
Fiona, I know we agreed to differ last week on the issues we raised again 

with you but there are two of these that I can’t let go and that relates to 
the loan and the reversion to the council at the end of the deferred 

payment period. 
 

You said several times that this was no different from a standard security. 
I think it’s fundamentally different because this was to be a separate 

agreement in addition to the standard security. Let me try and illustrate 
this by way of the nearest analogy I can think of. 

 
 

 Jack and Jill want to buy a £500k detached house in a nice suburb. 
 They earn £20k between them and have no deposit. 

 They go to the bank to discuss this and the bank offers them a 
£500k loan with all payments deferred for 3 years and with the 

interest being compounded. 

 The bank puts a standard security in place over the loan. 
 The bank, in the full knowledge that Jack and Jill can’t afford the 

repayments of about £40k per annum, ask them to sign an 
additional legally binding agreement that has a reversion clause in it 

against an identified majority share of the house and land. 
 This separate agreement would have the effect of the house and 

most of the land reverting to the ownership of the bank in 3 years 
unless by some miracle Jack and Jill  increased their income in a 

spectacular manner. 
 Jack and Jill would be left with a small part of the back garden and 

maybe the potting shed. The bank would own the rest. 
 

You cannot possibly say that this is a normal arrangement Fiona, can 
you? But that’s what Argyll & Bute Council offered. It was cynical, 

calculating and reckless. Had SCCDC been induced to go along with it, 

there is little doubt it would have got them into big bother with lots of 
organisations including OSCR. 

 
I rest my case Fiona. 

 
Regards 

 
 


