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NOTICE TO MEMBERS

Petition 934/2004 by D.A. Williams (British), on behalf of former D.A. Williams, M.M. 
Chidley and L. Smith partnership, concerning the regulation and monitoring of British 
financial services and in particular by the Financial Services Authority (FSA) and the 
Financial Ombudsman Service (FOS)

1. Summary of petition

The petitioner, an independent financial consultant, who, together with two former partners, 
ran the Tudor House Financial Services firm, questions the propriety of actions by the British 
regulatory and monitoring authorities set up to implement the first directive on direct 
insurance (apart from life assurance) to monitor the activities of the financial services sector. 
In particular he questions the independence and integrity of the British financial regulation 
authorities, the Financial Services Authority (FSA) and the Financial Ombudsman Service 
(FOS), accusing them of complicity in moves to discredit the Tudor House Financial Services 
firm, maintaining that the actions of the FSA and FOS led to the firm losing its investment 
consultancy permit.

2. Admissibility

Declared admissible on 18 April 2005. Information requested from the Commission under 
Rule 192(4).

3. Commission reply, received on 3 February 2006.

Background/Summary of the facts/History

The petitioner, a British national and an independent financial consultant, who, together with 
two former partners ran the Tudor House Financial Services firm (1983 – 2002), questions the 
propriety of actions by the British authorities set up to implement the first directive on direct 
insurance (apart from life assurance) in order to monitor the activities of the financial services 
sector. In particular, he questions the independence and integrity of the British financial 
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regulation authorities, the Financial Services Authority (FSA) and the Financial Ombudsman 
Service (FOS), accusing them of complicity in moves to discredit the Tudor House Financial 
Services firm, maintaining that the actions of the FSA and FOS led to the firm losing its 
investment consultancy permit (in November 2002). 

The petitioner asks for his petition to be considered together with the Petition n° 1153/2003
on regulation of financial services in the United Kingdom submitted by Simon Mansell. This 
Petition raised the same issue and put forward the same arguments as the present one. The 
main difference between them is that Petition n° 934/2004 relates to a concrete case whereas 
Petition n° 1153/2003 made general allegations on the practices of the FSA and FOS. 

The practices described in the Petition n° 1153/2003 were found to neither distort the single 
market nor breach Community Law. Following a response from the Commission (attached for 
ease of reference), the Petition was closed during a meeting on 29th September 2004. 

Petition n° 934/2004 was submitted on 1st September 2004.

The complaint

The petitioner “seeks to show that the FSA and FOS are immune from the rule of law, spurn 
the rules of natural justice, applying retrospective rules, failing to act independently, 
breaching confidentiality, acting and operating in direct contravention of the European 
Convention on Human Rights” etc. and asks the Committee on Petitions “to consider the 
catalogue of events that has overtaken the Tudor House Financial Services firm” (a detailed 
description of events follows).

The Commission’s comments to the petition’s arguments

This new petitioner fails to come forward with any relevant new facts. The Commission’s 
response is therefore the same as in Petition 1153/2003: 

The alleged contravention of the European Convention on Human Rights does not fall within 
the responsibility of the European Commission. 

The petitioner complains about circumstances which are internal to the United Kingdom and 
do not appear to have any cross-border element. There therefore does not appear to be any 
distortion of the single market. 

From a Community Law perspective, the practices described by the petitioner do not appear 
to breach applicable Community rules.

Conclusions

As a result, the practices described by the petitioner do not seem to fall within the 
responsibility of European institutions. Given the similarity with Petition n° 1153/2003, the 
Commission services would suggest that Petition n° 934/2004 should be treated in the same 
way.
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4. Commission reply, received on 25 January 2007.

The complaint

The addendum to the above-mentioned petition concerns the powers of the UK Financial 
Services Ombudsman (FSO). The petitioner's view is that the FSO powers are imbalanced, 
favouring consumers/clients to the detriment of financial services providers/advisors. The 
petitioner criticises the UK Financial Services Authority for creating this situation, by 
influencing legislators.  The complaint is general and vague as the addendum neither limits its 
complaint to the specific case in the original petition (but refers to the 223 firms that have so 
far been declared under default under the rules of the Financial Services Compensation 
Scheme), nor to a potential breach of a Community law. Instead, the petitioner argues that the 
case is a breach of natural justice and the Convention of Human Rights. 

The petitioner has requested that his complaint should be regarded as an addendum to petition 
0934/2004, and its five previous amendments.   The practices described in previous 
documents related to this case have neither been found to distort nor to breach Community 
law.

The Commission's comments on the addendum of 9th March 2006

The new amendment to petition 0934/2004 does not change the previous assessment about the 
case. 

The Commission does not have competence to assess a potential breach of the Convention of 
Human Rights by Member States authorities, but only to assess breaches of Community law.  

The new addendum does not offer any new elements that change the Commission's previous 
assessment as regards the relevance of the case from a Community law perspective.   The 
referred circumstances take place in the United Kingdom and have no specific cross-border 
elements that distort the functioning of the Internal Market.  The practices described appear to 
be outside the scope of Community law.  
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