give an anticipated

minimum cash flow surplus ¢

{ This does not tie into the figures pet { the cash flow

forecast on file which referred to 2 total cash flow surplus o for the year.

3.45 ISUS 3 has confirmed that she did receive help fmm Enterprise Solutions but the qualtty of this

suppoxt might be in question given the inconsistencies ‘between the busmess plan and detailed

financial forecasts.

Cross Selling _ - _ 7
3.46 ISUS 3 advised that she purchased business cards from Enteq-izisc Solutions. This is the only

service that she paid Enterprise Solutions for.

3.47 ISUS 3 explained that the main area she required help from Entcrpfisc Solutions was in relation

to advertising. Enterprise Solutions also made ISUS 3 aware of a leaflet distributed arovnd the

Wirral and gave z Hist of prices should ISUS 2 wish to advertise m it.

e

Experience with Enterprise Solutions
3.48 ISUS 3 noted that she found Enterprise Solutions to be

”rem'ly. nice...quite helpful,, supportive...did help and got follow up

calls", . .

252 weeks x (£200 + £150)_
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REVIEW bF APPLIGATIONS UNDER I5US A‘;ND A PRE\’IOUS SCHEME A APPENDIX 2

ISUS 4

Background _ ‘ '

It has been alleged that Enterprise Solutionis prepared tax returns and accounts for 2 client with 2
similar name to ISUS 4. Having located the file associated with ISUS 4 we established that we
had not selected the file we had been secking and that concluded that the file we had been
looking for was not within the files supplied by Entcrpriﬁe Solntions. Given the lack of access to

Enterpase Solutions' books and rccor_ds, we reviewed ISUS 4's file.

The Client Checklist mdjcates that ISUS 4 started the ISUS pxogramme on 20 Octaber 2010

with 2 "Pre-Start" entey pomt

The checklist summarises five "Interventions," each of an hour long. Pour of the sessions show

Eas advisor as follows:

®  One dated 20 October 2010, with the date amended from 2011 to 2010
¢ One uodated _ . | . .

¢ One dated 9 February 2011, with the date amended from 2010 to 2011

¢ One dated 27 Apsit 2011

One session shows ‘;"as advisor and is dated 16 October 2011,

We et with ISUS 4 and their colleague ISUS 4a on 13 PFebruary 2013 to discuss their
involvement with the ISUS programme aod the documents held on theic file by Esaterprise

Solutions.

Other points of note
Training provided by Enterprise Solufions
ISUIS 4 has adwised that their first involvement with Entc.tp:isé Solutions was their attendance

on a four day start up programme in 2010 at Enterprise Solutions' premises at Edgerton House.

ISUS 4 paid a deposit of £10 in relation to this coutse which was refunded upon completion of

the course.

ISUS 4's file at Enterprise Solutions contains. 2 database extract of "wurse details” that notes that
ISUS 4 attended an awareness session on 9 October 2008 and then four business start sessions

between 15 October 2008 and 28 October 2008.

© Grant Thoraton UK LLP, Alf rights reserved. . This Appendix forms an infegral part of {he report of
Strictly private and confidential. ’ Grant Thornton UK LLP dated 2 May 2014




4.8

4.9

4,10

411

4.12

413

4.14

© REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UNDER ISUS AND 4 PREVIOUS SCHEME : ’ ‘ APPENDIX 2

ISUS 4 disagrees with these dates and noted that she definitely did not lattcnd any coutses in

2008 B E‘fxom work at the time the

databasc extract shows ISUS 4 o be attenchng COULSES.

After attending:thc sessions, ISUS 4 had no further contact with Enterprise Solutions for 2 year,
as she did ‘not start her business until 12 months later. The sessions had made ISUS 4 realise -

that she needed to save more money to finance the business before set up. The business Was

funded privately throngh savings and no money was borrowed.

ISUS 4 recalls calling Enterprise Solutions when they were about to start up to check that they
would still be eligible for suppost from WBC given there had been 2 gap of 12 months since they

attended the training sessions.

Signing of papers _ _
ISUS 4 recalls that the first time she went to Enterprise Solutions following the above 12 month

gap was to sign some papers, and to provide evidence that a business bank account had been

opened,

ISUS 4 cannot remember exact details of the forms that she signcd,‘althoﬁgh she recalls that 2
BACS payment schedule was one of the forms signed. ISUS 4 conﬁzmed that the writing on the
BACS payment schedule on her ISUS file is her own and that the date (27 Aprﬁ 2011) is around

the time that they would have gone to Enterprise Solution’s rcceptic')ﬂ to sign papets,

Training Needs Analysis _
ISUS 4 noted that this document does not look familiar and that she cannot semessiber whether

or not her training needs were specifically discussed with Enterprise Solutions staff. ‘
ISUS 4 commented that she disagreed with the content of the analysis on her file in that:

¢ She does not feel she would havc needed training in plepaﬁng for the busmess side. For

g

cmmplc she had

and so did not require training in Flealth & Safety as indicated

on the form

"~  already started the process of registcmg for the required hccncc with the Cmc and
Quahty Commission 12 moaths prlo: to starting the business up. ISUS 4 hﬁd already
begun writing the required pohcics and procedures for this and did not need thej help pf

Enterprise Solutions as indicated on the form.
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¢ She does not feel that page two of the document accurately reflects her training needs and
that in fact the opposite is true, For example the document notes that ISUS 4 needed
training in customers and corﬁpc_titors_ but did not requﬁe training in cotnputing whereas
ISUS 4.feels that she already knew abc-)ut competitors and custémez&; but required lllelp with

computing.

ISUS 4 confirmed that she did requite traming and help with finances as indicated on the
Training Needs Analysis form. o

Advisory sheets =

Five advisory sheets on file agree to the interventions detailed on the client checklist as discussed

zt patagraphs 4.3 and 4.4 in respect of advisor, date and duration.

Four of the Advisory sheets refer to work on the busigess plan and the total duration of advice

pet the advisory sheets is five hours.

ISUS 4 disaprees with the content of these advisoty sheets and has told us that she has only ever
attended two advisory sessions, one alone (Meeting 1) and one with ISUS 42 (Meeting 2) which

lasted a maxjmurn of two houts in total: Regaxdmg the additional three hours of support shown

‘on the file, ISUS 4 commented "0 I don't remernber ther. . .41 definitely wasn't five hours".

ISUS 4 cominented that she has oply had one ‘meeting at Haterprise Solutions where her
business forecasts were discussed and that there were no one to one ineetings with Enterprise

Solutions' advisors to discuss the business plan, in contrast to the four meetings as indicated by

the documesnts on the fite,

1-with one version of the business plan,

ISUS 4 note_d that they only provided §
which tbcy had prodoced themselves using the template provided by

ISUS 4 adviscci that she has only met with ¢ Jat Bntetprise Solutions, and 2 man to

discuss the leaﬂcts she purchased from Entetprise Soluuons (d.iscusscd below at patagraph 4.36).

ISUS 4 noted that she did not met with a man to discuss he business plan znd financial

“forecasts as mdlcatcd b}r the advisory sheet dated 16 Fe:bmaty 2011 and that she does not

.3

remember meetmg someone called ~

ISUS 4 conﬁ:mcd that the signatures on each of the 'adjris'ory sheets ate her own., but cannot

remember whether ot not the notes wete completed ptor to her signing them.

© Grant Tharston UK LLP. All rights reserved. This Appendix forms an integral part of the report of

- Strletly private and confidential. . Grant Thorion UK LLP dated 2 May 2014




 REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UNDER ISUS ARD A PREVIOUS SCHEI{J{E : + APPENDIX 2

4.23  The advisory sheet dated 20 October 2012 states "[ISUS 4] and I bave discussed her business idea and

bave agreed Jo send furtber information.” ISUS 4 fecalls chat she met with { prior 1o

- 1eceiving thc grﬁnt_ and did teceive a template for a bpsiness plan via email. However ISUS 4

fas early ag six months before receiving

does not think they will have spoken wit) g8
the grant ie not in October 2010 as indicated by the advisory sheet.

Start Up Decilaration _
4.24  This form shows 2 business start date of 28 April 2011,

4.25 The document is marked under "Pre-Start Assistance” to show that at least 12 hows of support

has been provided to the client prior to the business starting, -

4.26  As noted at paragraph 4.17, the total duration of advice E;cr the advisory sheets on file is five
hours, although ISUS 4 has confirmed that she only recetved a maximum of two hours suppott.

~ISUS 4 has confirmed that the signature on this form is her own and the date is in her

handwriting.

Review Forms

427 ISUS 4's file contains details three reviews as follows:

° 1 month, via telephone, on 24 May 2011
© 3 months, not face to face, on 28 July 2011
* 6 months, not face to face, on 27 October 2011
428 ISUS 4 disagrees that all of these reviews took place and has confitmed that she only had one

review, which was via telephone. ISUS 4 cannot remember the name of the person who did the

review but recalls that it was ¢

Qne Month Review Form -

429 This review notes "Business bas siarted .al)egv well indeed”.  ISUS 4 does not recall this review and

notes that she would not have made such a comment one month afier starting to trade as she

did not obtain her first client until July 2011 (ie after the review date per the form). ISUS 4

commented that in May 2011,

Three Month Review Form
430 The review date on this form is shown as 28 June 2011. This form has been completed by

S

{as advisor and her signature has been dated 21 July 2011 which is after the date of

the review.
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REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UNDER ISUS AND A PREVIOUS SCHEME APPENDIX 2

Six Month Review Form
This review notes that "she has taken on 3 new members of stgf™. 1SUS 4 noted that she disagrees

with this comment as she would not have taken on three new members of staff by this pomt and

would fiot have had five members of staff by this point. At this datc ISUS 4 cxp}:uncci she -

pmbably had two members of staff.

Advisors completing reviews

Thé three month and six mont_h review forms have been completed byr “ind the one

smonth review appears to be it @

Business start dafe
Evidence of business star'trdate

There is a business curtent account bank statement for ISUS 4 on file which refers to the period

from 7 April 2011 to 28 April 2011. As noted at paragraph 4.24 above, the start up declaration )

notes a business start date of 28 April 2011. As noted at paragmph 4.2 above, ISUS 4 joined the
ISUS programime on 20 October 2010. The bmk statement mchcates that ISUS 4 was trading

prior to the start date per the trading declaration but after the date of first contact with

Eaterprise Solutions re the ISUS scheme,

ISUS 4 has confirmed that at the time of receiving the grant, the business had been set up (in
around Ap_ﬁl 2011), but was being run from home and was in its very eatly stages, with the

pu;:chaset and distribution of édvertising leaflets being the tnain activity that had taken place.

Conclusion re Business Start Date

Busigess bank statements on file indicate that the company was trading before the trading start

on the "Commencement of Trading Declaration" but after the date of joining the ISUS scheme,

Cross Selling
ISUS 4 advised that whilst on the training course at Enterprise Solutions, one of the tutors had

refetred to accountancy software known as Quickbooks during the tax session. Although the

tutor said they had used the package and found it to be good, they were not offering to sell or

provide it. ISUS 4 does not use Quickbooks.

As noted at pazagréph 4.21, ISUS 4 purchased leaflets from Enterprise Solutions. I1SUS 4 has

advised that Ms McMahon made the recommendation to pﬁrchgse leaflets from Enterprise

Solutions, advising that ISUS 4 that she could not start a new business without advertising via

cards and leaflets.
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pay for these leaflers which cost £500. ISUS 4 does not recal’”

REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UNDER ISUS AND A PREVIOUS SCHEME t ' APPENDIY 2 -

‘then referred her to 2 man at Enterpﬂ'sc Solution's design team (ISUS 4 cannot

recall his name) who designed the leaflets. ISUS 4 used the £500 grant received from ISUS to

s

‘providing details of

othet companies who could also provide leafléts.

ISUS 4 recalls receiving the leaflets in April 2011 but-that "they foak a long time fo maks”. As noted

at patagraph 4.3, the last advisory séssion per the Client Checklist in Apzil 2011 was on

27 Apiil 2011,

ISUIS 4a commentéd that Enterprise Solutions staff had convinced them to spei;d their grant on

leaflets and cards that “fwrned owi fo be wseless...] didn’t fike the feel of _it fo be bonest™. ISUS 4a

_ commented further that this was the “wost ridiculons mongy we bave ever spent” and that they got

nothing back from the leaflets. We were also told that half of the leaflets are still uaused.

5 and Enterprise

ISUS 4 was not informed of alternative suppliers of leaflets by

Solutions also provided a quote for the cost of delivering the leaflets to potential customers

although ISUS 4 decided to deliver them themself.

ISUS 42 commented that they have fearnt through experience. The person who bux:cnd;r
manages their website has advised that he could have printed the leaflets for a fraction of the

price charged by Enterprise Solotions.

Experience with Entetprise Solutions

ISUS 4 and ISUS 4a recall that at their second meeting wit %dlcy discussed their

thoughts on anticipated sales and expenditure for theit new business.

ISUS 4a fccls that they did not get much encouragement from Ms McMahon and found the

1"

¥ dismissed their ideas reparding ,plans

meeting to be "guite fzf,;gatzve For examplc,»

to employ six members of staff. ISUS 4 and ISUS 4a feel that this is becanse "

not fully understand the nature of their business, and noted that that they now currently employ

16 people.

Mnot enthusiastic and noted that they Yeame our ﬁe/iﬁg

ISUS 4 noted that she found@

. gquile deflated. . didn't feel like we bad achieved anything”.: ISUIS 4 commcntcd that they felt that

- Enterprise Solutions were "pushing things on us that may bave suited other mdmme; but not 5"
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ISUS 4 and ISUS 42 noted that they were disappointed with the service provided by
Eﬁtctpﬁise Solutions and felt that the leaflets purchased from Enterprise Solutions were 2 waste
of money and that Entcrprisé Selutions did not really undesstand their business. ISUS 4a

comrmented that "I just know we were really disappointed with them”,

Due to this, rather than use Enterprise Solutions again, ISUS 4a contacted
king for help to find affosdable premises for the business. He put ISUS 4a in touch

with 't InvestWirral who found the company premises at Egerton House.

In-comparison to their experience with Entetprise Solution, ISUS 4a commented that working
with ?.nd her team has "really hefpsd them move along”. Wheseas they Jeft their meeting

with B [reeling "guite deflased” she has found meetings with @ ) to be quite

diffetent and always feel "geared up". In compatison to InvestWitral, ISUS 4 commented that
Entetprisc Solutions “didi't seens professional at all...theré is so comparison between InvestWirral and

Enterprise Solution's advice."

Business Inspiration Award (BIA)

ISUS 4a explainéd that their company g8 ran by the Wirral Globe, This was

reporsted in the Wirral Globe and vunderneath the article was an Enterprise Solutions' advert

ISUS 4 and ISUS 4a recall being very disappointed about this association as contact with
Enterptise Solutions had been a long time priot to teceiving the award and they felt that

InvestWisral had actnally piven them thie most help.

ISUS 4 and ISUJS 4a were not contacted by Enterprise Sohutions in relation to the advert and

were not asked if their company name could be used in Entesprise Solutions’ advertsing.

© Grant Thornton UK LLP. All righis reserved. This Appendix forms an integral part of the report of
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REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UNDER {SUS AND A PREVIOUS SCHEME ) ‘ APPENDIY, 2

ISUS 5

Background :
The Client Checklist indicates that ISUS 5 started the ISUS programme on 6 October 2009 with

a "Pre-Start" enfry point.

The checklist summarises three "Interventons," each of an hour lorig and conducted by Lee

Owen on 6 October 2009, 9 October 2009 and 15 Octeber ZODQ. '

We met with ISUS 5 on 20 February 2013 to discuss their involvement with the ISUS

programme and the docaments held on their file by Enterprise Solutions,

Concern raised by A1
Al has aliegcd that Enterprise Solutions prepated fax refurns and accounts for participants in the
ISUS programme which contained ecrors due to them being prepared by unquelified advisors.

Al also alleges that WBC paid Enterprise Solutions for the preparation of thes'é accounnts and tax

returns,

ISUS 5 has advised that his accounts and tax temns were pr;zpaxed By Entmprisé Solutions at no

-cost to themself.

ISUS 5 has advised that his first set of accounts and tax fetufn_ were prepared by ¢

Enterprise Solutions and. that ISUS 5 was satisfled with these and grateful of ﬂaﬁﬁgbtt of

ISUS 5 explained that the quality’ of advice concerning their tax returns and accounts -

deteriorated after ¢ Eleft Bnterprise Solutions. ISUS 5 explained that he had problems

with his tax semarns after, b ‘left Enterprise Solutions but could not remember the name

b

of the man who provided support in relatidn to his accounts and tax retuens after year one, but it

Was not

In particular, ISUS 5 referred us to 2 tax bill dated 23 February 2012 which he showed us. This

YISUS. 5 explained that this

biil réferred to just one year's tax and i&volvcd a bill for @

couldn't have been correct as # accounted for around one half of his annual income. ‘This led to

ISUS 5 finding another accountant.. This resulted in hisl tax bill being reduced to approximately

® Grant Thornton UK LLP. Al rights reserved. This Appandix jorms an integral part of the repott of
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5.10

511

512

© 513

5.14

5.15

REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UNDER ISUS AND A PREVIOUS SCHEME ' APPENDIX 2

.

A ™Mnine month telephone review" form refers to requests for assistance with tax althongh thece-

are no workings or advisory sheets in relation to this or any other post start support on ISUS 5'

 file.

As.explained in the body of this report we have had access to an extract from the CRM database.

This databsse shows the following for ISUS 5:

¢ Payment State — Claimed
* . ISUS Stage — Post Statt Suppott
¢ Claitn Date —30 No_vember 2009

ISUS 5 has advised that he received a grant of £500 info his bank on 12 November 2009 which
is before the claim date per the CRM database. It mey be that the Claim Date relates to Post
Staxt Suppozt a}though we are upable to confirm this and whether or not WBC paid for Post

Start Support

" Conclusion

ISUS 5 has confinned that his accounts and tax teturas were initially prepared by Enterprise

Solutions. At least one tax return seetns to have hugely overstated the tax payzble by ISUS 5.

Enterprise Solutions did not charge ISUS 5 for this suppost.

The CRM database indicates that Post Stast Support has been provided to ISUS 5 although there
are no workings or advisory sheets in relation to this on ISUS 5's file. The lack of access to a full
copy of the CRM datzbase reconciled to payments made to Enterprise Solunons by WBC means

that we cannot reach 2 definitive conclusion as to whether WBC paid for the cost of ISUS 5's

accounts and tax seturns. '

Other points of note
Training provided by Enterpnse So.'unons

ISUS 5 has advised that his first involvement with Enterpnse Solutions was his attendance ona

programine of 10 courses covering topics which included business plans, customer relatzonships

and book keeping,

ISUS 5 paid Enterprise Solutions 2 deposit of £10 on the fitst day of the course which was

refunded on con}éledon. Enterprise Solutions did not charge ISUS 5 in relation to this training.

® Grant Thornton UK LEP. All rights reser\!ed This Appendlx jorms an Integral part of the report of
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5.18

5.19

5.20

521

5.22

REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UNDER ISUS AND A PREVIOUS SCHEME =~ - ' - APPENDIX 2

Client Idea Questionnaire 4
This document inclndes thc-questioé "How many employceg will you hatve after three years” and
has been ticked to refer to 2-15 employees. ISUS 5 explained that he was confident that the
"tick" was nof in his handwriting and that he had never anticipated tiking on émplqu:es. .

|
"This document also includes the question "What suppoit do you need?” and indicates that.heip

was needed with his "business plan™. ISUS 5 cxplain_cd that he had not wanted hely with 2

business plan and that he went " through the motions of creating a p/an",although it'was not needed.

Training Needs Analysis
ISUS 5 has advised that he does not agree with the element of this documesnt that indicated he

required training regarding market fesearch, commcntihg that this was "nonsense” as he knew who
his customers would be and he was “ueoer going to expand”. ISUS 5 cﬁcplaine-d that the "best T was
ever going lo do ivas go around the people I already knew'”. o

- Advisoty sheets

Three advisory sheets on file agree to the interventions detailed on the. client checklist as

discussed at paragraph 5.2 above in respect of advisor, date and duration.

The advisosy sheets refer to assistance provided regarding the preparation of a business plan.

ISUS 5 explained that he did not need 2 business plan but had produced one at €

suggestion. 1SUS 5 has not used the business plan since its creation, for example to support a

loan from 2 bank or to monitor the financial progression of their business. ISUS 5 confirmed

that'

idid however assist him in the preparation of the plan as detailed by the advisory

sheets.

The ﬁrst.ad'visory sheet is dated 6 October 2009 and notes "On the previons appointment we completed |
the financial ﬁmr&:ﬁ. [ISUS 5] has subsequently produced a draft of bis business plan”. These- are no

details of 2 previous appointment or a copy of a draft business plan of Entapﬁsc Solution's file.

The "Discussion Points & Actions" go on to note "We discussed the design brief and bave given it to the
Wirralbiz design team”. TSUS 5 has confirmed that Enterprise Solutions designed 2 logo for their

company which is still nsed today, Enterprise Soltions did not ciiarge ISUS 5 for this service.

© Grant Thornton UiC LLP, All rlghts.reserved. This Appendix forms an Integral part of the report of

Stricily private and cohfidential. L . Grant Thornton UK LLP dated 2 May 2014
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523 The aidvisory sheet ‘dated 9 October 2009. notes ISUS 5 "is ready tp produce bis business plan”, which
is inconsistent® with the note per the eatlier advisory sheet dated 6 October 2009 discassed

' abovc which states that a draft of the business plan has been produccd

5.24 ISUS 5 has confirmed that the signatures on the advisory sheets are his own and the notes were

~ completed during the meeting and priot to ISUS 5's signature.

- Clalm Form
5.25 'There are two copies of the claim form on file; which appear to be i)hotocopies. The business
start ate on the form has been amended to 16 October 2009, with the "1" in the "16" appeating

to have beea added and the "6" in what became a "16" overwritten. We note that the final hour

of pre start support was dated 15 October 2009,

" Review Forms

Three Month Rewew Form _ ,
5.26 The review date on this form is shown s 15 January 2009. This form has been completcd by

e

review date.

s advisor and her signature has been-dated as 8 January 2009, which is before the

5.27 Thc business start date is shown as 16 October 2009 and a review date of 15 ]anuary 2009 would

be therefore be mcouect as it preceded- the date TSUS 5% busmess started.

~ Twelve Month Review Form
528 ‘The review date on this form is shown as 16 October 2010. This form has been compicted by

jand her signature has been dated as 11 October 2010, which is before the review

_date. The form has not been signed ar dated by ISUS 5 as required by the review foun

stationc.qf. ISUS 5 noted that he does not remember f_k —ﬂthéugh ISUS 5 considers

that the content of the review may be correct

Twenty Four Month Review Form
529 ISUS 5 disagrees with the financial information shown within this review, commenting that the

suwmbers in section 4 were a "lbad of rubbish. . . they've just made it #p." The review indicates annual

tasnover o y cand ISUS 5 has explained that his annual turnover has never exceeded

@nd that his profit bas been in the Legmn o{
ISUS 5 expizmed that he s not VAT xcgmtetcd

¥ assurning that the contents of the advisory sheets were compieted shorily after or during the
corresponding meetmg

© Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved. This Appendix forms an integral part of the repori of
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5.32

5.33

534

535

5.36

5.37

5.38

- statements, he confirmed that his first sales income was 2 cash payment of

REVIEW OF APPUICATIONS UNDER 1SUS AND A PREVIOUS SCHEME ) © EPPERNDIX 2

ISUS 5 confirmed that the client signature on the form is his own, 2lthough the date c;f the
signature is not in his handwridng. ISUS 5 cxpiamed that it is hkely that He signed the

document aftet the contents of the form had been completcd

Advisors completing reviews

The three moh_th and six month review forms have been completed byi' 1SUS 5 has -

stated that he does not remember the nam €

Business start date

Evidence of business start date
Thete are two invoices on file, Invcnce 2 datcd 20 Octobcr 2009 and Invoice 3 datcd

21 Ocrober 2009. Invcncc 1is not on file.

ISUS 5 did not have Invoice 1 to hand at the time of our meeting but having looked at his bank

r:@ai'd ir}to his

bank on 29 September 2009.

" -Comments from ISUS 5 re business stait date

ISUS 5 has explained that -at ‘the time of the advisory meetings (6 October 2009 to
15 October 2009), his employment status had been that of unemployed but hcv had stazted to iry
and find work for his new business and had had 2 couple of small jobs, ISUS 5 had approached

the nnemployment benefits agency 2s he had statted to receive a small income.

ISUS 5 explained that he had set up a business bank account at HISBC on the recommendation
of Enterprise Solutions. ISUS 5 cannot recall who at Enterprise Solutions made the

om HSBC for signing up. The first activity on the

recommendation but ISUS 5 receivec

bank ac.:(:ount was this deposit of From HSBC on the 18 Septernber 2009.

As noted at paragraph 533 above, ISUS 5's first sales mcome was pmd into the bank on
29 September 2009. ’

Conciusion re Business Start Date

The file notes that ISUS 5 started the ISUS programme on 6 October and that the entry point
was "Pre-Start”. However ISUS 5 has confirmed that he had been trading prior to this date.

Business Plan

The business plan on file is nndated and does not appear to be complete. Appendices B, C, F

and G are not atrached to the copy retained by Enterprise Solutions.
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Cross Selling _ ‘
5.39 ISUS 5 adwvised that whilst on the training course at Entesprise Solutions, one of the tutors had
refersed to accountancy softwate known as Quickbooks, which was available to purchase from

Enterprise Solutions for ISUS 5 however puschased a copy of the softwate on ofter for

which was in line

from PC Would, recalling that the recommended tetail price was

with the price offeréd by Enterprise Solutions.

+

5.40 ISUS 5 took this along to his ﬂextrtrﬂjhing session and has commented that the tutor (whose

name ISUS 5 cannot recall) was “a bif miffed”.

5.41 ISUS 5 explained that in his view, Quickbooks is over-detailed for the types of sinall businesses
whlch were discussed at the ttammg, and although ISUS 5 still has the software, he only uses it

to gcne.tate SﬂlCS !.HVOICCS

Experience with Enterprise Solutions _
542 15US S'r.:xpla_ined that he found Eaterprise Solitions to be good at providing business start-up
advice but felt that the quality of 2ccounting suppoat plOVJ.dCd to him and other people was not

always as good as it should have been.

543 ISUS 5_ noted that whilst : ﬁm pﬂiticulaf had provided gbod advice, zlong with

Mz Hobzo, other advisors had not done so.

~
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- REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UNDER I5US AND A PREVIOUS SCHEME ’ : EPBENDIX 2

ISUS 6

Background

“The Client Checklist indicates ‘that TSUS 6 started the ISUS programﬁ:e on 19 October 2009

with a "Pre-Start" entry point

s follows:

The checklist surnmarises three "Interventions,” each conducted by

o 19 Gctober 2009, duration  hour

e 26 Octobes 2009, duration 1 hour 5 rﬁin_utcs

° 2 November 2009, duration 1 hour 20 minutes

We were due fo meet with TSUS 6 to discuss his involvement with the ISUS programme and the

documents held on their file by. Enterprise Solutions on 26 Febtuary 2013, but ISUS 6 cancelled

due to work commitments.

| Concern raised by A2

A2 has alleged that ISUS 6's company had no turnover following the receipt of the- grant and

that the grant should therefore have been clawed back.

The 78 week review form on ISUS 6's file has been completed by r

notes turnover of nil.

Conclusion

As far as we can tell from the contractual documentation we have seen, 4 failed business plan

which did not result in turnover did not merit claw back from an ISUS applicant such as ISUS 6. l

Other points of note

- Advisory sheets

Three advisory sheets on file agree to the interventions detailed on the client checklist as

H

discussed at paragraph 6.2 above in respect of advisor, date and duration.

The "Discussion Points & Actioas" sections on the advisory sheet dated 26 October 2009 and

2 November 2009.have been It_}iped.

© Grant Thornton UK LLE. All rights reserved. This Appendix forms an integral part of the report of
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6.9 ' The advisory sheets identify the name of two pariners of the business under "Clienr Name",
ISUS 6.1 and ISUS 6.2. On each advisory sheet, ISUS 6.2's name has been crossed out and
matked "VM". Howc_aver, despite this, each advisory sheet has been signed by 18US 6.2 only, ie
the na_mcl of the ISUS applicant on the ad{risor.;f sheets does not agree with the name of the

signature on those sheets.

Client Declaration and Charter .
610 The dates of both the advisor signature and client signature have been amended from
11 October 2009 to 19 October 2009. The date amendment on the client signature is initialled

"LO".‘ We note thaté bas signed the declaration as advisor.

Claim Form :

6.11  There are two copies of 2 claim form on flle. One relates to the “Intensive Support Declaration”

sfagc of the daim (Claim 1) and .the other to the "Business Stast Declaration” stage of the claim

(Chirm 2). o L o ,

6.12 Both forms ate dated 2 November 2009, although the date of the client signature appeats to
have been amended from _11' November "2009. As poted at patagraph 6.2 above,

2 Novémb&r 2009 is the recorded date of the last advisor meeting,

6.13  Both claim forms are maliked to show that invoices have been provided as evidence of trading.
T.v;fo invoices ate on ISUS s file and are dated 7 November 2009 and 8§ Nbgrember 2009. As
both claim founs are dated 2 November 2009, the invoices cannot have bceﬁ obtained st the
date that the claim form was signed (unless the invoices had Been incorrectly dated). | The date of

~ the client _sigﬁanue has been amended from 11 November 2009. The invoices on file pre date

11 November 2009 and so could have been cbtained by this date.

Review Forms

Six Month Review Form 7
6.14 The six month review form shows the date of the advisor sighature is 20 May 2010 which is afeer

the review date of 6 May 2010.

Twelve Month Review Form
6.15 This document s not sigmj:d or dated by the client as requited. The contact method is shown as

Yother" fe ot "face to face”,

@ Grant Thernton UK LLP. All rights reserved, This Appendix forms an integral patt of the report of
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6.17

6.18

6.19
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REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UNDER 1SUS AND A PREVIOUS SCHEME . o - APPEMDIX 2

Advisors completing reviews

The three month and stx month review forms have been completed by.

) The

one month, nine month and 15 month telephone review also appears to be in

writing.

Business start date
Ewdence of business star dafe

Thc:re are two sales invoices on file in relamon to ISUS 6. Invoice 1000002 s dated

8 Novcmber 2009 and invoice 1000003 is dated 7 Novcmbct 2009, both of winch are after the

business start date of 5 Novembef: 2000 identified on the Clim Form. We note that

invoice 1000002 is dated before invoice 1000003

Business Plan

The business plan on file does not appear to be complete. Appendices A to ¥ aré not attached.

The advisory sheet dated 2 November 2009 notes “[ISUS 6} complered their business Dlan-and if shows

a robust and susiainable busingss.”, which is in contrast to the incomplete business plan on file.

® Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved. This Appendl.\ forms an integral part of the repoit of
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' REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UNDER ISUS AND A PREVIOUS SCHEME APPENDIY 2

ISUS 7

Background ‘
The Client Checklist mchcates that ISUS 7 started the ISUS programme on 23 November 2009

with 2 "Pre-Start” entry point.

The checklist summatises three "Interventions,” each conducted by€ as follows:

¢ 23 November 2009, duration 1 hont 10 minutes
° 15 December 2009, duration 1 hous 15 mimutes

¢ 13 January 2010, duration 1 hour 20 minutes

We wese due to meet with ISUS 7 on 19 Februaty 2013 to discuss her involvement with the

ISUS programme and the docoments held on her file by Enterprise Solutions. ISUS 7 cancelled

the meeting due to holiday and has not responded to.our request to rearrange.

Concern raised by A1

- A1 has alleged that Enterprise Solutions ptei)ared tzx returns and accounts for participants in the

ISUS programme which contained ertors due to them being prepared by unqualified advisors.

Al also alleges that WBC paid Enterprise Solutions for the prepatation of these accounts and tax

rehirns,

IS.US 7's file includes a "Post Start Record" summarising the following post start support:

o 30 November 2010, "Meeting", "Consultation to discuss the position of the business”, duration 1 hour

® 9 December 2010, "Deskwork”, "Client giver !m‘ of reguired z:zﬁ)rmatzaﬂ" duration 2 hours

L januaiy 2011 20" ".S'tfbm:t?fed” duration 30 minutes

The intervention type and description of the iatervention on 30 November 2010 was pre

populated and typed. The description of the intervedtion on 9 December 2010 was pre

populated and eyped.

There are three Post Start advisory sheets on file which agree \vith the ‘dates shown at

paragraph 7.5 sbove. The advisoty sheets are 2l szgned by b s advisor. The advisory

sheet dated 9 December 2010 does not show 2 session duration, although the dueation on the
advisory sheets for 30 November 2010 and 7 January 2011 agree to the duration per the post

start record detailed above.

© Grant Thomtnn UK LLR, All rights reserved _ This Appendix forms an iniegral part of the report of
Stnctly private and confidential. Grant Thornton UK LLP dated 2 May 2014 -




7.8

7.9
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" REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UNDER ISUS AND A PREVIOUS SCHEWME C : APPENDIX 2~

“The advisory comments are typed for all three advisory sheets and the advisory sheet dated 9

December 2010 has not been signed by the client as required by the correspbﬁdjng stationery.

The notes on the advisory sheet refer to discussion of the accountancy function, collation and
preseatation of accounts and SA100 and tax returns submitted to HMRC, although there are no

workings in telation to this or any other post statt suppott on ISUS 7's file.

As noted in the body of this report, we have had access to an extract from the CRM database.

This database shows the following for ISUS 7

- & Entry Point — Pre Start

7.1

e ISUS Stage — Post Statt Support

Conclusion '
Advisory sheets on ISUS 7' file indicate that Enterprise Solutions have _prePared acco_unts.a.nd

tax retuens for ISUS 7. The CRM database indicates that Post Statt Support has been provided
to ISUS 7 although there are no wotkiogs in relation to this on ISUS 7's file.

We have been unable to meet with ISUS 7 to discuss this support and there are no accounts or

tax workings on ISUS 7's file and therefore w.e, are unable to comment on the accuracy of the

. information prepared.”

113

During our telephone call to arrange a meeting to discuss ISUS 7's involvement with the ISUS

propramme, ISUS 7 commented that Enterprise Solutions had been "Really good...positive

Jeedback. . .no probless. . good support.”

7.14

7.15

Other points of note

Advisory sheets -

Three advisory sheets on file agree to the interventions detailed on the client checklist as

discussed at patagraph 7.2 above in respect of advisor, date and duration. The advisory sheet

-dated 23 November 2009 contained the same text (other than Client Names) as the first advisory

sheet for ISUS 12 (see the extract fiom an advisory sheet concerning ISUS 12 in Section 5 of the

body of our report}.

Thp édvisory sheet dated 15 December 2000 refers to help with producing 2 corporate ID,
stating "T will forwand he design brigf 1o the wirralbiy desipn fear fo produce a corporate ID." This is

discussed further at paragraph Ertorl Reference source not found. below.
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7.16 The adwsory sheet dated 15 December 2009 states that "we bape foday m;;zpletea’ an initial sef of

- ﬁmm.rf accornis.” We note there are no draft forecasts on ﬁle:

Claim Form

7.17 The date of the clieat sigﬁatute on the Claim Form relating” to the "Inteasive Suppott
Declaration" is 13 Januasy 2000. Ali other dates on the form relate to 2010.
Review Forms

Three Month Review Form *
7.18 The review date on this form js shown as 15 Apsil 2010. This form has been completed by

=

fas advisor and her signatute has been dated as 16 April 2010 which is after the review

date, _

: Six Month Review Form
7.19  The review date on this form is shown as 15 July 2010. This fotm has been completed by

P

“as advisor and her slgnatm:e has bcen dated 8 July 2010, wiuch is before tlae review

date.

Business siart date

Evidence of business start date
7.20 The Claim Form for ISUS 7 indicates that "Confirmation of UTR [Unique Taxpayer's Reference]

oumbes” has been provided as evidence of the business start date. There is a letter on file from

HMRC confirming the UTR number for ISUS 7 which is dated 30 November 2009, This is

' prior to the business start date of 14 Jaouary 2010 indicated on the Claim Form but after the

date ISUS 7 started the ISUS programme (23 November 2009).

Commencement of Traqu Declaration ,
721 On tlns formn, the trading date has been amended from H)januaqr 2000 to 14 January 2010 and

the date the document has been signed has been amended from 13 January 2010 to

15}anuary 2010.

Gonclusion re Business Start Date
“7.22 The letter on file from HMRC coanfirms 2 UTR number for ISUS 7 and is dated

30 November 2009 which indicates that the'companyl sazy have been trading before the trading
start date on the "Commencement of Trading Declatation” but after the date of joining the ISUS

scheme,
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Business Plan .
The business ,plah on file is vndated and does not appear to be complete. Appendices A, B, C, F

and G are not attached and the Conclusion and Summary Section is not complctcd. Additionally

the following areas appéar to be incomplete:

o Page 6 "Specific Oljf&“tié)ﬂ.r Jor year T including tirnover and profit.. . Year. Turnover ¢Pee... Profit

¢ Page 10/ 'Cztmmt Status...am 1 allowed 1o say this for FUNDING?¢22? Or shoutd I Just say ready??"
®  Page 21 "Detailed Marketing Plan with Costs NEED TO DO THIS MORE DETAILEDH"

¢

"The advisory sheet dated 13 January 2010 notes YISTIS 7] bas completed her business plan it meets the

) a‘itm'q of z‘b.e ISUS programms", which s ip contrast to the incomplete business plan on file.

Cross Sellmg 7 & . .
As noted at paiagraph 7. ’15 the adwsory sheet dated 15 December 2009 refers to Enterprise

Solutions helping with the corporate 1D for ISUS 7. We do not know Whether ot not ISUS 7

_ paid for this support or whether any chaige was made to WBC in respect of this service.
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REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS URNDER ISUS AND A PREVIOUS SCHEME APPENDIX 2

15UsS 8

Background o _ _
The Clent Checkiist i.ndica_tes that ISUS 8 started the ISUS programme on 25 October 2010

with 4 "Pre-Start” eatry point.

v a5 Follows:

The checklist suinmarises two "Interventions,” each conducted b

e 25 October 2010, duration 1 hour 30 minutes

o . 3 November 2010, duration 1 hour 30 minutes

ISUS 8 was unable to meet with us to discuss her involvement with the ISUS programme and
the documents held on her file by Eaterprise Solutions due to her work commitments. Duting
our _tele?hone call on 7 February 2013 to request a me_et;mg, ISUS 8 commented briefly on her

involvement with the ISUS programme, and her comments are discnssed in the refevant sections

below.

Concern raised by At
Al bas alleged that Enterprise Solations prepared tax returns and accounts for ISUS 8 which

contained efrors and that the Enterprise Solutions employees who did so had not been qualified.

Al also alleges that WBC paid Enterprise Solutions for the preparaﬁon’ of these accounts and tax

returns.

ISUS 8's file includes no reference to the preparation of tax return or accounts, or any other Post
, [ _ _ :

Start Support.

As noted in the body of our report, we have had access to an extract from the CRM database.

This database shows the following for ISUS 8:

e  Hnotry Point — Pre Start
e . ISUS Stage -- Start Up

Conciusion

ISUS 8's file includes no reference to the preparation of tax retutn or accounté, or aity other Post
Start Support, and the CRM database does not refer to Post Start Support for ISUS 8. Itis
unclear, therefore, whether WBC paid for the tax retumns and accounts associated with ISUS 8.
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Review Forms
Three Monih Review Form

88  The review date on this form is shown as 3 February 2011, This form has been completed by

s advisor and her signature has been dated as 11 February 2011 which is after the

review date.

Six Month Review Form . _
8.9  The review date on this form is shown as 5 May 2011, 'This form has been completed by

-

as advisor and her signature has been dated 27 April 2011, which is before the review date.

Twelve Month Beview Form
8.10 This form is not dated but has been mgned by =
) ‘The form has not been signcd ot dated by the ISUS 8 as r;:qu.ued by the underlying stauonciy

s advisor on & December 2011.

The contact method is shown as "other” fe not ”facc to face”,

Business start date .
Commencement of Trading Declaration ' _
8.11 This form indicates that ISUS 8 commenced trading on 4 November 2010.

- Evidence of business start date
8.12 A tenancy agreemeat on ISUS 8's file notes the first payment on the corres.pomﬁng premises was

due on 1 September 2009. This is over 2 year before the date that ISUS 8 joined the ISUS
programme on 25 October 2010.

8.13 ISUS 8's file includes 2 copy of an Employer Liability Insurance Policy which started on

i

29 September 2010, which is before the date that ISUS 8 joined the ISUS programme.

8.14 There is also a purchase invoice on ISUS 8's file which is dated 1 October 2010, which is before
the date that ISUS 8 joined the ISUS programme

ISUS 8's commenis in retalion to the business start date

815 Durng our telephone call on 7 February 2013 to request a meeting with ISUS 8, ISUS 8
~ commented that if our work' involved questions zbout the-start dafc "rhis has already come wp Jast

. year”. ISUS 8 explamed that she had been called by Enterprise Soluuon to explain why ISUS 8
had been paid a grant whia it looked from the tepancy agrecment on fie that she had alzeady

started a business a year before the grant date.

© Grant Thornton UK LLP, A#i rights resarved. This Appendix forms an integral part of the report of
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8.16 ISUS 8 noted that they had signed the agreement and although they had opened the business
they were unable to run it due to injuries sustained in 2 serious accident. 'The business was
opened a yeat 1ater whea ISUS 8 had recovered.. ISUS 8 advised that both WBC and Enterpuse

Solutions wese awate of this and agreed that 1SUS 8 could still join the scheme. '

Conclusion re Business Start Date

8.17 " ISUS 8 has explained why the tenancy agreement was in place a year prior to the commencetnent

of trade. However an insutance document and purchase invoice on file indicate that ISUS 8 had

started to trade prior fo joining the ISUS scheme.

Experience with Enterprise Solutions

8.18 Duﬂng our telephone call with ISUS 8 on 7 February 2103, ISUS 8 advised that she had no
problem with Entesprise Solutions and in fact they were very good to her. ISUS 8 had started o'
course with them but was involved in an accident threé weeks later' Eﬂtezpnse Solutions

allowed ISUS 8 to re-join the course six montbs later When she was Well again.

@ Grant Tharntan UK LLP, All rigivts resarved. ThIS Appendlx forms an thiegral part of the report of
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9.1

9.2

2.3

9.4

-85

9.6

9.7

2.8

© 29 March 2011, b,

" Strictly private and confidential.

REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UNDER ISUS AND A PREVIOUS SCHERE © o ’ "APPENDIX 2

1SUS 9

Background
The Client Checkhst mdlcatcs that ISUS 9 started the ISUS p:ogramme on 21 Mmch 2011 wn:h a

"Pre-Start" cntly point.

The checklist summarises includes five entries as follows:

o 21 March 2011, by % duration 1 hour

e 21 March 2011, b @

4, duration 1 hour 15 minutes, "Deskwork”

‘ fa duration 1 hour

Y File check mmp}eted "
: QF:fe check mmp}et.ed "

e 12 May 2011, by
e 20 July 2011, by;

TSUS 9 was uriable to meet with us to discuss her involvement with the ISUS programme and

the documents held on their file by Enterprise Solutions due to their work commitments.

Concern raised by A1 ,
Supplier audits undertaken by Ade show that one such aﬁcﬁt took place dﬁring July 2011, A1
and A2 allege thg.t Enterptise Solutions corrected errors within the files which were due to be
audited after they had already been completed, and before making thetn available to Ade. As
corsections were made after completion, there was no benefit to the ISUS app‘licént in making

the amendments,

ISUS 9 was selected at random baécd on a list of files which appear to have been review'c;d by
Ade in'July 2011, As noted at paragraph 9.2, the client checklist indicates file chécks took place
on 12 May 2011 and 20 July 2011. The comments for the file check on 12 May 2011 state:

"F503 + F304 not dated by client. No session duration or date on
F406 for desk work™. ' '

The c_dmmcm:s for the file check on 20 July 2011 note "ffk check mmjpfsted".

\\'fe note that the F503 on ISUS 9's file shows the client signature being datcd 29 Maxch ’)011 in

f:hc seme writing as the date next to the advfsor signature which is also 29 Ma_rch 2011.

The F504 on ISUS 9's e shows thc client signature being dated 30 March 2011, in the same

wiiting as the date next to the advisor signature which is also 30 March 2011,

© Grant Thqrntﬁn UK LLP, Al rights ressrved. This Appendix forms an integral part of the repari of
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9.9

2.10

9.11

9.i2

9.13

9.14

. 9.15

9.16

REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UNDER ISUS AND A PREVIOUS SCHEME - APPENDIX 2

The client signatures on the F503 and 504 are both dated prior to the date of the file check on
12 May 2011 which notes that the forms were not dated by the client. The dates of the client

signatuzes are also in the same handwriting as the dates of the advisor signatute.

This indicates that either the file check was incorrect or the dates were completed setrospectively

and afier the file check, and by the advisor rather than the client.

We note that the F406 form on file for deskwork is dated 21 March 2011. The "Session
Duration” box has not been completed although the- "Discussion Points & Actions" section
notes '_'Tota! tire T bonr 15 pins”, l '

*r

The F406 form on file for deskwork notes

" "[ISUS 9] has struggled to piece her financial forecasts together.
She has provided most of the information ] :‘eégur’re; the rest has
been agr‘eed between ws by telephone. I have completed the

financial forecast."”

We note that the F406 form for deskwork is the same date as the' first advisory sheet which

notes

"I explained the services on offer from Wirralbis. [ISUS 9] is now

ready to commence the ISUS program.”

The date of 21 March 2011 on the F406 is prior to the date of the file check on 12 May 2011

which notes that the forms was not dated. This indicates that either the fle check was incortect

of the dates wete completed 1ettospectwei} and aftel the file check

The cash flow forecast on ISUS 9's file is not in the standard format used by Enteprise

' Solur_ions as seen on the other ISUS files we have reviewed. The cash flow forecast does not

agtee ‘\Vil‘h the narrative within the business plan (discussed futther at palaglaph 9.30).

Al has provided us with a descripﬁon of the cash fiow model he used. This appears to differ

from the standard format used by Eatetprise Solutions. The format of the cash flow forecast on

ISUS 9's Hle is.in the same format described by AL, We have given Al 2 redacted cof)y of

1808 9's cash Aow forecast. Al has confirmed that this is in the format he had vsed.

® Grant Thornton UK LLP. All rights reserved. ‘ This Appendix forms an integral part of the repor{ of
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9.18

9.19

19.20

9.21

9.23

0.25

“The advisory sheet on ISUS 9's file dated 21 March 2011 is signed by @

financial forecasts that we have seen where

- scen where

is not referred to within ISUS 9's file. The forecasts which are on file for ISUS ¢ sﬁould have

© REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS URDER ISUS AND A PREVIOUS SCHEME S ’ APPENDIX 2

states:

"[ISUS 9] has struggled fo piece her financial forecasts together. ¢
She has provided most of the information I require, the rest has

been agreed behveen us by telephone.”

We note that the financial forecasts on file for ISUS 9 aré not in the same format of other

i-has been the advisor.

*

Conclusion S .
There are anomalies regarding the date and findings of file checks and the corresponding

documents on file.

The advisory sheets indicate Ehaf_; g

"The financial forecasts on file are not in the same format of other financial forecast that we have

'has been the advisor, _and are'in the fofrr_lat Al has advised thcy used. Al

_been created ptior to the date of the Ade supplies audit.

Whilst we cannot be certain, there, does seem to be some foundation to the suggestion that files

such as those of ISUS 9 were adjusted by Al and/or A2 before an Ade supplier andit.

Other points of note

Advisory sheets ‘
Three advisory sheets on file agree to the interventions detailed on the client checlktist as listed at

paragraph 9.2 above in respect of advisor, date and duration,

For all three of the advisory sheets, the "Discussion Points and Actions” section is typed as is the

" client name and the name of the organisation which provided the advice {being Enterprise

Solutions). The advisor's name is typed on two of the three advisory sheets.

Review Forms
Three Month Review Form

The review date on this form is shown as 29 June 2011. This form has been completed by

s advisor and her signdture has been dated as 23 June 2011, which is before the '

review date.
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Six Month Review Form - ‘
9.26  The review date on this foun is shown as 28 September 2011, This form has been completed by

zas advisor and her signature has becn dated as 27 September 2011 which is before

the review date

Business startt date
Evidence of business start date
9.27 There are copy business bapk account g;tatemcnts on file for the period from 3 Febrmary 2011 to

2 March 2011. The bank statements show commission teceived on 10 February 2011 which is
prior to the business start date of 30 March 2011 per the "Commencement of Trading

Declaration" and priot to the ISUS joining date of 21 Masch 2011,

- Conclusion re Business Start Date 7
'9.28 'the file retained by Haterprdse Solutions notes that ISUS 9 started the ISUS programme on

21 March 2011 and that thé eatry point was "Pre-Stact”. However business bank statements on

file for ISUS 9 show cotnmission received on 10 Febmaxy 2011 which mdicates that ISUS 9 was

teading prior {o joining !;he: ISUS scheme.

Business Plan ) )
9.20 The business plaﬂ on ISUS ¥'s Bic does not appear to be complete. For.example, "Section 5 —

Strategy™" mcludes a series of questtons which do not appem o have been addressed

19.30 1n addition, the narrative within the business plan does not agree to the cash flow forecast on

TSR

file. Secton 5 of the plan "Strategy" notes a turnover objective of}

' shows turnover of
]

931 The incomplete business plan is in contrast to the sarrative within an advisory sheet dated

4

29 March 2011 \x.zhic'h states:

"[ISUS 9] has completed the business plan and it meets the criteria
of the ISUS program”.
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'REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UHDER 15US AND A PREVIOUS SCHEME o © APPENDIN 2

ISUS 10

Background _
The Client Checklist indicates thet ISUS 10 started the ISUS programme on 5 October 2009.

The entry point (je pre or post-start) has not been compieted on the Client Checklist. The Claim

Fotm.on ISUS 10's file notes 2 "Pre-Statt" entry point.

The checklist sumnatises three "Interventions," each conducted by as follows:

¢ 5 October 2009, duration 1 hour
¢ 30 October 2009, doration 1 hour 20 minutes

s 13 November 2009, duration 1 hour 5 minutes

We have been vnable to meet with ISUS 10 1o discuss her involvement with the ISUS
programme and the documents held on their file by Enterprise Solutions. This 15 because

ISUS 10 has not responded to our telephone messages requesting that they contact us.

Concern raised by Af '
A2 has alleged that r_ﬁcy were instrueted by Linda Turabull of Enterprise Solutions to re-date

review records, such that they did not refer to the datc when the review actually took place,

A2 has provided 2 copy of his diaty which shows a number of reviews which they complcted
ISUS 10 was selected af random from A2's diary

The 78 week review form on file has been signed by A2 as advisor and is dated the day afte'r the .
review date (ie as shown on the form). The date of the client signature hes been 2mended from

the same date as the review date to the same date as the A2's signature,

The meeting is shown in A2's diaty on the same date as A2's signatuie on the 78 week review

form. Meetings with ISUS 10 are also shown in A2's diary on two occasions prior to the date on

|
“the 78 review form, one of which is shown as cancelled. The 78 week review form is the only

form on ISUS 10's file where A2 is shown as adviso_r.

The business start date on the 78 week review form is shown as 3 chcembct 2009 which does

not agree to the claim form and other documents on fle which .note a start date of

16 November 2009,

©® Grant Thorntor UK LLP. All righis reserved, © This Appendix forms an iniegral part of the répori of
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109 ‘There is thetefore evidence of date amendments on the 78 week review form for ISUS 10 signed

by AZ.

Other points of nbte

- Advisory sheets
10.10 Three advisory sheets on ISUS 10's file agree to the interventions detailed on the client checklist

as listed at Paragraph 10.2 above in respect of aavisor, date 'and duration.

1011 The "Discusslon Pomts & Actlons ‘section on the advisory sheets dated 30 Qctober 2009 and

[

13 November 2009 ate typed.

10.12 The advisory sheet dated 36 October 2009 states "ISUS 10] har presented a first draft of her business

plan for assessment.” We note there are no draft business plans on file.

Clalm Form
10.13 There are two copics"of the claim form on file. One relates to the "Intensive Supportt

Declatation” stage of the claim (Claim 1) and the other to the "Business Start Declatation” stage

of the claim (Claim 2).

10.14 Both fqrms are dated 13 November 2011, The form appears to have been completed and
signed, other than the tick to identify the claim stage, and then photocopied. The Chaim stage

appeats then 10 have been completed on each copy.

10.15 As noted at paragraph 10.2 above, 13 November 2009 is the date of the last advisor meeting,

Review Forms .

Three Month Review Form _ _
10.16 The seview date on this foum has been amended from 15 December 2010 to 15 Febuaty 2010.

This form has been completed by ) %s advisor and her signature has been dated

15 Febrary 2010,

Six Month Rewew Form
10.17 The review date on this form is shown as 17 May 2(}1{] This form has been completed

advisor and her signature has been dated 20 May 2010, which is after the review -

date. The business stact date is shown as 16 Novembet 2009, although the month has been .

tppexed and corrected to show this date.
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10.20
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12 Month Review Form
‘This documest is not signed or dated by the client as required by the underlying statloncry The

contact method i1s shown as "other"1e not “face to face".

Business start date

Evidence of business start date
There is a purchase invoice for ISUS 10 on file dated 12 November 2009 wh.tch is before the

business stazt date of 16 November 2009, but after the date of fisst contact with Enterprise
Solutions re the ISUS scheme. ‘This indicates that the company was trading b;forc the trading

stact on the "Commencement of Trading Declaration" but after the date of joiniag the ISUS

scheme.

Business Plan

The business plan on file is undated and does not appear to be complete. The Conclusion and

.Summary Section is not completed and Appendices B, C, and F are not aétach}:d

An advisory sheet dated 13 November 2009 notes “ASUS 10) has completed ber business pfaﬂ and it

shows a susiainabl busingss", wiuch is in contrast to the incomplete business plan on Enterpusc

Solutions' file.

" © Grant Thornton UK LLP, Al tights reserved. This Appsendbx forms an integral part of the report of
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REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UNDER ISUS AND A PREVIOUS SCHEME APPENDIX 2

[SUS 11

Backg round : .
The Client Checklist indicates thet ISUS 11 started the ISUS programeme on 4 March 2011 with a

"Pre-Start" eatry point.
The checklist summarises three "Contract Manager Checks," as follows:

© 4 Match 2011 , by Mike R.ayworth duration 1 houi 10 minutes

‘8 20 Masch 2011 by Mike Rayworth, duration 1 hom

¢ 20 ]uly 2011, b "Fite chack mmpfeted”

ISUS ‘11 was unable to meet with us to discuss her involvement with the ISUS programime and

the documents held on her file by Eaterprise Solutions due to work commitments.

Concetn raised by Af

Supplicr andits undertaken by Ade show that one such audit took ‘place duﬁﬂg July 2011, Al
and A2 allepe that Enterprse Solutions corrected errors within i;he files which were due to be
audited aftet tﬁéy had already been completed, 2nd before making them avzilable to Ade. As

corrections were made after completion, there was no benefit to the ISUS applicant in making

the amendinents.

ISUS 11 was selected at rtandom based on a list of files which appear to have been reviewed by

Ade. As poted at paragraph 11.2, the client checklist indicates a file check was completed by
L Silman on 20 July 2011. ' '

Al has provided us with a descsiption of the cash flow model he uséd. This appears to differ to'
the standard format used by Enterptise Solutions. The format of the cash flow forecast on

ISUS 11's file is not the same 2s the format described by A1,

Conclusion
The financial forecasts on ISUS 11's file are not in the format produced by Al. It is not possible

to reach a definitive conclusion, and we do not know whether ISUS 11's. file was subject to

change prior to the Ade audit,
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Other points of noie
Review Forms
Thiee Month Review Form -

The review date on this form is shown 2s 29 June 2011, This form has ‘been’ completed by

s advisor and her signature has been dated as 23 June 2011, which is before the -

review date.

Six Month Review Form ‘
The review-date on this form is shown as 28 September 2011, The advisor has not signed the_

form althotigh the form is dated 21 September 2011, which is before the review date.

Business siart date

Evidence of business start date

11.10 The Stact Up Declaration notes that business bank statements have been p}:ox_iidcd as evidence of

7 tradé. 'i"here ate no business bank statements on ISUS 11's file.

1111 Copms of ISUS 11's sales invoicgs 3 and 4 are on file, Invoice 3 is datcd 2 Aprit 2011 and

Invoice 4 1s datcd 3 April 2011 which is after the txadmg start date of 30 March 2011 per the

"Cotmnenccment of Trading Declaration."

11.12 Invoices 1 and 2 are not on file and we do not know what dates these relate to. However, given

that Invoice 3 is dated 2 April 2011, there is a risk that these may have been dated prior to the -

recorded trading start date of 30 March 2011,

Conglusion re RBusiness Start Date

11.13 There is 2 lack of evidence oa file chaidmg the business start date but it inay have pLCCCdEd the

#idate shown on the papms retained by Entcrpnst Solutlons

TR
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12 ISUS 12

Background L . , : :
121 The Client Checklist indicates that ISUS 12 started the ISUS programme on 2 October 2009

with a "Pre-Start" entry point.

122  The checklist summatises three "Interventions,” each conducted by

¢ 2 October 2009, _cllmati.on 1 hour 20 rinutes '
° 10 October 2009, duration 1 hour 10 minutes

o 28 October 2009, duration 1 hout 20 minutes

-

123 We have been unable to meet with ISUS 12 to discuss his involvement with the ISUS
programine and the documents held on his file by Entezprj_se Solutfo;ls as he bas not J;esponded

1o out telephone messages requesting that he contact us,

Concern ralsed by At ;
124 A1 has alleged that Buterprise Solutions prepated tax returns and accounts for ISUS participants
which contained errors and that the Eaterprise Solutions staff who prepared them had been

: unqual.iﬁed to do so. Al also alieges that WBC paid Entérprise Solutions for the preparation of

accounts and tax returns.

125 The only reference to the prepatation of tax setuns and accounts on ISUS 12's file is on the 78
Bijd A/ Cs & Tast Return". '

week review form which states

'12.6  The three month review form on ISUS 12's file states "make appointment witl g
12.7  The six month review form on ISUS 12's file states:

"Also needs advice on website and finances. |

{ offered to make appointmerits Jor him to see

y i Client will contact us next week.”

128 There are no post stert advisory sheet, or workings in relation to accouats or tax returns on
ISUS 12's file. We do not know if Enterprise Solutions charged either ISUS 12 or WBC for the

accounts and tex returns prepared for ISUS 12 by "Lee",
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However, as explained in the body of this report we have had access to an extract from the CRM

‘database. This database shows the fo]iowing for ISUS 12:

a Enﬁy Point —DPre Start

¢ ISUS Stagé — Post Start éupport

- Conclusion

12,10

12.11

Tiu: CRM dztabase indicates that Pbst Start Suppost bas been provided to 1SS 12 although
there are no wérkings in :ciation to this on ISUS 12's file. Wc are unable to confumn whether
WBC paid for Post Start Support and if it did whether it paid for a tax teturn(s) for ISUS 12.
S}m}laﬂy we ate unable to comment on the quahty of the tax return and the undcxlymg workmgs

25 thcse have not bccn available for our review.

&

‘Other points of note

Advisory sheets _
‘Three advisory shccts on file agree to the interventions detailed on the client checklist as

discussed at pamglaph 12.2 above in Lespcct of advisor, date and dumrlon The "Discussion

Point & Acttons section of each advisory sheet i Ls typcd

2 The #dvisory sheet dated 2 October 2009 states "we have completed the eligibility check”. The

* Eligibility Checklist on file is dated _1'0 October 2009 which is after the date of the advisory sheet

- 1214

and also the same date as the second advisory meeting.

The advisory sheet'dated 10 October 2009 refers to help with producing a corporate ID, stating

"ISUS 12] nzeds a corporate ID for bis business and is keen fo mest with the De:t;gﬂ Stwdio af Wirralpiz"."

The advisory sheet dated 28 October 2009 states "(ISUS 12] is in contact with the design feam
rogarding bis corporate 1D and it will follow in the following days.” ‘'This is discussed further at
paragraph 12.25 below. .

The advisory sheet dated 10 October 2009 notes "[ISUS 12] has completed zhe first draft of bis business

plan” We note there is no draft business plan on file.

Claim Form

There are two copies of the claim form on file. One relates to the "Intensive Support

Declaration" stage of the claim (Claim 1) and the other t6 the "Business Start Declaration" stage

of the claim (Claim 2).
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12.16 Both forms are dzt.teci 28 October 2009. The form appears to have been.completed and signéd,
other than the tick to identify the claim stage, and then photocopied. The Claim stage has then

been compkted on each copy and the copy foi Claim 1 has had further igfoxmad()n added.

Review Forms
Three Month Review Form ‘
12.17 The review date on this form is shown as 27 January 2010, This form has been completed by

25 advisor and her signatute has been dated as 26 January 2010 which is before the

review date.

- Six Month Review Form _
1218 The seview date on this form is shown as 28 Api'il 2010. This form has been completed by

0is advisor and her signatire has been dated 21 April 2010, m;hi;:h is before the review

date.

Business start dafe
Evidence of business start date .

12.19 The Claim Form for ISUS 12 indicates that "Confirmation of UTR numbes" has been provided

as evidence of the business start date. There is 2 letter on file from HMRC confirming the UTR
nutober for ISUS 12 which is dated 18 September 2009, This is prior to the date that ISUS 12
joined the ISUS progratame (2 October 2009). -

12.20 ISUS 12's file also'iuc_ludes a copy of a cheque in relation to ISUS 12's trading account which is
dated 18 September 2009. This is pror to the date that ISUS 12 joined the ISUS programme

(2 October 2009).

_Commehcement of Trading Declaration o ‘ 7
12.21 This form .has been signed by ISUS 12 on 13 November 2009 although the date of

commencement of trade has not been completed. The Claiin form notes a start date of 28

October 2009.

Conclusion re Business Start Date

12.22 Evidence on file indi;afed that ISUS 12 was teading prior to the date that they joined the ISUS

Schemé.

Business Plan
12.23 The business plan oo file is undated and does not appear to be complete. Appendices A, B, C, F

end G are not attached and the Conclusion and Sumunary Section is not completed.
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The advisoryl sheet dated 28 October 2009 notes “[ISUS 12] has now completed bis busiiess plan and if

shows a robust and sustainable business”, which s in contrast to the incomplete business plan on file.
»wh p p

Cross Selling . .
As noted at paragraph 12.13, an advisory sheet on ISUS 12's file refers to Enterprise Solutions

assisting ISUS 12 with his corpotate ID. ‘ .

The Review Form dated 1 December 2009 notes that ISUS 12 “engstired on- laflets and website .
Gave client details to marketing suite.” We do not know whether ISUS 12 paid for this support or

whether any charge was made to WBC in respect of this service.
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"The 78 week review form on file has Vbe'cn signed by :

REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UNDER ISUS AND A PREVIOUS SCHEME APPENDIX 27

ISUS 13 o ;

Background _ o o .
The Client Checklist indicates that ISUS 13 started the ISUS programme on 2 October 2009

with z "Pre-Statt" entry point..

Sy

The checklist summarises three "Interventions,” each conducted b ‘iﬁs foliows:

o

¢ 2 October 2009, duration 1 hour
e 16 October 2009, duration 1 hourt
e 21 October 2009, duration 1 hour

+

We have been unable to meet with ISUS 13‘ to discuss their involvement with thé ISUS

programme and the documents held on their file by Enterprise Solutions as they have not

responded to our telephone messages requesteing that they contact us.

Cohcem raised by A1 _
A2 has alleged that he was instructed by Linda Turabull of Enferprisc Solutions to re-date

review records such that they did not refer to the date when the review actually took place.

A2 has provided 2 copy of his diary. This refets to reviews he undertook whilst employed by
Entetptise Solutions. ISUS 13 was selected at random from A2's diaty.

_hs advisor {rather than AZ),

although it shows in A2's diary on the same date that the review was completed. The document

does' not include any date amendments,

Other points of note

Advisory sheets ‘ _
Thiee advisory sheets on file agree to the intetveations detailed on the client chei:k]ist as
discussed at paragraph 13.2 above in respect of advisor and date although the dljzrations ate

shown as 1.hour 20 minutes, 1 hour 10 minutes and 1 hour 15 roinutes rather than the 1 hous

- per session summarised on the Client Checklist.

The "Discussion Points & Actions" section on each of the three advisory sheets is typed.

® Grant Thornion UK LLP. All righis reserved. This Appendix forme an Integral parl of ihe repori of
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‘REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UNDER ISUS ARD A PREVIOUS SCHEME ‘ - APPERNDIX 2

13.9 The advisory sheet dated 2 October 2009 states "we bare comp!eted the client e/{gzbz/@ cheok.” We
note that the Eligibility Checklist on file is dated 21 Ociober 2009 which is after the date of this

- advisory sheet.

13.10 The advisox}‘r sheet dated 16 October 2009 states "[ISUS 13] have complered their firit draft of the

business plan” We note there are no draft business plans on file.

Claim Form
13.11 There are two copies of the claim form on file. One relates to the "Intensive Support

Declaration” stage of the claim (Claim 1) and the other to the "Business Start Declaration” stage

of the claim (Claim 2).

. 1312 Claim 1 appears to be a photocopy of the compietcd Claim 2, w1th fu:ther ameadments then

bcmg made on Claim 1. Both Claim forms are dated 21 October 2009,

[}

Review Forms
Three Month Review Form

1313 The review date on this form is shown as 20 ]anuary 2010. This form has bcen completed by

s advisor and her signature has been dated 22 Jannary 201 0 which is after the review

date.

Six Month Review Form . : :
13.14 The review date on this form is shown as 21 Apuil ?010 'I'ius form has been completed by

s advisor and her signature has been dated 20 April 2010, which is before the review

date,

~ 12 Month Review Form
13.15 This documnent is not signed or dated by the client as required by the undeslying stationery.

Busmess Plan
13.16 Thc business plan on file is unciatcci and does not appear to bc complete, Appendiccs AB,C

and Fare not attached

13.17 The narrative in the business Plén is inconsistent with the financial forecasts, Page 4 of the

business plan "Specific Objectives for Year 1 inclmﬁng ‘Turnover and Profit" notes expected

turnover and profits in the first year of @@ respectively. The Profit and Loss

P i Y

forecast shows income | g operating profit o

@ Grant Thornton UK LLP. Al rights reserved, This Appendix farms an integral part of the repori of
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-

13.18 The advisory sheet dated 21 October 2009 notes "{ISUS 13] have completed their business plan. .. The
plan is well writter and presented and shows a sustainable bmz'ﬂe;.f", which 1s in contrast to the incomplete
business plan on file and the inconsistencies between the business plan and financial forecasts on

file.

e
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14.1

14.2

14.3

14.4

14.5

14.6

14.7

14.8

REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UNDER ISUS AND A PREVIOUS SCHEME - C ‘ APPENDIX 2

PISUS 1 AND PISUS 2

A1 contacted us after we first met i tell vs that he had since spoken to a former e;;néloyee of
Enterprise Solutions who had told him that an employee at Baterprise Solutions had received 2 .

grant to support a business which had not existed.

We have spoken to the former employee (E1). Il has told us thét, whilst employed by

Enterprise Solations, 1 had access o a database used to manage reviews undertaken on behalf

" of WBC. From the database, B1 had been aware that 2 husband and wife had received two

grants from WBC for business start-up s.upport. E1 has told us that E1 had understoéd that the

applicants had only one business.

E1 has told us that PISUS 1 had been involved in cicgnjhg Enterptise Solutions' offices and gave

us the name of atb‘_rﬁpﬁﬁ‘jr which B1 said had cleaned Eqterprise Solutions' offices. Al has told

- us that PISUS 1 had a contract to clean Entcfpx_ise Solutions' offices before this was terrinated.

E1 has told us that PISUS 2 had been 2 cleaner at Entérprise Solutions until Christmas 2011
when PISUS 2 had been made redundant. Bl told iz_s that PISUS 2 had worked at Enterprise

Solutions for four yeats.

We therefore reviewed the corrcspondigg applications for grants from PISUS 1 and PISUS 2 in
order to ascertain, initially, whether a husband and wife team had received two grants from

WBC. WBC provided us with coples of the ﬁlés retained by WBC for PISUS 1 and PISUS 2.

The files show that PISUS 1 completed a. registration fom;x in November 2004 and that the
intended business had been a "commercial cleaning & domestic" business Wl}olse‘corhpan}' name
matched the name provided by E1. The PISUS 1 file indicated that Mike Raworth had advised
PISUS 1. PISUS 1 provided a business plan and received two payments from WBC which

totalled

"The files show that PISUS 2 entered 2n agreement with WBC in June 2008 and that the intended

business had been E:J T ' Mike Raworth signed the agreement as "advisor™.

PISUS 2 did not provide a business plan'but received two payments which i:otaﬁns:dt

The PISUS 1 and PISUS 2 files show that they were each made by people who share the same

surname and the same address.

© Grant Thornton UK LLP, All rights reserved. This Appéndix_ forins aﬁ, irﬁegrﬂl part of the report of
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14.10

i4.11

1412

14.13

14.14

14.15

REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UNDER ISUS AND A PREVIOUS SCHEME B APPENDIX 2

The PISUS 2 file includes periodic post start reviews at 13 weeks, six months and one yéar. The

six month review includes the cotniment:

"As winter approached he changed emphaszs fo conimercial

cleani ing.”

The six month review, undertaken by Mike Raworth appears to suggest that within six months

of opening, PISUS 2 and PISUS 1 had started to share the same industiy.

We have spoken to PISUS 2 by_ phone. Initially, PISUS 2 told us that he had not received a
grant from WBC and then suggested that he might have had a grant for 2 loft installation, and

that his wife had a business.

Later in the conversation, PISUS 2 recalled having 4, " and received 2 grant
for that business. We discussed how PISUS 2 had used fhe grant a.nd were told that he had used -
PISUS 2 could not be more specific

it to purchase "equipment and stuff", anc

S

but did tell us that his jet washing business:
“didn' pan out: just tried for a few months until winter”,

The 12 month review of PISUS 2 and undertaken in}ﬁne 2009 (e the Summer of 2009) was also
completed by Mike Raworth, but the contents seem to be in contrast to what PISUS 2 told us.

This is because the 12 month review included the comment:

"PISUS 2 business expanded at a reasonable pace but has been

recently affected by the economic downtum.”

.

Based on what we had been told and what we hac! rcad we WIote to PISUS 2 to ask to speak

face to facet, Our request went unfulfilled,

Al has since told us that he had been the aceountant to PISUS 1 if'ﬂd PISUS;Z 2nd had prepared

theit annval tax returns. Al has told us that he is reluctant to break his professional

* zresponsibilities By disclosing these documeats until/unless the Police get involved, However, he.

' from hisg

has told us_that the tax retuins help to demonstrate that PISUS 2 declared no taxable earnings

yusiness, Without sight of the corresponding tax returns and ‘working

papc1s we caanot comment on their significance.

* by recorded delivery
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15 PISUS3 - ) ,

151 PISUS 3 contacted us during the course of our work in order to mzke a series of critical
observations concerning the services provided by Enterprise Solutions. We located the file
tetained by WBC for PISUS 3. This shows that PISUS 3 ilad an agreement with Enterprise
Solutions dated 27 Febmary 2000, | '

Cross selling
152 PISUS 3 has told us that he has paid:

¢ épproximateljfi, - ~advertising via Enterprise Solutions’ "Think Local" brand

 Enterprise Solutions to purchase Quickbooks software

*  approximately;

L firect debit for several yeats (up to the present day) for acconnts support.

Think Local .
153  PISUS 3 recalls attending a series of training courses which he had vaderstood had been funded

by WBC. This included a coutse concerning "marketing and advertising" in which delegates )
were given examples of Think Local flyers. PISUS 3 can recall that the Think Local service was -
promoted duting the marketing and advertising cousse and that, shortly after his involvement in

the course he was contacted by telephone asking him whether he would like to pay to advertise

his busioess this way.

ith Enterpriée Solutions on advertising. In

154 PISUS 3 estimates that he has spent aroum’

rémm, PISUS 3' business was included as one of around 10 to 20 other businesses on around
2,000 t_é 4,500 leaflets. PISUS 3 cannot recall winning any business from these leaflets and that

this 15 for two reasons.

¥

155 PISUS3is

pizand undertook some small jobs for Enterpsise Solutions in exchange for
advertising.  One of these small jobs included '

i

QISUS 3 has told us that he had
undegstood that often the leaflets had not been delivered and that this was common Lnow}edge '

PISUS 3 can also recall being told that Eutcrpnse Solutions had dccided to use Royal Mail as

Ieaﬂets were not being delivered.
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1416 Al g s ) has also stated that

PISUS 1 had 2 contract‘to.clean Enterprise Solutions' premises until the beginning of 2011
before PISUS 24, : s Al has told us that he saw both

PISUS 1 and PISUS 2 on a regular ba:
(PISUS 2 typically attending Enterprise Solutions on each day of the working week and PISUS 1

© typically attending once a week).

14.17 Itis unclear, therefore, whether PISUS 2 should have received a graat from WBC,

Ay
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REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS UNDER ISUS &ND A PREVIOUS SCHEME ’ - - APPENDIX 2

With hindsight, PISUS 3 would not have used leaflets as a means of promoting his business as
he has found that, with the exception of the Yellow Papes, printed adv;i-rtising is an unsuccessful

medium ;@ This is because, (in the view of PISUS 3) when someone finds

themsckres't " they tend to’ rely on their next-door neighbout's

copy of the Yellow Pz,o'cs their -ncighbours iaternet or the internet through a mobile phone. '

ISUS3 is disappointed that Enterprise Soiuttons had been unawate of this probahbility and' feels

that Bnterprise Solutions took advantage of someone who was new to business and was,

therefore, vulnerable,

PISUS 3 has explained that he continued to receive telephone calls from Enterprise Solutions

after he had stopped using “Think Local. PISUIS 3 has explained that he asked the calls to stop
but they contitmed. PISUS 3 estimates that he may have received arounfl 20 caﬂs, ‘\erfainly, they

were eﬂaugb to be mmgymg

PISUS 3 regtets speading money advertising with Eaterprise Solutions. PISUS 3 does not

believe that the advice provided by Entesprise Solutions was independent,

Quickbooks . ‘ _ _
PISUS 3 was encouraged to buy QuickBooks from Enterprise Solutions duting one of the

courses he attended at Enterpiise Solutions. PISUS 3 has explained that the softwaic cost him

in the region o and that he still uses it.

PISUS 3 has explaincdr that the Quickbooks software was promoted several times on the conrse

at Enterprise Solutions and felt that he "was being sold to". PISUS 3 can rcmémbcr that

) . . i 3 .
. alternative forms of accounting software were not recommended to him.

15.11

Accounts input ’

Since approximately July 2009, PISUS 3 has paid g i month by direct debit for atcounts

_support. PISUS 3 has explained that he did not receive terms of reference or any other written

document setting out what support he would seceive, but he had understood that these

payments would mean that Enterprise Solutions pulled together his anaual accounts, tax return -

and annual retwrn. He had nnderstood that Eaterprise Solutions would submit his annual

accounts and annval return to Companies House for him, as well as submitting his annual tax

4

" return to HMRC.

15,12

PISUS 3 has told us that Enterprise Solutions have failed 1o subrmit ;my tax returns on his behalf

and that this hes resulted in fines and interest being levied against him which he is currently

trying to resolve with the hélp of a thied pacty accountent.
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