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NOTICE TO MEMBERS

Petition 0495/2005 by Liam Noonan (Irish), on miss-selling an Equitable Life Bond and 
unfair compensation 

1. Summary of petition

The petitioner is arguing about a miss-selling of an Equitable Life Bond and alleges that due 
to the decision of the UK Ombudsman, the Irish Founds were used to subsidise UK payments 
to their citizens, which he considers illegal. 

2. Admissibility

Declared admissible on 3 October 2005. Information requested from the Commission under 
Rule 192(4).

3. Commission reply, received on 30 August 2006.

I. Background/Summary of the facts/History and complaint 

The Petitioner alleges misselling of an Equitable Life bond and fears that non-British 
policyholders will be discriminated against in the payment of compensation.

II. The Commission’s comments to the petition’s arguments

The Commission would refer to its answers to Written Questions E-2415/011, E-0172/032, E-
1450/05 and E-1715/053, to Oral Questions H-0715/05 and H-0757/05 and to its information 
notes in respect of Petitions 611/2004 and 29/20054.
Two Ombudsman services are currently involved in the Equitable Life (EL) case in the 
United Kingdom.
The Financial Ombudsman Service (FOS) states on its website that it deals with "complaints 
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about most financial products and services provided in (or from) the UK". This means that it 
does not deal with financial products sold outside the UK by the foreign branches of UK 
financial institutions. The FOS does not pay compensation itself but can order the financial 
institution in question to pay compensation. The Commission believes that the FOS has 
ordered the payment of compensation by EL in a limited number of cases.
Equitable Life stopped taking on new business and closed its foreign branches. Any claims 
relating to misselling involving the foreign branches would now have to be pursued directly 
against the Society. However the Petitioner refers to his signing of a form "absolving the 
company from its actions". This probably refers to the Equitable Scheme of Arrangement (the 
so-called compromise agreement). 
In this respect, the FOS states on its website that "People who had EL with-profits policies in 
force on 8 February 2002 (when Equitable's compromise agreement came into effect) are 
automatically covered by the terms of that agreement. The agreement involved "uplifts" to the 
values of policies. In return, policyholders were not able to pursue (either by legal action or 
through the FOS) complaints about what they say they were (or were not) told – when they 
took out their Equitable policies – about the potential costs that Equitable faced in relation to 
policies with guaranteed annuity rates (so-called GAR policies)". If the Petitioner is indeed 
covered by this compromise agreement his position is therefore no different, as regards the 
FOS, to that of UK policyholders.

III. Conclusions

The Commission notes that the Petitioner did at least recover his initial capital investment.
The other Ombudsman service currently involved in the EL affair is the UK Parliamentary 
Ombudsman. For the situation regarding the enquiry currently being carried out by this 
Ombudsman the Commission would refer in particular to its answer to Written Question E-
1715/05 by Mr Proinsias De Rossa.


