Further Discussions with the FSCS
After much chasing, I managed to get a response from our legal contact with the FSCS
which I have copied below:
Dear David
Our internal meeting has thrown up several points that are still under discussion. I am
therefore not in a position to give a definitive answer right away to the query on
Rockingham’s liability to xxxxxxxxx. I hope you will appreciate that the information we
have in some areas is either incomplete or conflicting, and there is still the possibility that
we might have to seek advice from an external investment specialist if we cannot
determine some issues ourselves. I expect the position to become clearer over the coming
days and I will keep you updated as to our progress.
I know these delays will be frustrating but I assure you we are doing our best to clarify
Rockingham’s liability as soon as we can with the limited evidence available to us. I hope
to be in touch shortly.
Regards
xxxxx
After thanking her I wrote the following response:
Dear xxxx
Further to your email a few days ago, I would like to make two points:
1) You mentioned that there was “limited evidence available to the FSCS”. However,
the evidence I presented was not limited – it was very precise and detailed. It
proved, via a number of sources, that Rockingham Directors and Senior Managers
had detailed knowledge of ARM, the ARM Business Model and its major limitations
before they started to advise clients. My evidence can be easily checked for its
authenticity. As Rockingham were paid to provide its clients with independent and
professional advice, it clearly failed in its legal “duty of care” by NOT disclosing
critical information. Rockingham’s abrogation of legal responsibility was not just
limited to ARM-related advice – the FSCS has compensated other non-ARM
Rockingham clients for the failure of Rockingham regarding, I presume, its poor
investment advice and its lack of “duty of care”. As a layman I really cannot see
any difference between Rockingham’s liability in these two scenarios – surely, the
only difference is the name of the underlying investment company.
2) You also mention that in some areas you have “incomplete or conflicting”
information. I would appreciate it if you would elaborate because I might be able
to provide further information which can help resolve this. I am especially
concerned when you mention “conflicting” because this implies that other parties
have provided information which questions the veracity of the evidence I
presented.
Thank you again for your help with this and I trust that some “good news” will eventually
appear from this terrible situation.
Kind regards,
David
The good news is that we have, clearly, given the FSCS much to think about and they know
that we will be robust in our approach to gain social justice and further compensation.
Additionally, xxxxx still appears to be doing her best to help us – I imagine that the FSCS
internal processes are quite convoluted! The bad news is that, despite giving them all the
evidence which we thought would help them reverse their decision, they still haven’t

confirmed Rockingham’s liability! The more I go over the information, the more I believe
that we are “right”! Unfortunately, as in some aspects of life, it’s not that simple. I now
feel that we are either tantalisingly close to either a much-needed victory or worryingly
near to having to consider extra “legal” expense.

