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1. Introduction 

 
In June 2016, the report “Ombudsman Omnishambles – Serious unresolved issues affecting 
the operation of the ombudsman ADR system in the UK” was published by Marcus 
Williamson and Helen Dewdney. This report highlighted a number of failings in the regulation 
of ADR and in particular of Ombudsmen. Proposed solutions from that report can be found in 
Appendix A of this document. 
 
The report referred several times to one particular ombudsman and his suitability to be an 
ombudsman. Consumer Dispute Resolution Limited (CDRL), which traded as The Retail 
Ombudsman (TRO), lost its Ombudsman status in July 2017 after it resigned from the 
Ombudsman Association. It now trades as the entities named RetailADR, AviationADR, 
UtilitiesADR and CommsADR. It also formerly traded as FinanceADR. This report provides 
further observations on CDRL. 
 

2. The Retail Ombudsman - Annual Reports and Review 

 
Established as a company in August 2014, The Retail Ombudsman (TRO) began operating 
as an ombudsman on 1 January 2015 in the retail sector. The Retail Ombudsman was a 
trading name of Consumer Dispute Resolution Limited (CDRL). As of June 2016 the 
company had still not filed accounts with Companies House nor had it submitted an annual 
report to the Ombudsman Association (OA) nor made that report available to the public, as 
required by the OA rules. 
 

2.1 TRO Annual Report - Version 1 
 

The TRO annual report eventually went online in December 2016/January 2017. (For 
relevant screenshots please see Appendix B). 
 
The report stated:  
 

“Our scheme is funded by the businesses that we engage with, via annual 
membership and complaint handling fees.” 

 
This report listed various retailers the organisation claimed as corporate members, members 
that engaged with TRO from time to time and used their logos. These included: 
 
 John Lewis 
 Morrisons 
 Sainsbury’s 
 Tesco 
 Asda  
 Marks and Spencer 
 Debenhams 
 Carphone Warehouse 
 
Enquiries to these retailers gained some responses, as follows: 
 
23/03/17 Email from John Lewis: “John Lewis is not a member of an ombudsman, at John 
Lewis we believe our returns policy and complaints handing process to be robust and fit for 
purpose and as such we hold no membership currently.” (Customer Relations Case 
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Manager). 
 
29/03/17 Email from Tesco: “To answer your specific questions - we are not a member of 
TRO and have not used their ADR process. I’m aware that last year they did refer a 
customer complaint to us, and we invited them to put the customer in touch with us so we 
could address their concerns.” (UK Legal Director Tesco). 
 
05/04/17 Email from Sainsbury’s: “As part of our occasional engagement with the Retail 
Ombudsman, we raised this issue and are pleased to see that is has been resolved. I am 
also assured that this issue will not be repeated in their future reports.” (Head of Dispute 
Resolution Sainsbury’s). 
 
06/04/17 Email from Morrisons: “Thank you for bringing this to our attention.   I will speak 
with the Retail Ombudsman.” (Head of Customer Experience). 
 

2.2 TRO Annual Report - Version 2 
 
On 23 March 2017 an amended version of the report was uploaded to the website of TRO. 
 
After questions had been raised about TRO’s funding structure, the report sought to provide 
a response, as follows: 

 
“TRO obtained an interest free loan from DDRT Ltd, a company connected to Dean 
Dunham and Robin Tucker. The loan was used to facilitate the set up and launch of 
TRO as no other sources of funding were available. Ongoing the scheme is funded by 
the businesses that we engage with, via annual membership and complaint handling 
fees.” 
 
2.3 Annual Report - Version 3 

 
On 3 April 2017 a further amended version of the report was uploaded and is available here: 
 
https://www.theretailombudsman.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/2015-annual-report-with-Addendum-V3.1-
1.pdf  

 
The following retailer logos were removed from that report: 

 
 John Lewis 
 Morrisons 
 Sainsbury’s 
 Tesco 
 Asda  
 Marks and Spencer 
 Debenhams 
 Carphone Warehouse 

 
These companies were all listed as non-members who engage with TRO from time to time. 
Doubt is cast on this given the information above. 
 

2.4 Activity Report 
 
The Annual Activity report sent to the Chartered Trading Standards Institute (CTSI) which 
can be found here: 
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https://www.retailadr.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/CTSI-Annual-Report-Jun-16-May-17.pdf  

 
This report covered the period June 2016 to May 2017.   
 
The figures published in the TRO’s report regarding complaint statistics across the “Other” 
row do not add up. See the figures “328” and “326” in the “Other” column: 
 

 
 
This seems to demonstrate that the CTSI, whose role should be to regulate the ADR 
providers, appears not to examine the reports that the ADR providers produce. 
 

3. Cross-border figures 

 
In its Annual Report for 2015 The Retail Ombudsman claimed to have received 10,140 
cross- border cases in its first year of operation:  
 
https://www.retailadr.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/CTSI-Annual-Report-Jun-16-May-17.pdf   

 
The Annual Activity report covering May 2015 – May 2016, here:  
 
https://www.retailadr.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/ANNUAL-ACTIVITY-REPORT-TO-CHARTERED-
TRADING-STANDARDS-INSTITUTE-2016.pdf  

 
also states that there were 10,140 cross-border disputes. (See Appendix C). 
 
However, in the TRO’s Annual Activity report for June 2016 – May 2017 it is unclear how 
many cross-border disputes the organisation received, as the figures do not appear to be  
lined up and not totalled correctly.  
 
However, manually adding up the sections of accepted disputes, the total for received cross 
border disputes is 7,566, “not accepted” is 7,003, leaving “563” as accepted. However the 
total of the column for “Accepted” and listed in the following column the total is just 520.  
 
Schedule 1 of the Annual Report shows: 
 
39,459 complaints received (domestic)  
34,708 complaints rejected (domestic) 
4,661 complaints accepted (domestic) 
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7,556 complaints received (cross-border) 
7,003 complaints rejected (cross-border) 
520 complaints accepted (cross-border) 
 
Combined Totals 78,828 
 
Schedule 2 shows: 
 
41,711 complaints were refused (this is the 34,708 + 7,003 mentioned above). So, where 
does this leave the other 37,117 cases? The report says only 4,661 domestic and 520 cross- 
border cases were accepted, with no explanation for the remaining 37,117. (See Appendix 
D). 
 
Further doubt is cast on the above figures when compared with long-standing ADR schemes, 
for example: 
 
Ombudsman Services: Consumer reported receiving no cross border cases at all in the year 
October 2015 – September 2016.  
 
https://www.ombudsman-services.org/docs/default-source/annual-reports/adr-annual-report-ctsi.pdf?sfvrsn=2  
 
The Furniture Ombudsman reported receiving 3 cross-border disputes during 2016, all of 
which were administered from overseas, however these were in accordance with usual 
processes and no additional support was required. During 2017, only 6 cross-border disputes 
were received and administered in accordance with usual processes. 
 
https://www.thefurnitureombudsman.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/CTSI-Figures-for-Annual-Review-
2016.pdf  
 
The Property Ombudsman reported 76 cross border disputes in July 2016 – September 
2017: 
 
https://www.tpos.co.uk/images/new-media/about-us/Statistics_ADR_DCLG_Report_2016_2017.pdf 

 

4. Membership of a scheme 

 
4.1 CDRL  

 
The Ombudsman Omnishambles report noted that TRO did not list its members. Since this 
report, the TRO annual reports appear to show how TRO misled the public on its supposed 
membership figures.  
 
CDRL still does not list members on its website. It still also suggests to the public that it can 
take up a complaint with a non-member, giving false hope and causing confusion for 
consumers.  
 
During the claim creation process the following message is displayed: 
 

“The retailer that you have entered is NOT in our database. You may continue to 
register your complaint but as we do not know if the retailer will engage with us, we 
are unable to say whether we will be able to resolve your issue - please click Ok to 
continue.”  
 
https://dashboard.retailadr.org.uk/dashboard/create-claim.php 
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CDRL lists members for Aviation, as it is obliged by the CAA to do. It does not provide a list 
for Utilities, Retail or Comms. CTSI still does not stipulate this as a requirement. 
 

4.2 Property 
 
The Property Ombudsman does not list its member companies and provides only a 
searchable database. Ombudsman Services: Property lists its member companies. The 
Property Redress Scheme does not list members. The Housing Ombudsman does not list its 
members but in its annual report says that more than 95% of Sales Agents and 85% of 
Letting Agents in the UK are signed up with the scheme, but doesn’t say how many this is. 
 
This lack of parity and transparency is confusing for consumers. It is of particular difficulty 
when a consumer is looking for an agency before using one and then again having to take 
time in each database, rather than a quick look at a single list.  
 
It is still not clear just how many members each ADR scheme has. 
 

4.3 Aviation 
 
The airline Jet2 has refused to join any ADR scheme. See:  
 
https://www.jet2.com/News/Jet2_com_Statement_and_Letter_Alternative_Dispute_Resolution/  

 
for their statement.  
 
An article on ThisisMoney provides more detail as to why Jet2 refuses to join:  
 
http://www.thisismoney.co.uk/money/news/article-5359849/Jet2-boss-reveals-wont-join-compensation-
service.html  
 
According to CAA, 80% of airlines have now signed up with an ADR provider. CAA will 
continue to deal with disputes with consumer and airlines that are not members. Their 
decisions are not binding whereas decisions by ADR bodies are binding on the airlines. 
 
The CAA says that fees incurred by ADR bodies for initial approval and annually are to cover 
CAA administration costs. When asked why their charges were so much higher than the 
CTSI, a spokesperson said “I am not sure you can make that sort of comparison. We have to 
cover our oversight costs, we are not out to make money from ADRs.” 

5.  Confusion in multiple schemes  

 
5.1 Property ADR schemes 

 
The Ombudsman Omnishambles report noted that there were three ombudsman schemes in 
the property sector, leading to confusion for the consumer. Since the report was published, 
The Property Redress Scheme was approved to provide ADR, beginning from 1 October 
2016. The Government said it wanted more choice in the market when it made redress 
compulsory for letting agents. This means there is now a total of four ADR providers. (During 
the writing of this report Ombudsman Services: Property has withdrawn from the sector. 
Please see section 5.4 for more details.) 
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This is the only sector to have so many schemes and yet it is one of the most complex 
sectors for consumers, engaged in high-value transactions such as house purchase and 
rental.   
 
The Consumers, Estate Agents and Redress Act 2007 made it compulsory for residential 
estate agents to belong to an approved redress scheme for dealing with consumer 
complaints. Under the Enterprise and Regulatory Reform Act all lettings and managing 
agents in England must be part of a dispute resolution scheme. It is a legal requirement for 
social landlords and local authority landlords to be a member of the Housing Ombudsman. 
 
Not only is there a high number of schemes in this area, the number of regulatory bodies and 
trade associations is high too. Please see Appendix E for further details.  
 

5.2 Members 
 
Housing Ombudsman members – these are social, local and private landlords. 
 
Ombudsman Services: Property members – these are surveying, estate agents, residential 
lettings property management, auctioneers. 
 
The Property Ombudsman members – these are estate and letting agents. 
 
Property Redress Scheme – these are property management, estate agents, letting agents, 
and “other Property Professionals”. 
 

5.3 Government Intervention 
 
On 29 November 2017 the Government announced that it intends to look at the issue of 
consumer redress across the housing sector: 
 
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/government-looks-at-consumer-redress-across-the-housing-sector  

 
Communities Secretary Sajid Javid said at the time “… we are looking at bold options to 
improve redress in the New Year – including whether housing, like other sectors, should 
have a single ombudsman. This could help drive up standards across the whole industry and 
increase protections for consumers.” 
 
On 18 February 2018 Sajid Javid announced details of an 8 week consultation on the 
housing market:  
 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/682203/Strengthening_Consume
r_Redress_in_the_Housing_Market_Consultation.pdf 

 
The consultation includes the introduction of  a single housing ombudsman to cover the 
whole of the housing market, including social housing. 
 
Thus, the muddling of regulated and non-regulated sectors, legal requirements and too many 
ombudsmen has already been recognized as problematic by some areas of Government. 
These announcements came just over a year after the approval of another property ADR 
scheme. That scheme is seeking to provide ADR for some of the non-regulated areas, such 
as home builders and private landlords who are not using a letting agent. 
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5.4 Ombudsman Services 
 
During the writing of this report, Ombudsman Services announced its intention to withdraw 
from the property ADR sector. The Chief Ombudsman Lewis Shand-Smith said in a 
statement “We are ceasing what we’re currently doing in the housing sector in a professional 
and planned way, because we believe it is not adding value.  Rather than continue to offer a 
broken solution to a broken market, we are stepping away to listen to what consumers 
actually want.”  
 
Ombudsman Services has been operating since 2009 (2007 for surveyors) in the property 
sector. It is striking that even a longstanding ADR provider believes there are too many 
players in the sector, causing confusion, and decides to withdraw from the market within 
months of CTSI approving another ADR provider. Ombudsman Services will not be taking on 
new cases and will fully withdraw by 6 August 2018. 
 
As shown above, both a provider and an MP have acknowledged the problems with multiple 
providers in one sector. Yet, ADR approval bodies, such as CTSI, continue to approve more 
providers in sectors which are already catered for. 
 

5.5 CEDR 
 
The Centre for Effective Dispute Resolution (CEDR) administers a number of property and 
construction related consumer ADR schemes: 
 

 Building Life Plans Code for the Sale of New Homes 

 Build-Zone Structural Warranty Policies 

 Cavity Wall Insulation - Cavity Insulation Guarantee Agency 

 Consumer Code for Home Builders Independent Dispute Resolution Scheme 

 Consumer Code for New Homes 

 Glass & Glazing (Glass and Glazing Federation/FENSA) 

 
5.6 Regulatory bodies 

 

As an example of the complexities, Ombudsman Services: Property is overseen by 3 
different approval bodies: CTSI approves the scheme for surveyors, Powys Council approves 
it for estate agents and the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government 
approves it for lettings and managing agents. 
 

5.7 Consumer/Retail 
 
The Furniture Ombudsman has covered the furniture sector for 25 years. The Retail 
Ombudsman started in January 2015. Ombudsman Services has covered a number of other 
sectors for 16 years and started dealing with consumer disputes in August 2015.  
 
However, RetailADR (CDRL) continues to encourage consumers to complain about furniture 
providers with their service, despite this issue of confusion being raised in the last 
Ombudsman Omnishambles report.  
 
On its Facebook page https://www.facebook.com/RetailADR/ between 6 January and 7 February 
2017 ADRRetail posted messages about furniture 45 times. The same appears on the 
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RetailADR Twitter feed. Firstly, RetailADR should be signposting as other providers do and 
secondly it does not appear to have any furniture store members. Indeed, it listed 33 
members which were members of The Furniture Ombudsman in its annual report. (See 
section 9 below). This can only create further confusion for consumers. 
 

5.8 More entrants 
 
CTSI continues to approve ADR bodies in the retail sector. For example, the Kent County 
Council ADR scheme.  
 
Any consumer wishing to bring a retail issue to ADR will now be confused as to whether a 
local trader is therefore covered by Kent CC, Consumer Ombudsman, RetailADR or The 
Furniture Ombudsman. In fact, Kent CC, which was approved in August 2016, is approved to 
cover the whole of the UK. This scheme is covering most non-regulated sectors, including 
retail  
 
South Yorkshire Trading Standards Services has also been approved to provide ADR. 
Approving just one Trading Standards department in the UK can only lead to yet more 
confusion for consumers as to who can provide what ADR services. 
 
The Kent CC scheme requests that the consumer asks the trader if they will participate in the 
scheme. This means that the onus is put on the consumer, not on the trader. It confuses the 
consumer further, as they may then ask a trader if they will engage with Kent CC when they 
are already a member of another ADR scheme.  
 
https://www.kent.gov.uk/business/trading-standards/consumer-protection/resolving-a-dispute-with-a-trader 

 
South Yorkshire Trading Standards scheme says the same as Kent CC: 
 
http://www.doncaster.gov.uk/services/business-investment/alternative-dispute-resolution-for-consumers  

 
However, it also lists member companies that have already agreed to work with it! 
 

6. Member traders’ compliance 
 

6.1 Property sector - expulsion of members 
 
In England all lettings and managing agents must be part of a dispute resolution scheme.  
 
Expelled companies from one organisation cannot join another until outstanding obligations 
have been met. Therefore, any companies expelled which have not abided by rulings would 
be trading illegally. Some of these have been dissolved but others appear to still be trading. 
 
ADR scheme Year No. Reason for expulsion 
The Property Ombudsman 2018 2 Unpaid award 
The Property Ombudsman 2017 12 Unpaid award 

The Property Ombudsman 2016 10 Unpaid award 

Ombudsman Services: Property 2017 2 Unknown 
Property Redress Scheme unclear 1 Unpaid award 
 
The Property Ombudsman reported 99.65% compliance in the lettings sector:  
 
https://www.tpos.co.uk/images/new-media/about-us/Statistics_ADR_DCLG_Report_2016_2017.pdf 
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6.2 Other sectors - expulsion of members 

 
Property ADR schemes and their expulsion rates can be compared with other sectors in the 
non-regulated areas, as can be seen in the table below: 

 
ADR scheme Year No. Reason for expulsion 
The Motor Ombudsman ** 2016 3 2 Non-cooperation with scheme, 1 

with outcome 

The Motor Ombudsman * 2015 8 Non-cooperation with scheme 

CEDR Aviation 2016 0 N/A 
CEDR Aviation 2017 0 N/A 
The Furniture Ombudsman 2016 0 N/A 
The Furniture Ombudsman *** 2017 1 Non compliance 
TRO (CDRL) all sectors 
members **** 

2016-
2017 

8% This figure is of non-compliance. Not 
known if expelled  

TRO (CDRL) all sectors non- 
members 

2016-
2017 

21% N/A 

Consumer Ombudsman 2016-
2017 

0 N/A 

CDRL Aviation 2017 0 N/A 
 
* Previously known as Motor Codes 
** Half way through year transitioned from Motor Codes to The Motor Ombudsman 
*** Company went to court and the TFO decision was upheld 
**** Percentages, not numbers, given in the report so unable to compare. The report gives 
4661 as accepted cases and 520 as cross-border accepted cases. 8% of 4661 is 372. 8% of 
the combined figure is 414. The number of non-members is not known but 21% of total 
accepted figures is 1088. Non-compliance using TRO figures is therefore somewhere 
between 414 and 1088. 
 
The CAA states that the average rate for consumer complaints being upheld by CEDR over 
the time period is 89% and for AviationADR is 71%:   
 
http://publicapps.caa.co.uk/docs/33/CAP1602_ADR%20in%20the%20aviation%20sector%20%E2%80%93%20
a%20first%20review.pdf 

 
The figures show that non-compliance by members is much higher in the property sectors 
than the others. This could be due to members having to join because they are legally 
obliged to do so, compared to the non-compulsory schemes. However, it is not an issue in 
the regulated sectors (see below). This would indicate that there is a problem in this sector.  
 
The figures for expulsions above are much higher for CDRL than with any other provider or 
sector, including property. This could indicate that CDRL is not effective in its processes for 
enforcing decisions.  
 
  6.3 Regulated sectors 
 
In regulated sectors, companies not abiding by an ADR provider’s decision are reported to 
the regulatory body and will have their license removed.  
 
In the telecoms sector, for example, CISAS and Ombudsman Services: Communications will 
inform each other and Ofcom if this happens. Ofcom will then investigate the company. For 
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example, Ofcom is currently investigating one company due to not complying with a decision 
and the decision is overdue:  
 
https://www.ofcom.org.uk/about-ofcom/latest/bulletins/competition-bulletins/open-cases/cw_01197 

 
Ombudsman Services: Energy takes action against any company not abiding by a decision, 
by reporting it to Ofgem. It says that this is a very rare occurrence. It has previously taken 
this action against just one company whose overall outstanding volumes of remedies 
continued to increase. This referral ultimately resulted in remedy compliance from the 
company and the information provided to the regulator formed part of its decision to launch 
an investigation into the company’s general work practices. 
 

7. Funding 
 

7.1 CDRL 
 

The funding source for CDRL remains unclear. Director, Dean Dunham, has stated that 
CDRL received a loan from DDRT: 
 
https://beta.companieshouse.gov.uk/company/08999622/officers  

 
This company appears in turn to be funded by two overseas businessmen, who are directors 
and shareholders of DDRT.  
 
A charge was registered against DDRT with Metro Bank, indicating further financing which is 
not funded by member companies: 
 
https://beta.companieshouse.gov.uk/company/09189773/charges/K3K-AAGKmoxm0Sva_YArsfp8noE  

 
The accounts for the year ending 31 December 2015, published on 23 September 2016, are 
lacking and do not match the profile of a company with “some 100 employees”, as claimed 
by TRO. 
 
Furthermore, the annual accounts do not provide details of TRO’s funding. 
 

7.2  Other companies 
 

Numerous other companies of which Dean Dunham is/has been a director have failed, as 
can be seen from Appendix F.  
 

8. Conflicts of interest 
 

8.1 DDRT 
 

The website https://www.ddrt.co.uk shows that DDRT also provides a complaint handling 
system. It offers “outsourcing of customer services, specialist support and providing support 
to the ADR sector”. This is a clear conflict of interest. One of Dunham’s companies provides 
customer service, so cannot be impartial when undertaking their ADR. Screenshots in 
relation to this issue can be found in Appendix G 
 
The web page https://www.ddrt.co.uk/outsourced-complaint-handling-financial-services/ shows that 
DDRT offers a complaint handling service to finance companies, including preparing cases 
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for the Financial Ombudsman. This is a regulated area and therefore an activity in which 
DDRT should not be involved under any circumstances. 
 

8.2 Trustmark 
 
Trustmark describes itself as: 
 

“TrustMark is the only Government endorsed scheme for trades in and around the 
home. We award registered firms with our accreditation after thorough vetting and on-
site inspections to ensure the firm is raising industry standards.”  
 
https://www.trustmark.org.uk/consumers/if-things-go-wrong/adr  

 
And yet CTSI has approved Trustmark to also provide ADR. This is a clear conflict of 
interest.  
 
This issue was highlighted in the original Ombudsman Omnishambles report which shows 
that The Retail Ombudsman was providing a “Trusted Retailer” Logo. The report stated “This 
is a very serious conflict of interest which could result in consumer confusion and in 
consumers being misled into making product or service choices based on the 
recommendation of the company - The Retail Ombudsman - which is also offering an 
ombudsman service.” 
 
The CTSI has continued to allow Trustmark to provide ADR. Trustmark was approved in July 
2015. 
 

9. Ethics 

 
9.1 On 31 January 2016 Dean Dunham wrote an article in The Sunday People, as shown in 
Appendix H. He promoted The Retail Ombudsman without declaring his interest as the 
ombudsman. 
 
On 6 November 2016 Dean Dunham again wrote in the Sunday People. He mentioned the 
Furniture Ombudsman, without giving the company’s website address but did give the 
website address for The Retail Ombudsman, once again without declaring his interest. 
 
On 24 September 2017 Dean Dunham wrote in the Daily Mirror about complaining to Ryanair 
and promoted his own airline ADR scheme with a hyperlink in the same article. Whilst not 
illegal, it is poor practice and unethical. It is, in effect, advertising which should therefore be 
declared under ASA rules. Neither the Daily Mirror editor nor the CTSI has replied to 
complaints about this behaviour : 
 
https://www.mirror.co.uk/money/lawyer-explains-your-rights-ryanair-11220941 

 
9.2 In April of 2017, a retailer tweeted The Retail Ombudsman regarding giving 
misinformation on the phone about membership and the organisation’s marketing calls. (See 
Appendix I). 
 
9.3 The Retail Ombudsman produced a report in late 2015 which came to light when given 
out at the CTSI July 2016 conference:  
 
http://www.thecomplainingcow.co.uk/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/The-Retail-Ombudsman-brochure-
for-retailers.pdf  
 



 
 
13

This raises a number of issues: 
  

I. It says that 92% of the 10,000 were “resolved”. That’s 9,200 cases resolved. 
II. It misleads retailers by saying that TRO is “authorised by the Secretary of State as an 

Ombudsman” As discussed in the Ombudsman Omnishambles report, the Secretary 
of State approval relates to the name of the organisation and nothing else.  

III. It states that “We would like you to consider The Retail Ombudsman to be an 
extension of your customer service operation” and “We deliver the results that our 
members seek”. These statements are further proof that the organisation, is not fit to 
serve as an independent body. It also shows that the CTSI did not address this lack of 
independence which had previously been highlighted. 
 

10. The Retail Ombudsman - loss of ombudsman title 

 
At the 102nd meeting of the Ombudsman Association Executive Committee, on 5 May 2017, 
the committee decided not to revalidate TRO for the reasons shown below. These minutes 
were online and publicly available until January 2018. They are now in a “members’ only” 
section of the OA website. In summary: 
 

1) “The ‘pay as you go’ model operated in relation to their ‘Independent members’ 
resulted in a relationship that did not meet the OA’s membership criteria.”  

2) “TRO did not have significant coverage / market share of the retail sector,” 
3) “Concerns about the misleading information that had been provided on the Retail 

Ombudsman’s website”  
4) “Concerns in the information provided regarding their list of members.”  
5) “Presentation of non-member logos in their annual report could be misleading”  
6) “Been alerted that 33 of the Furniture Ombudsman’s corporate members were at that 

time incorrectly listed on the Retail Ombudsman website as being Independent 
Members of their scheme. The Validation Committee had subsequently received 
correspondence from some of those organisations confirming they had no relationship 
with the Retail Ombudsman.”  

7) “Awareness of the proliferation activity of the Retail Ombudsman in setting up online 
and social media presences for other sectors: FinanceADR, UtilitiesADR and 
CommsADR. The FinanceADR website advertised that they could deal with some 
complaints that in fact fell within the regulated jurisdiction of the Financial 
Ombudsman Service.”  

8) “Concerns about levels of governance and accountability within the organisation.”  
9) “The Executive unanimously agreed that the accumulation of examples of inaccurate 

and potentially misleading information to the public in relation to their membership and 
jurisdiction demonstrated that the Retail Ombudsman did not meet the OA’s overall 
membership criteria of Openness & Transparency, and risked substantial reputational 
damage to the OA.”  

“The Executive did not have the trust or confidence that these issues could be resolved 
satisfactorily and voted unanimously to propose the expulsion of the Retail Ombudsman 
under section 6 of the Association’s Rules.”  

 
(Please see Appendix J for full details). 
 
A statement placed on The Retail Ombudsman website in July 2017 claims that the decision 
to transition from ombudsman to non-ombudsman had been taken entirely by Consumer 
Dispute Resolution Limited:  
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“CDRL had aspirations to expand its ADR offering, under The Retail Ombudsman 
brand into sectors beyond high street and online retail. However, last year 
Ombudsman Association introduced a rule that it would only allow one ‘ombudsman’ 
scheme per sector which meant that CDRL would not be able to continue its 
expansion plans as an ombudsman. Naturally, CDRL had to respect this decision.” 

 
However, the OA had written to TRO to outline its position before it resigned. In response to 
TRO’s statement, the OA responded: 
 

“The OA’s Validation Committee reviewed The Retail Ombudsman’s (TRO) 
submission for re-validation on 25 January 2017 and on 19 April 2017. 

TRO was originally admitted to ‘Ombudsman membership’ of the OA as it appeared 
on paper that our membership criteria was met, but it was subject to re-validation so 
that practical evidence of compliance could be demonstrated. 

The Validation Committee reviewed the application and the further papers submitted.  
Following careful consideration the Validation Committee unanimously agreed that 
TRO did not meet the OA’s membership criteria.  The Validation Committee’s 
recommendation was considered by the OA Executive Committee on 5 May 2017, 
and was carried unanimously.  TRO was invited to address the next meeting of the 
OA Executive Committee before a final vote be taken to withdraw TRO’s 
membership.  However, TRO resigned its membership before the final stage of the re-
validation process was completed.” 

 
It would appear therefore that TRO resigned, rather than be expelled, as it would have been 
if it had fully completed the OA’s revalidation process. 
 

11. Civil Aviation Authority oversight 

 
11.1 Withdrawal of approval 

 
Ombudsman Services withdrew from the CAA ADR approvals process during May 2016 due 
to the high fees involved. The CAA report, “ADR in the aviation sector – a first review”, notes 
that NetNeutrals also withdrew its request for approval. NetNeutrals was approved on 27 July 
2016 and withdrew on 12 July 2017. However, the NetNeutrals website states that it is still 
covering airlines and airports.  
  

11.2 Monitoring 
 
The CAA is the competent authority for approving ADR in the aviation sector. In October 
2016 it updated its guidance for ADR applicants, as follows: 
 
http://publicapps.caa.co.uk/docs/33/CAP1324%20OCT16.pdf 

 
Part of this guidance states that the CAA will look at whether the ADR applicant can meet its 
projected liabilities, taking into account its projected income and expenditure over the next 12 
months. It also says it will “assess whether the funding arrangements appear sufficient to 
ensure that the ADR applicant will have sufficient resources at its disposal to carry out its 
functions as an ADR entity. It is questionable whether CDRL met this requirement, given the 
further financing arrangement entered into during January 2018. 
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The CAA publication “Withdrawal of ADR Entity Approval Policy”  here: 
http://publicapps.caa.co.uk/docs/33/CAP1427%20JUL16.pdf  

 
details a number of ways in which it will deal with breaches of the CAA ADR policy. This can 
include informal and formal communication, advice and guidance, information request, etc. 
This document notes that a serious breach that threatens an immediate risk to consumers 
would likely result in withdrawal of approval, such as, for example, finding that the ADR entity 
is financially unstable. 
 
In response to questions around how it continues to monitor ADR providers and check 
claims, the CAA replied by email:  
 

 “We carry-out ongoing oversight to ensure ADR schemes are in line with our published 
policy requirements, as well as an annual ‘continuation of approval’ process. An annual 
report into the ADR process is also published.  
 
Data submitted by the ADRs is analysed by the CAA and compiled into an annual report. 
Statistical anomalies or inconsistencies will be discussed with the ADR concerned.  ADRs 
have to provide a full range of data sets related to the claims they have handled.” 
 

On the 27 December 2017 the CAA produced a detailed report “ADR in the aviation sector – 
a first review”: 
 
http://publicapps.caa.co.uk/docs/33/CAP1602_ADR%20in%20the%20aviation%20sector%20%E2%80%93%20
a%20first%20review.pdf 

  
The report states “… the CAA has received a small number of complaints from consumers 
seeking to overturn the decisions of the CAA approved ADR providers. As part of our general 
oversight role we are dedicated to ensuring that the CAA approved ADR providers are 
systematically upholding consumers’ rights. Therefore, over the coming year we will consider 
options to enhance our oversight in this area. One option is to instigate a review of 
complaints decided by the ADR entities to consider quality of decision making; internal 
consistency of ADR entities; and a comparison between the decision-making at the ADR 
entities.”  
 

12. CTSI oversight  
 

12.1 Fees 
 
The Ombudsman Omnishambles report identified that the CTSI and CAA charged high fees 
for one-off certification and for annual recertification, respectively. This significant cost acted 
as a deterrent to smaller providers, such as individual mediators, from becoming certified and 
entering the ADR marketplace.  
 
In June 2016, the Minister for Small Business, Consumers & Corporate Responsibility 
Margot James MP wrote to the CTSI on behalf of the Department for Business, Innovation & 
Skills (BIS, now called BEIS) stating that a review had identified a problem with the way the 
fee regime was structured. The periodic fee had been used to fund certain functions that, 
whilst legitimate, should not have been funded by ADR providers.  
 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/559786/alternative-dispute-
resolution-margot-james-letter-to-CTSI-fees.pdf 
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She took the decision that each provider should be refunded the £2,000 plus interest which 
would be paid for by BEIS (from the public purse). This was too late for Jo Holland, who had 
to give up her mediator business.  CTSI had charged £750 a day for an audit, plus flat fees 
starting at £2000. ADR providers were expected to offer low cost services which should be 
free to consumer. However, the high fees charged by CTSI, compared with what could be 
charged for the service to users, made the business commercially unviable. 
 

12.2 Monitoring 
 
The Ombudsman Omnishambles report cast doubt on CTSI’s ability to monitor ADR 
providers appropriately. It is doubtful that the CTSI has heeded any of the warnings in the 
report. Despite the Ombudsman Association refusing to renew TRO’s membership, the CTSI 
appears not to have looked at any of the issues raised by the OA about TRO or CDRL, the 
company which operated as The Retail Ombudsman. 
 
When asked what monitoring the CTSI has done, Jane Negus, Executive for Services 
Directive and ADR, said:  

“.. ourselves, as the Competent Authority in the unregulated sector, together with the 
Competent Authorities in the regulated sectors audit and carry out regular compliance 
checks of all approved ADR bodies. Part of this role is to use the reports that they 
produce in line with schedules 5 and 6 of the Alternative Dispute Resolution for 
Consumer Disputes (Competent Authorities and Information) Regulations 2015 to 
ensure that they are adhering to the criteria in the regulations. 

This includes visits where data is looked at in detail, their mechanisms for recording 
data, sampling and how they formulate their annual figures. 

The regulations provide the details of when a report will be published.  Please see 
below: 

Regulation 18 requires the single point of contact to prepare a consolidated list of 
approved ADR entities notified to it by each competent authority and to forward this list 
to the European Commission. The single point of contact must also publish a report, 
on or before 9th July 2018 and every successive period of four years, on the 
development and functioning of ADR entities and must send the report to the 
European Commission.” 

This report asks the question “If CTSI is looking at data in detail, why have the questions 
raised regarding the data in TRO reports appear not to have been addressed. Nor too, the 
issues that were of concern to the OA?” 

 
12.3 Use of the word “Ombudsman” 

 
The Ombudsman Omnishambles report provided a definition of  the requirements for the use 
of the word “Ombudsman” in a company name. Government approval, or more correctly 
approval by the Secretary of State, relates to the company name and nothing else. Despite 
highlighting TRO’s use of the title before the organisation received approval, lessons have 
still not been learned. The Property Redress Scheme uses the word “ombudsman” to 
describe itself on the About us page https://www.theprs.co.uk/about-us and FAQs. The CTSI 
approved the Property Redress Scheme but has not prevented the scheme from using the 
term “ombudsman” incorrectly.  
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13. Differences in approval standards 

 
The Ombudsman Association provided 8 reasons for not revalidating TRO (CDRL) as an 
ombudsman, as shown above. Yet, alarmingly, CTSI continues to approve CDRL as an ADR 
provider. 
 
In January 2018 Ofgem announced a public consultation on whether CDRL should be able to 
provide services in the energy sector: 
 
https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/system/files/docs/2018/01/open_letter-adr_-jan2018_0.pdf 

 
The responses to that consultation will be published by Ofgem in due course. 
 

14. Summary 

 
Many of the issues identified in the Ombudsman Omnishambles report, published in June 
2016, remain unresolved. Since that report was published, the Ombudsman Association 
provided a list of 8 concerns and failures by TRO to meet the criteria.  
 
Dean Dunham has been the director of a number of companies which have failed 
significantly and CDRL has recently taken out further financing arrangements. But BEIS, 
CTSI and the CAA have still taken no action.  
 
If CDRL goes into liquidation, where do consumers then go? This will leave consumers with 
no confidence in the sector, worried that it may also happen with other ADR providers. 
Businesses will also be out of pocket, as membership fees and fees for cases will not be 
returned. This will leave businesses reluctant to join other ADR schemes. 
 
The annual reports produced by TRO/CDRL for the OA and CTSI contain figures which are 
lacking clarity, vague on information regarding members, and numbers that do not add up 
and do not appear to reflect the claims made in the media. It would be expected that the 
competent authority responsible for approving organisations for ADR would check the 
financial reporting but this does not seem to be the case. 
 
Furthermore, new and therefore less experienced ADR providers are still being approved by 
CTSI, resulting in existing - and more experienced providers - dismayed at the system and 
apparently pulling out of sectors.  
 
To make matters worse, different types of organisations are crossing various sectors, public 
and private all with varying standards and coverage, which significantly worsens the existing 
confusion. 
 
The CAA has produced a 40-page report evaluating the two ADR providers it approved:  
CEDR in January 2016 and CDRL in May 2016. The CTSI has yet to do the same on the 
numerous ADR providers it has approved in recent years.  
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15. Recommendations of this Report 

 
15.1 Clarity 

 

ADR companies should be required to list on a dedicated section of their own websites the 
retailers with which they have contracted to provide ADR service. 
 
There should be no new entrants to a sector which already has a well-established and 
properly functioning ADR scheme. 
 

15.2 Conflicts of interest 
 

No organisation providing ADR services should be allowed to provide other services to its 
members. 
 

15.3 Due diligence 
 
Approval bodies must undertake due diligence of people seeking approval to provide ADR. 
They need to review their processes to ensure that individuals with criminal records and 
those with a history of financial problems, either as an individual or as director of a company 
which has had financial or administration problems, are excluded from becoming involved as 
directors, staff or contractors of ADR bodies.  
 
A “fit and proper person” test, as already required in a number of business and public sector 
environments, would include a DBS check and verification of an individual’s business 
background. This would seek to ensure that an ombudsman, employee or contractor of an 
ADR has neither a criminal record nor a history of running companies with financial 
problems. 
 

15.4 Oversight 
 
Approval bodies must immediately implement ongoing monitoring of ADR companies to 
ensure that their quality of service is maintained and that enquiries are responded to 
according to defined service level agreements.  
 
This must include ensuring that a) all ADR providers submit annual reports on time and to 
the necessary specification b) statements made in the media by ADR providers are correct 
statements of the truth c) statistics and statements are correct and can be proved. 
 
Approval bodies must ensure that appropriate sanctions are applied to companies which do 
not respect approval rules, in particular to those relating to openness and transparency, to 
independence and to reporting. This should include the facility to revoke the approval of ADR 
bodies which are not fully compliant with the rules laid down by approval bodies. 
 
There should be a standardisation of criteria that should be met and all ADR companies 
should be regularly monitored. 
 

15.5 Cost of entry 
 
Approval bodies should review their current fee structure to determine whether the high cost 
of entry is deterring new and smaller providers from providing ADR.  
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These costs should also be standardised. If all approval bodies are doing the same work with 
standard procedures then the costs should be the same. 
 

15.6 Ombudsman of Ombudsmen 
 
Approval bodies and the OA should provide a means by which consumers can lodge 
complaints about ADR providers and their behaviour, so that those complaints can be 
recorded, investigated and resolved. 

  
15.7 Enforcement 

 
If ADR providers are found to be in breach of approval bodies’ rules then appropriate 
sanctions must be made available and enforced. These should include the removal of 
ombudsman status from an offending company, where applicable, and the removal of the 
ability to provide ADR services. 
 

15.8 BEIS 
 
As the Government body ultimately responsible for this area, it needs to bring the approval 
bodies, such as CTSI and CAA, to account. BEIS has consistently maintained a “soft touch” 
approach, leaving important issues unresolved. It is time that BEIS acted upon the warnings 
in this report and its predecessor. 
 

15.9 Portal 
 

There should be a central portal which signposts consumers to the correct ADR scheme. 
Online this could ask a variety of questions to direct them to the right scheme. This should be 
funded by the ADR schemes in proportion to the numbers of their members. Someone 
should also be available for phone and written queries. This will help to ease the confusion 
around the sector for consumers and also reduce the number of queries that the schemes 
receive that are outside of their remit.  
 

15.10 Mandatory membership 
 

It should be mandatory for traders to be a member of the relevant ADR scheme. This will 
reduce confusion and provide better protection for consumers. 
 

15.11 Verify figures and statements 
 

To ensure that all ADR and Ombudsmen annual reports and reviews are appropriately and 
adequately monitored, they should be verified by a chartered statistician.  
 
As a minimum, approval bodies should have access to case management systems to check 
that figures are correct. This should form part of the annual renewal approval process.  
 

15.12 Full membership of provider 
 

Mandatory membership of an ADR scheme, as stated in 15.10 above, should be the ultimate 
goal for successful operation of the ADR system in the UK.  
 
Until that time ADR providers should not be able to provide services on a case-by-case 
basis. Such case-by-case provision is forbidden by Ombudsman Association rules. When an 
ADR provider does this it is being allowed to cherry pick the cases with which it will engage. 
This in turn lacks transparency and is unfair to consumers. In addition, fully paid up members 
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pay a yearly fee as well as case fees to the ADR provider. If a retailer/provider only pays the 
case fees, the fully paid-up members are, in effect, paying for some of the costs incurred 
working on a non-member’s case.  
 

15.13 Aim for Ombudsman status 
 
ADR bodies providing arbitration should work towards Ombudsman status as a higher 
standard than an ADR provider. A deadline should be given by the approval body by which 
this must be reached. In future only bodies reaching “Ombudsman” standard should be 
approved. Unless there are mitigating circumstances, the aim should always be for achieving 
that status within a year. Thus, at the yearly renewal point, ADR provider status is either 
revoked or the ADR provider is promoted to Ombudsman status. 
 

16.  Conclusion 

 
As noted in the first Ombudsman Omnishambles report, the use of an ombudsman or ADR 
scheme potentially offers consumers an innovative and effective means of resolving 
problems with unregulated traders, at no cost to the consumer and within a reasonable 
timeframe.  
 
However, as can be seen from the original report published in June 2016 (See Appendix A), 
very few recommendations were taken on board by the Department for Business, Energy & 
Industrial Strategy (BEIS), the OA or CTSI. Since then, some of the issues have grown more 
serious and others have come to light. The whole sector is in danger of falling apart and 
businesses and consumers alike will suffer if ADR companies are not properly regulated and 
therefore fail.  
 
BEIS must take action now to ensure that the sector is properly regulated in order to prevent 
that failure. 
 

17.  Glossary 

 
ADR  Alternative Dispute Resolution 
BEIS  Department for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy 
CAA  Civil Aviation Authority 
CDRL  Consumer Dispute Resolution Limited 
CEDR  Centre for Effective Dispute Resolution  
CTSI  Chartered Trading Standards Institute 
DBS  Disclosure and Barring Service 
OA  Ombudsman Association 
OO  Ombudsman Omnishambles report 
OS  Ombudsman Services 
TFO  The Furniture Ombudsman  
TMO  The Motor Ombudsman 
TRO   The Retail Ombudsman 
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Appendix A - Ombudsman Omnishambles report - proposed solutions 

 
 (Section numbering has been preserved from the original report) 
 
9.1 Clarity for consumers 
 
 The CTSI should provide a single UK ADR consumer web portal, listing all the current 

ADR providers in the unregulated sectors and the retailers which have signed up as 
members of each of their ADR schemes. Using this simple tool, any consumer can then 
find which ADR provider is applicable for a complaint with a given retailer. 

 
 ADR companies should be required to list on a dedicated section of their own websites 

the retailers with which they have contracted to provide ADR service. 
 
It would be preferable for just one ADR provider to exist for each sector, so that the current 
confusion over the retail and furniture sectors, for example, can be avoided. 
 
9.2 Due diligence 
 
 The CTSI must immediately review its approvals process for ADR providers to ensure 

that individuals with criminal records and those with a history of financial problems, either 
as an individual or as director of a company which has had financial or administration 
problems, are excluded from becoming involved as directors, staff or contractors of ADR 
bodies.  

 
 A “fit and proper person” test, as already required in a number of business and public 

sector environments, would include a DBS check and verification of an individual’s 
business background. This would seek to ensure that an ombudsman, employee or 
contractor of an ADR has neither a criminal record nor a history of running companies 
with financial problems. 

 
 The CTSI and OA must act to forbid companies offering ombudsman services from also 

providing any kind of other services, such as a “trusted retailer” logo. CTSI and OA must 
act immediately and decisively against any ADR provider which claims to favour retailers 
over consumers. 

 
These steps will ensure that the blurring of function and consequent loss of independence, 
as discussed above, can be prevented.   
 
9.3 Oversight 
 
 The CTSI must immediately implement ongoing monitoring of ADR bodies to ensure that 

their quality of service is maintained and that enquiries are responded to according to 
defined service level agreements.  

 
 This must include ensuring that all ADR providers submit annual reports on time and to 

the necessary specification and ensure that statements made in the media by ADR 
providers are correct statements of the truth. 

 
 The CTSI and OA must ensure that appropriate sanctions are applied to companies 

which do not respect the OA rules, in particular to those relating to openness and 
transparency, to independence and to reporting. This should include the facility to revoke 
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the approval of ADR bodies which are not fully compliant with the rules laid down by the 
OA. 

 
9.4 High cost of entry 
 
 The CTSI and CAA should review its current fee structure to determine whether the high 

cost of entry is deterring new and smaller providers from becoming CTSI certified for ADR 
provision. 

 
9.5 Ombudsman of Ombudsmen 
 
 The CTSI or the OA should provide a means by which consumers can lodge complaints 

about ADR providers and their behaviour, so that those complaints can be logged, 
investigated and resolved 
  

9.6 Enforcement 
 
 If ADR providers are found to be in breach of CTSI and/or OA rules then appropriate 

sanctions must be made available and enforced, up to and including removal of 
ombudsman status from an offending company. 
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Appendix B - Screenshots from the original TRO Annual Report 
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Screen shot from current report: 
 

 
 
 



 

Appendix C - Screenshot extract from TRO Annual Activity report submission to CTSI May 2015 – May 2016 
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Appendix D - Screenshot extract from TRO Annual Activity report submission to 
CTSI, June 2016 – May 2017 
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Appendix E - Property Enforcement
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Appendix F - Companies of which Dean Dunham is/was a director  

 
1) Cogprior Limited (04666917) was incorporated on 14 February 2003. In March 
2003 the name was changed to Kinderstart Nurseries. On 31 January 2005 Dean 
Dunham resigned, together with all the other directors at the time.  
 
Asquith Nurseries took over directorship on the same day, taking over the debts of the 
previous company. Accounts for the period ending 28 February 2005 were filed on 5 
January 2006. These showed an operating loss of 92,271 for the financial year 2004-
2005.  
 
2) Shoo 65 Limited (05044033) was incorporated February 2004. The name 
changed to Kinderstart Baby and Toddler Limited in April 2004 and to Salon Media 
Limited in February 2005. It changed again to Dunham Media Limited in October 2006 
and to Dunham Limited in June 2007. The company was dissolved on 9 November 
2011.  
 
This company went into liquidation on 8 September 2010, owing more than £344,000 to 
a number of creditors including HMRC, which was owed more than £46,000 for unpaid 
PAYE contributions by Dunham Limited. HSBC was owed 11,962.30, Northampton 
Council was owed 11,142.67, Opus Energy was owed £7,495.35 and other creditors 
were owed £85,897.78, 
 
In the previous Ombudsman Omnishambles report, Carter-Ruck, representing The Retail 
Ombudsman, requested that the authors point out that: 
 

"Dunham Limited was sold by Mr Dunham as a going concern to an unrelated 
third party. This was 9 months prior to the liquidation of the company at a time 
when Mr Dunham had no involvement whatsoever in the company, except that he 
was owed a substantial sum of money by the company. In fact Mr Dunham was 
the largest creditor in the liquidation, being owed approximately £197,000. The 
purchaser failed to pay the deferred consideration and abandoned the business 
leaving Mr Dunham as still showing as the director (which he had not been aware 
of). Following this Mr Dunham dealt with the orderly winding down and liquidation 
of the company." 

 
Dean Dunham was the last remaining director of this company, named at Companies 
House, at the time of its dissolution. As such, he was solely responsible for the 
company's affairs from 13 February 2008, when the other remaining director resigned, 
through to its dissolution on 9 November 2011. On 8 September 2010 he signed a 
document to start voluntary wind up proceedings. This document also showed that at this 
time the company was trading as Dunham Novelli.  
 
3) Dunham Solicitors LLP (OC314570) was incorporated on 8 August 2005 and 
went into voluntary liquidation on the 17 June 2011. The company was dissolved on 2 
May 2016.  
 
The company owed £728,396 to various creditors, as at 22 January 2016, according to 
the liquidator’s report, dated 2 February 2016. 
 
4) DUN 03 (05575797) was incorporated 27 September 2005 and 04 November 
2005 changed its name to Q Day Nurseries.  
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In September 2010 the company received a notice for compulsory strike off for a breach 
of the Companies Act.  On 12 July 2011 Dean Dunham and the other directors resigned 
and Busy Bees Nursery Chain directors were appointed. It is assumed that this is as a 
result of the company having been sold. 
 
5) DUN 12 Limited (05933467) was incorporated on 13 September 2006 and the 
company name was changed to Dunham Zilli Limited in October 2011. The business 
was marketed as a joint venture with Aldo Zilli who was made a shareholder in 
September 2011. 
 
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/finance/newsbysector/retailandconsumer/8276021/Zilli-wants-a-partner-to-
share-Baby.html 

  
The Company was wound up at the request of the creditor Bygraves Bushell Valladares 
& Sheldon Ltd, an advertising company, by a court order dated 19 October 2012. The 
company was struck off the Companies House register on 10 June 2014. 
 
6) Dunham Holidays Limited (06077084) was incorporated on 1 February 2007. 
Accounts for a dormant company were made up to 29 February 2008 and it received a 
compulsorily strike off from the Companies House register on 20 July 2010 because of a 
breach of section 1000 of the Companies Act 2006. 
 
7) Dunham Airlines (06077015) was incorporated on 1 February 2007. The name 
was changed on 11 July 2007 to Dunham Estate Agents Limited then on 16 December 
2008 to Dunham Davey Clugston Limited and on 30 April 2009 to DEA (DBTA) 
Limited. Accounts are not available but were made up to 20 February 2008. The 
company was dissolved on 21 September 2010 with an outstanding unknown charge. 
Dean Dunham resigned on 12 June 2009. First gazette was 7 July 2009 for compulsory 
strike off.  
 
The company was dissolved on 21 September 2010. 
 
8) Lot 37 Limited (06567586) was incorporated on 16 April 2008. On 30 May 2010 
accounts were filed for a dormant company and it was dissolved on 27 December 2011. 
 
9) Jo Dunham Limited was incorporated on 7 April 2010. There has been no 
financial activity and the company has accounts filed for a dormant company through to 
April 2017. 

 
10) No 94 Limited (07224368) was incorporated on 15 April 2010. Dean Dunham 
became a director on the same day the original director resigned, 8 July 2010.  
 
On 17 May 2011 Dean Dunham resigned his directorship. The company received a 
compulsory strike off notice on 29 November 2011 for a breach of the Companies Act 
2006. There was been no financial activity in this company. 
 
11) Dunham Celebrity Brands Limited (07236891) was incorporated on 27 April 
2010 and changed its name to Celebrity Legal Services on 14 April 2011 then on 24 
May 2011 to Debello Law Limited. Dean Dunham is the sole director.  The accounts 
made up to 31 May 2016 showed assets of £172,123, fixed assets of £73,254 and 
creditors totalling £293,117. There were therefore £47,740 of liabilities at that time. Dean 
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Dunham took £60,980 in loans from the company in that financial year, for a total of 
£98,966 debt to the company, without any loan repayments by him that year. 
 
12) Dunham Novelli Products Limited (07248312) was incorporated on 10 May 
2010. It changed its name in May 2011 to DDH Management Limited. The directors 
resigned in April and May 2012, another was appointed at the same time. Accounts for a 
dormant company were submitted in March 2013.  
 
This company was compulsorily struck off the Companies House register on 16 
September 2014 due to a breach of section 1000 of the Companies Act 2006. 
 
13) Dunham Zilli Snacks Limited (07927759) was incorporated on 30 January 2012 
and compulsorily struck off the Companies House register on 10 September 2013 
because of a breach of section 1000 of the Companies Act 2006.  
 
No accounts were ever filed for this company.  
 
14) Touchstone Sports Management Limited (07990554) was incorporated on 14 
March 2012. It is inactive.  
 
15) YAYR Limited (08089284) was incorporated on 30 May 2012 and the name was 
changed to Consumer Law Limited on 15 January 2014. There has been no financial 
activity whatsoever in this company. Accounts for dormant company were filed 20 
December 2016 and a confirmation statement dated 7 June 2017 shows Dean Dunham 
as the Person with Significant Control (PSC). 

 
16) Retail ADR Limited (08999622) was incorporated on 16 April 2014. The name 
was changed to DDRT Limited on 6 February 2015. The accounts for year ended 31 
December 2015 show £500,000 in long term debt, owed to creditors. Accounts for the 
following year show £600,000 in long term debt, owed to creditors. The product or 
service provided by this company is not clear. 
 
17) Retail Arbitration Services (09189773) was incorporated 28 August 2014. The 
name was changed to Consumer Dispute Resolution Limited on 18 May 2015. Dean 
Dunham was the sole director and Robin Tucker was made a director in January 2018. 
Dean Dunham remains the person with significant control (PSC).  
 
Accounts made up to 31 December 2016 show that the company has £500,000 owed in 
long-term debt, presumably to DDRT Limited. On 8 January 2018 a financial charge was 
registered, indicating a new financial arrangement with SME Invoice Finance Limited, a 
factoring company which is part of Metro Bank Plc.  
 
18) Haven Blisworth Limited (09747991) was incorporated on 25 May 2015 and with 
no activity was dissolved via compulsory strike off 31 January 2017 because of a breach 
of section 1000 of the Companies Act 2006. 



 

Summary 
 

Current/final name Incorporated Status 
Date of 
status Legal status 

Accounts 
made up to Money owed  Previous names 

Kinderstart 
Nurseries 14/02/2003 31/01/2005 

Owned by 
separate 
company 28/02/2005 14/02/2003 - 17/03/03 Cogprior 

Dunham Ltd 13/02/2004 dissolved 09/11/2011 dissolved 28/01/2009 

Owed £46,000 to HMRC  
£11,962.30 to HSBC   
£11,142.67 to 
Northampton Council     
£7,495.35 to Opus 
Energy                        
£85,897.78 to other 
creditors 

13/02/04 - 19/04/04 Shoo 65 Ltd                       
19/04/04 - 22/02/05 Kinderstart Baby and 
Toddler Ltd                                                                                                      
22/02/05 - 24/10/06 Salon Media Ltd                           
24/10/06 - 26/06 /07 Dunham Media Ltd 

Dunham Solicitors 
LLP 08/08/2005 dissolved 02/05/2016 dissolved 05/04/2011 

Owed £728,396 to 
various creditors n/a 

Q day Nurseries  27/09/2005 12/07/2011 

Owned by 
separate 
company 30/09/2010 27/09/2005 - 04/11/2005 Dun 03 

Dunham Zilli Ltd 13/09/2006 dissolved 10/06/2014 
Wound up by 
court order 30/09/2010 n/a 13/09/06 - 15/10/10 Dun 12 Ltd 

Dunham Holidays 01/02/2007 strike off 20/07/2010 

Breach of 
Companies 
Act, section 
1000 None n/a n/a 

DEA (DBTA) 01/02/2007 strike off 21/09/2010 

Breach of 
Companies 
Act, section 
1000 20/02/2008 unknown charge 

01/02/2007 - 11/07/07 Dunham Airlines Ltd                                                                     
11/07/07 - 16/12/2008   Dunham Estate Agents      
16/12/2008 - 30/04/2009  Dunham Davey 
Clugston Ltd 
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Lot 37 16/04/2008 strike off 27/12/2011 

Breach of 
Companies 
Act, section 
1000 

30/05/10 
(dormant)   n/a 

Jo Dunham Ltd 07/04/2010 Active 18/01/2018 Dormant 30/04/2017 £0 n/a 

NO 94 15/04/2010 strike off 29/11/2011 

Breach of 
Companies 
Act, section 
1000 None n/a n/a 

Debello Law Ltd 27/04/2010 Active 06/02/2018 Active 31/05/2016 

£293,117 including 
£60,980 in loans to Dean 
Dunham 

27/04/2010 - 14/04/2011  Dunham Celebrity 
Brands Ltd                                                                              
14/04/2011 - 24/05/2011   Celebrity Legal 
Services             

DDH Management 10/05/2010 strike off 16/09/2014 

Breach of 
Companies 
Act, section 
1000 26/03/2013 n/a 10/05/10 - 05/05/11 Dunham Novelli products 

Dunham Zilli 
Snacks Ltd 30/01/2012 strike off 10/09/2013 

Breach of 
Companies 
Act, section 
1000 None n/a n/a 

Touchstone Sports 
Management 14/03/2012 Active 07/11/2017 Active 31/03/2017 n/a n/a 

Consumer Law Ltd 30/05/2012 Dormant 20/12/2016 Dormant None n/a 30/05/2012 - 15/01/2014 YAYR 

DDRT 16/04/2014 Active 31/12/2015 Active 31/12/2015 £600,000 16/04/14 - 06/02/15 Retail ADR 

Consumer Dispute 
Resolution Ltd 18/05/2015 Active 31/12/2016 Active 31/12/2016 £500,000 

28/08/2014 - 18/05/2018 Retail Arbitration 
Services 
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Haven Blisworth 
Ltd 25/05/2015 strike off 31/01/2017 

Breach of 
Companies 
Act, section 
1000 None n/a n/a 

4 Active 

2 Dissolved 

7 Breach of Companies Act 2006 section 1000 

2 Dormant 

2 Now owned by different company 

1 Wound up by court order 

18 Total 

16 Non dormant companies 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Appendix G - Screenshots of DDRT complaint handling offers 
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Appendix H - Pictures of columns with articles written by Dean Dunham not 
declaring interest in The Retail Ombudsman 

 
(Q & A) 
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(Know your Rights) 
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Appendix I - Screenshots of tweets by Christine Sadler 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 



 

Appendix J - Extract from the minutes of the Ombudsman Association Executive 
Committee meeting, 5 May 2017  

 
These minutes were publicly available online. They are now behind a “members only” 
section of the Ombudsman Association website. 
 

“8.5 The Executive Committee carefully considered the recommendation from the 
Validation Committee that the Retail Ombudsman did not meet the OA’s criteria 
and should not be re-validated. Nick Bennett and Anthony Arter stressed that the 
decision of the Validation Committee to make that recommendation had not been 
taken lightly, and followed consideration of both the original information provided 
by the Retail Ombudsman, and responses to requests for further information. It 
was highlighted that the Retail Ombudsman’s membership application had 
originally been validated in July 2015 because the organisation appeared to be 
‘able to meet’ the OA’s criteria on paper, but that it was subject to re-validation as 
it had not been operating for long enough at the time to provide the evidence that 
it fully met the criteria in practice.  

 
8.6 The Executive noted the Validation Committee’s position that the ‘pay as you 
go’ model operated by the Retail Ombudsman in relation to their ‘Independent 
members’ resulted in a relationship that did not meet the OA’s membership 
criteria. It was also noted that the additional information provided with regards to 
their corporate membership showed that the Retail Ombudsman did have 
significant coverage / market share of the retail sector, thereby meeting that 
aspect of the criteria.  

 
8.7 However, it was explained that the Validation Committee were considerably 
concerned about the misleading information that had been provided on the Retail 
Ombudsman’s website and in the information they provided regarding their list of 
members.  

 
8.8 It was noted that an explanation had been offered by the Retail Ombudsman 
as to the discrepancies identified regarding the information on their online portal, 
and the Retail Ombudsman had acknowledged that the presentation of non-
member logos in their annual report could be misleading (their 2015 annual report 
was subsequently amended to make it ‘plainly clear’ who were members). 
However, the Validation Committee had also been alerted that 33 of the Furniture 
Ombudsman’s corporate members were at that time incorrectly listed on the Retail 
Ombudsman website as being Independent Members of their scheme. The 
Validation Committee had subsequently received correspondence from some of 
those organisations confirming they had no relationship with the Retail 
Ombudsman.  

 
8.9 In addition, the Validation Committee had been made aware of the 
proliferation activity of the Retail Ombudsman in setting up online and social 
media presences for other sectors: FinanceADR, UtilitiesADR and CommsADR. 
The FinanceADR website advertised that they could deal with some complaints 
that in fact fell within the regulated jurisdiction of the Financial Ombudsman 
Service.  
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8.10 The Executive noted the response from Sir Eric Peacock that the loan to 
finance the organisation provided by the Chief Ombudsman (via DDRT Limited) 
had now been repaid, and so did not impact on the ability of the Independent 
Standards Board to hold the Chief Ombudsman to account, but that the Validation 
Committee still had concerns about levels of governance and accountability within 
the organisation. The Executive agreed that the fact the Retail Ombudsman’s 
2015 Annual Report had been replaced on their website in March 2017 with a 
different version, the original version having already been amended once before, 
without any notice that it had been changed demonstrated a lack of governance 
and corporate control.  

 
8.11 The Executive Committee carefully considered the recommendation from the 
Validation Committee. The Executive unanimously agreed that the accumulation 
of examples of inaccurate and potentially misleading information to the public in 
relation to their membership and jurisdiction demonstrated that the Retail 
Ombudsman did not meet the OA’s overall membership criteria of Openness & 
Transparency, and risked substantial reputational damage to the OA. The 
Executive did not have the trust or confidence that these issues could be resolved 
satisfactorily and voted unanimously to propose the expulsion of the Retail 
Ombudsman under section 6 of the Association’s Rules.  

 
8.12 The Executive noted section 6(b) of the OA’s Rules that a member shall be 
entitled to attend an Executive Committee meeting and shall not be expelled 
unless at least two thirds of the Executive Committee then present vote in favour 
of the Member’s expulsion. Action: The Chair to write to the Retail Ombudsman 
setting out the reasons for their proposed expulsion and their right to appear 
before the Executive at their next meeting on 13 July.” 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 


