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The BBRS – What’s left to be said? 
The BBRS executives and board have been fully aware, throughout the whole process, of the extremely 
contentious nature of both the draft and final approved eligibility criteria. Not least as a result of the significant 
objections repeatedly raised by campaign and victim support groups, individual applicants, expert commentators, 
the press and members of the ISG.

The BBRS event transcripts provide extremely telling evidence of public statements repeatedly made by 
numerous BBRS executives which gave potential applicants – (who were told not to self-exclude) – the clear 
understanding that the BBRS board and executives were entirely independent and had both the intention and 
the powers to carry out regular reviews and make necessary changes to the scheme to ensure it was flexible, 
reflected lessons learned and was able to deliver on its aims and objectives – (as defined by Phillip Hammond 
and the Walker Report) – without requiring the explicit permission of the banks or indeed of the SME 
representatives to do so. 

At no time during the webinars / events did the BBRS executives mention the Bank Appointed Member – the 
BAM – that it was an entity made up of an employee / representative from each of the 7 banks and that it held 
critical control powers over the BBRS. 

By contrast, and rather bizarrely however, the executives were more than keen to highlight to potential applicants 
that the service was going further ‘than originally intentioned’ – “thanks to the generosity of the banks” – by 
implementing a ‘boundary case function’ and approving the set up of a post launch SME Liaison panel – to 
provide a balanced ‘consulting’ function to the BBRS board to assist with such processes and changes to the 
scheme moving forwards. 

The fact the same BBRS executives failed to mention the existence of the BAM entity and that it would have the 
power to veto  recommendations put forward by the SME Liaison Panel and/or BBRS Board, (in the same way 
that the individual banks had power of veto over any cases put forward for ‘boundary’ consideration by the 
BBRS), obviously raises some very serious questions for those BBRS executives and board members regarding 
their personal competency and ethics. 

Unsurprisingly, it also shows up ‘the banks’ so-called ‘good faith’ and ‘generosity’ in these matters as being 
nothing of the sort and just another false flag exercise, like so many previous ‘review’ schemes.

It is also worth noting that despite being repeatedly questioned on such eligibility issues, the executives also 
failed to mention the critical £1 million minimum turnover and the illogical and very likely illegitimate distinction 
between gross and net accounting assessment practices. 

Mr Shand Smith was both Chair of the BBRS Board and of the Independent Steering Group, so has no excuses 
for failing to mention all of these extremely critical factors, and especially the BAM, while at the same time waxing 
lyrical and explicitly assuring the public and MPs that the BBRS Board itself would not sign off on ANY 
documentation that would compromise its independence. 

The entity that is the BAM absolutely compromises the BBRS boards integrity and independent ability to make 
necessary changes to the scheme, especially in the light of the way that the service was publicly presented and 
promoted by the responsible BBRS executives and board members.

Irrespective of any recommendations made by the Bank and SME representatives on the Independent Steering 
Group, Mr Shand Smith and the BBRS board had very clear duties and responsibilities and would appear to be 
personally at fault for allowing the BAM entity to be established and afforded such a controlling position over the 
ultimate effectiveness of the BBRS. 

By failing to openly discuss the existence and purpose of the BAM, it seems clear the BBRS executives have 
potentially mislead the public, potential and actual applicants to the service, as well as any MPs and Ministers 
watching or attending the webinars and events. 

If the existence of the BAM and its controlling powers had been made publicly known before the launch, I think it 
very likely that this issue would have further strengthened allegations raised at that time that the BBRS was not 
independent, was entirely unfit for purpose and was just another bank review scam being perpetrated on victims 
of historic bank misconduct.

One final note… I very much doubt it is a coincidence that the BBRS event transcripts and videos have all 
mysteriously vanished without trace from the BBRS website. 












