
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Stellantis Financial Services 
UK Limited —  
Repossession Failures: A 
Documented Case Study (Partial) 
 
Evidential dossier outlining regulatory and ethical breaches in the handling of 
a vulnerable customer. 
 
o PART 1: Timeline of Incidents 
 
o PART 2: Evidence of Failures (being updated within three working days) 
 

- Suicidal Evidential Documentation 
 

- Stellantis’ Legal Threats and Intimidation Tactics 
 

o PART 3: Detailed Case Summary 
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Timeline – Stellantis Financial Services UK Limited 
 

Timeline of Incidents 

PART 1 

 

1 04 October 2024 

  

1.1 Customer’s account with 
Santander is unlawfully 
blocked. Santander advises 
direct debits will remain 
unaffected — but silently stops 
paying them. 

  

1.2 Customer unknowingly begins 
to miss payments. 

  

2 13 February 2024 

  

2.1 On the very day the customer 
realises payments were being 
missed, they contact Vauxhall 
Financial Services 
(predecessor to Stellantis). 

  

2.2 During this call, the customer 
discloses vulnerability. Instead 
of offering support, the 
Stellantis representative 
laughs at the disclosure. 

  

3 29 April 2024 

  

3.1 Customer sells their Audi S3 
and pays arrears in full. 
Account is then brought up to 
date. 

  

4 22 August 2024 

  

4.1 Stellantis terminates the 
agreement. 

  

4.2 Customer had never missed a 
payment prior to Santander’s 
unlawful block. 

  

5 September 2024 

  

5.1 ADVICIFAS files a complaint, 
including: 
 

• Agreement flaws 

• Vulnerability disclosure 

• Request for support to 
get the customer back on 
their feet 

  

5.2 Stellantis outright ignores the 
complaint. 

  

6 November 2024 

  

6.1 Customer is evicted from their 
home due to severe financial 
hardship. Is then made 
homeless due to the same 
issues. 

  

7 05 February 2025 

  

7.1 Court grands Return of Goods 
Order (ROG). 

  

7.2 Stellantis traces customer to 
old address, despite knowing 
of conviction. 

  

8 06 March 2025 

  

8.1 ADVICIFAS writes to Anglia 
UK instructing repossession to 
pause, citing FCA DISP & 
FG21/1 obligations. 

  

8.2 Stellantis’ solicitors (DWF) 
advise Stellantis they can 
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continue because the email 
was not from the FCA. 

  

8.3 Stellantis continues 
repossession regardless. 

  

9 13 March 2025 

  

9.1 Repossession occurs. Anglia 
agent acts aggressively, calls 
the customer a “spaka”, and 
attempts to trick the customer 
into handing over house keys. 

  

9.2 Vehicle taken with personal 
belongings inside. 

  

10 March 2025 (day of 
repossession) 

  

10.1 Customer calls Stellantis 
seeking forbearance. Stellantis 
explicitly states that even if the 
customer wins in court against 
the Return of Goods Order 
(ROG), they will not get the car 
back. 

  

11 March – April 2025 

  

11.1 Numerous complaints filed with 
Stellantis, but: 
 

• Ignored or deflected 

• Complaint mailbox 
address changed 

Duplicate complaints opened 
without customer consent (two 
per day for two weeks). 

  

11.2 New default notices added to 
portal after a complaint was 
eventually acknowledged 
(appearing as back-covering). 

  

12 07 April 2025 

  

12.1 Stellantis issues Final 
Response: 
 

• Admits the call recording 
from Feb 2024 no longer 
exists. 

• Denies misconduct 
despite evidence. 

  

12.2 Contradicts a key claim used 
by Stellantis in the final 
response to justify the 
retainment of repossession of 
the vehicle. 

  

13 April 2025 

  

13.1 ADVICIFAS confirms FOS 
complaint submitted. Stellantis 
acknowledges FOS 
involvement but prepares to 
proceed with vehicle auction 
regardless. 

  

14 May 2025 

  

14.1 Stellantis instructs City Auction 
Group to cut keys and sell the 
vehicle unless the FOS 
confirms otherwise. 

  

15 June – July 2025 

  

15.1 Customer deteriorates 
mentally, emails Stellantis 
about the toll on their mental 
health and how the vehicle 
used to help them with their 
mental health. 

  

15.2 Ryan Bryant calls, confirms 
awareness of vulnerability. 
Offer made: pay £15K (full 
account balance) in four 
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months or lose the vehicle 
permanently. 

  

16 July 2025 

  

16.1 Customer makes £1,000/week 
repayment offer. Stellantis 
rejects outright. 

  

16.2 Customer involves Member of 
Parliament – Stellantis 
dismisses.  

  

16.3 Following rejection, customer 
attempts suicide. Stellantis 
calls ambulance that is sent to 
the evicted address but 
provides no forbearance or 
resolution. 

  

16.4 There is no support, flexibility 
offered, despite clear evidence 
of the customer’s vulnerability, 
strong repayment intent, and 
regulatory obligations under 
FG21/1 and the FCA 
Handbook to apply appropriate 
forbearance. 

  

17 Late July 2025 

  

17.1 ADVICIFAS beings preparing 
public awareness campaign. 

  

17.2 Articles are drafted exposing 
Stellantis’ treatment of 
vulnerable customers.  

  

18 Early August 2025 

  

18.1 ADVICIFAS pushes its public 
awareness campaign 
completing a series of actions 
to make more people aware. 
The traction is climbing. 

  

18.2 City Auction Group deletes 
posts/comments to supress 
evidence on LinkedIn and 
Instagram. 

  

18.3 Stellantis staff seen monitoring 
ADVICIFAS website via 
analytics. 

  

18.4 Visitor logs confirm more than 
several visits from UK and EU 
IPs. 

  

18.5 Communications made to 
Michael Tomalin, CEO of City 
Auction Group, regarding an 
article being made about City 
Auction Group’s involvement in 
auctioning disputed vehicles, 
as well as evidential 
suppression. No response 
received to date. 

  

18.6 Communications made to 
Steve Carr, for and on behalf 
of Anglia UK, and Anglia UK 
regarding their discrimination, 
refusal of rights under UK data 
protection legislation by way of 
refusing to provide customer 
with their data as per Article 15 
of UK GDPR. 

  

18.7 Comments and posts uploaded 
via LinkedIn, Twitter, 
Instagram, and LinkedIn to 
make more people aware of 
the current issue including on 
pages involving Stellantis, 
Stellantis Financial Services 
UK, Germany, and France, 
City Auction Group, and Anglia 
UK. 

  

18.8 Stellantis Financial Services 
UK, Germany, and France, 
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and City Auction Group 
change tagging settings in 
LinkedIn to prevent us from 
tagging them in comments and 
posts. 

  

19 05 August 2025 

  

19.1 Requests made by the 
customer to Stellantis for 
clarification on clear and 
evident contradictions, 
including a clear request for a 
copy of the Return of Goods 
Order (ROG). 

  

19.2 City Auction Group blocks 
ADVICIFAS on Instagram to 
suppress evidence — 
comments removed on 
LinkedIn; however, our latest 
comment remains online. 

  

19.3 ADVICIFAS sends Stellantis a 
final proposal: £1,000/week 
repayments with immediate 
return of vehicle. 

  

19.4 Deadline is set to 06 August 
2025 otherwise escalation will 
commence. 

  

20 06 August 2025 

  

20.1 Stellantis’ solicitors, Paula 
Twist for and on behalf of 
Walker Morris LLP, respond. 

  

20.2 They do not accept the 
proposal. 

  

20.3 At the same time, Stellantis’ 
solicitors warn ADVICIFAS not 
to publish “negative, sensitive, 
confidential and/or misleading 
information” — a clear attempt 
to silence the campaign 
through legal intimidation 
rather than address the 
underlying issues. 

  

20.4 The letter fails to address the 
contradictions in Stellantis’ 
own records, including prior 
vulnerability disclosures and 
the loss of key call recordings, 
whilst simultaneously seeking 
to prevent public exposure. 

  

20.5 This strategy demonstrates 
Stellantis’ ongoing prioritisation 
of reputation management 
over regulatory compliance or 
fair treatment of a vulnerable 
customer. 
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Evidence – Stellantis Financial Services UK Limited 
 

Evidence of Failures 

PART 2 

 

Santander Account Blocking
 

1 Santander blocks account unlawfully seizes funds; promises DDs 
unaffected but silently stops them. Customer unknowingly misses 
payments. 

  

1.1 

 
  

1.2 Regulatory Failures 
 
FCA CONC 7.3.4R: Firms must exercise forbearance where missed 
payments are outside the customer’s control. 
 
FG21/1: Firm must identify vulnerability caused by third-party financial 
shock. 
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Vulnerability Disclosure 
 
 

2 Customer calls Vauxhall FS (now Stellantis) and discloses vulnerability. 
Representative laughs and threatens to report the vehicle stolen. 

  

2.1 

 
  

2.2 Regulatory Failures 
 
FCA PRIN 6 & 7: Treat customers fairly & communicate properly. 
 
FG21/1: Mocking or dismissing a disclosure is a direct breach of 
vulnerability guidance. 
 
GDPR Art. 5: Loss of critical call recording is a data protection failure. 
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Audi S3 Sale & Arrears Clearance 
 
 

3 Customer sells Audi S3, clears arrears, and the account is now up to date. 

  

3.1 

 
  

3.2  
  

3.3 Regulatory Failures 
 
FCA PRIN 6: Failure to then offer stability after good-faith arrears 
clearance. 
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Termination of Agreement 
 
 

4 The agreement was then terminated, where the customer had never 
missed a payment prior to the Santander unlawful seizure of funds. No 
support put in place by Stellantis despite numerous evident vulnerability 
disclosures being made. 

  

4.1 

 
  

4.2 

 



 10 

 Notice the date 09/10/2023 the payment was received, and then when 
Santander unjustly froze direct debits without informing the customer, the 
payments started being returned on and after 09/11/2023. 

4.3 Regulatory Failures 
 
CONC 7.3.4R: No assessment of reason for arrears. 
 
FG21/1: No consideration of vulnerability context prior to termination. 
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ADVICIFAS Complaint 
 
 

5 ADVICIFAS files detailed complaint (agreement flaws, vulnerabilities, 
request for support). Stellantis completely ignores it. 

  

5.1 
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5.2 

 
 At the time, ukcustomercare@stellantis-fs.com was the appropriate contact 

as per documentation the customer received from Stellantis, and as per 
the FCA website. This email address no longer exists. Or, if it does still 
exist, they have blocked us from emailing it. Both constitute a lack of 
transparency and care. 

  

5.3 Regulatory Failures 
 
DISP 1.6.1R: Failure to issue final response within 8 weeks. 
 
PRIN 2: Lack of due skill, care, and dilligence. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:ukcustomercare@stellantis-fs.com
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Return of Goods Order (ROG) 
 
 

6 Court grants Return of Goods Order (ROG). Notices are sent to the prior 
address despite previous eviction disclosure, included within the complaint 
itself. 

  

6.1 

 
  

6.2 

 
 Despite our notification to send us the documents instead of them, they 

continued posting to an address that was no longer accurate for the 
customer. This resulted in Stellantis gaining an unfair advantage in court. 

6.3 Regulatory Failures 
 
PRIN 6: Treating customers fairly breached. 
 
CPR (Civil Procedure Rules): Incorrect service, equals procedural 
unfairness. 
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UK GDPR: Failure to keep data accurate, and up to date — data 
protection breach. 
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ADVICIFAS Instruction Ignored 
 
 

7 ADVICIFAS instructs Anglia (Stellantis’ repossession representatives) to 
pause repossession citing DISP & FG21/1. DWF advises Stellantis to 
continue as “email isn’t from FCA”. 

  

7.1 

 
  

7.2 

 
  

7.3 

 
  

7.4 Regulatory Failures 
 
DISP 1.3.2A G: Must pause enforcement while complaint unresolved. 
 
FG21/1: Ignored explicit request for vulnerable treatment. 
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Repossession Incident 
 
 

8 Repossession incident occurs where the Anglia representative was 
unreasonably aggressive, calls customer “spaka”, and attempts to obtain 
house keys (to get the repossessed car key) under false pretence by 
making the customer believe the only way to retrieve their personal 
belongings (the same personal belongings they still don’t have to do) was 
to hand the representative the keys. 
 
If the customer had given him the keys, the customer would have been 
locked out of their home. 

  

8.1 Customer Statement: 
 
“Yes, so I was woken up by my partner around 1PM on 13/03/2025 saying 
that “They’re taking the car” so I jumped out of bed, and the neighbour 
was there that’d informed us. I went outside and shouted “What are you 
doing?” and the car was already on the recovery vehicle at this point. Mr 
Steve Carr gets out of his Ford vehicle, shaken up. He’s basically shaking, 
speaking in a very aggressive, stand-off’ish tone. My partner was simply 
trying to find out how we’ll get the property in the vehicle back. He said 
we’d need to pay off the balance, but in such a shaken-up and aggressive 
way. We felt that he could hit us at any moment. He said we could have 
our property there and then but it’d require me to hand him the key — I 
couldn’t do it myself. My house keys and car keys were all on the same 
key, and I knew I wouldn’t get them back, so I said no. At this point, I was 
stood in front of the recovery vehicle as the person in it tried to drive away 
with my car. Then I was forced to get out of the way as Mr Steve Carr said 
“get the Police then” and I then moved and he drove away with the car. My 
heart sank, and I felt suicidal there and then, like the way I’ve been feeling, 
everything I’ve been doing to try and get in touch with them was all for 
nothing. I had many sleepless nights trying to resolve this, but they were 
either uncontactable, or dismissed everything I said, even prior to them 
terminating the agreement. When they laughed at me over the phone 
when I told them what’d been going on and how I was doing mentally was 
horrible, yet they wonder why I didn’t want to speak to them anymore. I 
then started walking back to the property and I looked at Steve and said 
“You’ll fucking regret this mate. Just watch” and that is the point at which 
he called me a “spaka”. I have witnesses and evidence from this, which I 
have handed to ADVICIFAS.” 
 
Partner’s Statement: 
 
“I woke up earlier than usual and was pottering around the house, when 
there was a nock at the door. Our neighbour came to tell us that our car 
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was being towed. I instantly became beyond stressed and anxious I could 
feel the rush come through my body. I ran upstairs to wake up my partner. 
He was obviously disoriented, and also very stressed like me. We made 
our way outside and he was obviously angry and upset. I can’t recall a lot 
of the initial conversation because it was just a lot of back and forth. Who I 
now know as Steve Carr, drove up to us and jumped out his car. My 
partner like I said was very angry and upset so I told him to calm down. 
Before telling him to calm down, Steve Carr was also very irate, which I 
was very surprised at as he is supposed to be a professional. Shouting 
back, and speaking in an aggressive tone. So I told my partner to diffuse 
the situation. Which it did on my partners side, he stayed quiet while I 
spoke to Steve Carr. By the time I’d came outside, I’d taken a deep breath 
and was very calm. I spoke softly, and just asked for clear instructions on 
how to get the car back, what’s the sort of steps that take place next, and 
how do we retrieve our possessions. Steve Carr continued to shout at me 
and speak in an aggressive tone. I asked him ‘why are you speaking to me 
like this?’ And he said it was because of the way my partner was acting. 
But even after asking my partner to calm down, which he did, Steve Carr 
continued to shout at me, when I was speaking to him very nicely about 
the situation. I felt horrendous anyway because of the car being taken 
away, but I’d expect more from a professional to be able to control there 
emotions when being spoken to respectfully by me. As a woman, I felt 
intimidated by Steve Carr, specifically by the way he was speaking to me. 
I’ve never seen such unprofessional conduct in my life, especially in a 
situation that is very emotional. He did nothing, absolutely nothing to 
defuse the situation. The woman he was working with that day, sat in the 
car, starring at the three of us. No emotion, nothing. And also, as you 
could expect didn’t do anything to try defuse the situation. I would expect 
that two people that are fully trained professionals would know how to 
handle a situation like this, not make it worse. I was polite, said thank you 
for the very shouty information and walked away. My partner said that they 
would regret doing this to us to which Steve Carr called my partner a 
‘spakka’ and drove off. I was flabbergasted at the conduct of these 
‘professionals’ treating us like scum of the earth when I specifically had 
been nothing but polite. And for my partner, who has serious mental health 
issues, I feel terrible for. It’s only normal to be angry and upset at 
something like this happening to you, but to feel like your being egged on 
by the people doing it to you, almost like there laughing at us, is beyond 
ridiculous. I have nothing good to say about the situation, only that I’m 
happy I controlled my emotions unlike Steve Carr.” 
 
To request evidence of this, you will need to contact us at 
contact@advicifas.org as we’re unable to directly implement CCTV 
footage and/or a voice recording here. 

  

mailto:contact@advicifas.org
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8.2 An additional voice recording of a phone call between customer and Steve 
Carr from Anglia UK is additionally available. Please additionally email for 
this. 

  

8.3 Regulatory Failures 
 
Equality Act 2010, s.29: Prohibits discrimination in service position. 
 
FCA PRIN 6 & 7: Gross mistreatment of vulnerable customer. 
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Post-Repossession 
 
 

9 The customer called Stellantis themselves and were told that even if they 
were to take the matter back to court and win, they would not get the 
vehicle back. 

  

9.1 

 
  

9.2 The notes, again, don’t reflect what was actually stated. We retain a direct 
call recording that can evidence this better. To access, please email us at 
contact@advicifas.org.  

  

9.3 Regulatory Failures 
 
PRIN 7: Misleading information. 
 
FCA CONC 7.3.4R: Duty to act fairly when considering repossession. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:contact@advicifas.org
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Complaints 
 
 

10 Complaints ignored or deflected; mailbox changed; duplicate complaints 
opened without consent; default notices backdated. 

  

10.1 
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10.2 
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10.3 

 
  

10.4 

 
  

10.5 

 
  

 In the above image, documents were uploaded (see 9.5) but their dates 
don’t reflect their genuine date uploaded in Stellantis’ customer portal. 
 
Calculating the number of complaints raised by the customer, and us, 
ADVICIFAS, there were 37 complaints raised in total during the period of 2 
weeks. 
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10.6 Regulatory Failures 
 
DISP 1.6.1R: Fails to acknowledge/respond in required timeframe. 
 
GDPR Art. 5: Records manipulation / inaccurate complaint history. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 24 

Stellantis Final Response 
 
 

11 Stellantis responded to a complaint and admitted that the February 2024 
disclosure phone call recording “no longer exists” but also denies 
misconduct. 

  

11.1 

 
  

11.2 Regulatory Failures 
 
GDPR Art. 30: Loss of data. 
 
DISP: Denial of misconduct despite documentary contradictions. 
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Final Response Contradictions 
 
 

12 In Stellantis’ own final response, they claim that had the customer 
informed them of any difficulties making payments, they would have 
worked with the customer to prevent repossession. 
 
Yet their own internal system notes directly contradict this. The records 
show the customer repeatedly disclosed financial and emotional 
vulnerability, explicitly outlining the very issues Stellantis now claims they 
were unaware of. 
 
Despite these disclosures — and their regulatory duty to apply appropriate 
forbearance — Stellantis took no action to prevent repossession. 
 
This isn’t just a failure in communication — it’s a failure in duty, in record-
keeping, and in compassion. 

  

12.1 

 
  

12.2 

 
 
Just one of the many vulnerability disclosures made to Stellantis recorded 
in their internal system notes. 

  

12.3 Regulatory Failures 
 
PRIN 6: Ignored vulnerability disclosures; failed to act in customer’s best 
interest. 
 
PRIN 7: Final response materially misleading; contradicted by own internal 
records. 
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CONC 7.3.4R: No forbearance applied despite arrears and hardship 
disclosure. 
 
FG21/1: Failed to identity and respond appropriately to known 
vulnerability. 
 
DISP 1.4.1R: Final response fails to acknowledge known facts; 
misrepresents firm’s actions. 
 
SYSC: Internal communication and case management failures.  
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FOS Complaint Submitted 
 
 

13 FOS complaint submitted, but Stellantis acknowledges and prepares 
auction anyways. 

  

13.1 

 
  

13.2 
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13.3 Regulatory Failures 
 
DISP 1.3.2R: Must cooperate with FOS investigation. 
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City Auction Group & Key Cutting 
 
 

14 Stellantis instructs City Auction Group to cut keys & auction despite there 
being unresolved disputes/complaints. 

  

14.1 

 
  

14.2 Regulatory Failures 
 
PRIN 6: Continuing enforcement contrary to good faith. 
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Mental Health & Ryan Bryant 
 
 

15 Customer emails about deteriorating mental health. Ryan Bryant calls, 
acknowledges vulnerability but then offers a £15K lump sum repayment in 
4 months, without return of vehicle until then. 

  

15.1 
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15.2 

 
  

15.3 
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15.4 

 
  

15.5 
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15.6 
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15.7 

 
  

15.8 Regulatory Failures 
 
FG21/1: Failure to make reasonable adjustment. 
 
CONC 7.3.4R: No tailored forbearance despite awareness. 
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The Suicide Attempt 
 
 

16 Due to no flexibility offered, despite being informed of mental health 
deterioration and suicidal ideation, the customer attempts to commit 
suicide, Stellantis calls ambulance, no forbearance.  

  

16.1 
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16.2 
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16.3 

 
  

16.4 
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16.5 

 
  

16.6 There is evidence of the customers’ suicide attempt, but due to the 
sensitive nature of it, we’re awaiting confirmation that we are able to 
publicise this not just from the customer, but authoritive organisations. 

  

16.7 Regulatory Breaches 
 
FG21/1: Failure to treat customer fairly when aware of suicide risk. 
 
PRIN 6: Gross neglect of vulnerability disclosure. 
 
DISP 1.3.6G: Failure to consider escalation properly. 
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The ADVICIFAS Campaign 
 
 

17 ADVICIFAS launches public campaign; Stellantis monitors. 

  

17.1 
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17.2 

 
  

17.3 Regulatory Failures 
 
No failure, but backs up other failures by showing Stellantis prioritisation of 
reputation management, instead of consumer fairness. 

 
 



 41 

Public Evidential Suppression 
 
 

18 City Auction Group (CAG) deletes comments and blocks on Instagram; 
Stellantis changes tagging settings; ADVICIFAS posts cross-platform. 

  

18.1 
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18.2 
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18.3 

 
 
You can see here the comment was posted on City Auction Groups’ 
“ANOTHER MAJOR Arval BNP Paribas Group” post. 
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18.4 

 
 
Here, you see evidently see that our comment has been deleted — not by 
us — but by City Auction Group. 
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18.5 

 
 
Here you can see someone that works at Stellantis Financial Services 
viewing the page. 

  

18.6 Regulatory Failures 
 
Potential FCA PRIN 11 (lack of openness with regulators if suppression 
continues). 
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Proposal To Settle 
 
 

19 ADVICIFAS sends proposal (£1K/week + immediate vehicle return). 
Deadline set for 06/08/2025 at 12:00 PM BST (UK). 

  

19.1 

 
  

19.2 Ryan Bryant and Stellantis haven’t responded to the customers’ 
reasonable requests which are Data Subject Access Request (DSAR), 
request for a copy of the Return of Goods Order (ROG), details of the 
court that granted the order, and clarification on contradications from 
Stellantis. 

  

19.3 Regulatory Failures 
 
Stellantis’ failure to engage in meaningful dialogue equals a breach of 
DISP “fair consideration”. 
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Legal Threats & Intimidation 
 
 

20 Paula Twist for and on behalf of Walker Morris LLP responds: Rejects 
proposal; threatens ADVICIFAS not to publish “negative, sensitive, 
confidential and/or misleading information.” 

  

20.1 
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20.2 

 
 

We responded to notify Stellantis and Paula Twist that we intend on 
continuing our public campaign and that we won’t be silenced by legal 
threats. 

  

20.3 Regulatory Failures 
 
PRIN 6 & 7: Suppression of transparency over resolution. 
 
DISP 1.6.2R: Attempting to silence rather than resolve. 
 
Equality Act 2010 & FG21/1: Ignored repeated vulnerability disclosures. 
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Details – Stellantis Financial Services UK Limited 
 

Detailed Case 
Summary 

PART 3 

 

This case concerns Stellantis Financial Services UK Ltd and its repeated, 
prolonged, and systemic failure to treat a vulnerable customer fairly — culminating 
in a catastrophic decline in the customer’s mental health, the unlawful repossession 
of their vehicle, and an attempt to take their own life. The failures span across 
regulatory, ethical, and procedural obligations, with evidence to support each claim. 
 
The matter began on 4 October 2023, when Santander blocked the customer’s 
current account, silently failing to make scheduled direct debit payments to 
Stellantis. The customer was led to believe their payments were still being made, 
unaware of the accumulating arrears. Upon realising the issue in February 2024, the 
customer immediately contacted Stellantis (then Vauxhall Financial Services) and 
disclosed their vulnerable circumstances during the call. 
 
Instead of providing support, the Stellantis agent laughed during the disclosure. This 
call, crucial to the customer’s record and pivotal to their complaint, was later 
confirmed by Stellantis to have been deleted. The customer lost trust in Stellantis 
from that moment onward, fearing ridicule and mistreatment, and refrained from 
sharing subsequent financial difficulties as they escalated throughout 2024. 
 
Despite managing to clear arrears in April 2024, the customer eventually fell behind 
again due to rent arrears and eviction. They became homeless in November 2024, a 
fact clearly disclosed by ADVICIFAS in formal complaints. Stellantis ignored this 
vulnerability disclosure, continued uploading legal notices to an inaccessible portal, 
and sent legal documents to an evicted address. 
 
In March 2025, Stellantis proceeded with a repossession order obtained through 
court papers sent to the wrong address. When their agents arrived, the customer 
was subjected to degrading treatment — including being called a “spaka” by the 
repossession agent and being misled into nearly handing over their house keys. 
 
Following the repossession, Stellantis continued to deny forbearance — even 
stating on the record that “even if you win in court, you will not get your car back.” 
Internal system notes confirm this was said. The company made no meaningful 
effort to resolve the complaint or accommodate the customer’s condition. 
 
Numerous complaints were filed, which were: 
 

• Ignored or deflected 

• Sent to mailboxes that were then shut down or changed, 
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• Met with duplicate complaint cases being opened without consent (two per day 
for two weeks), 

• Followed by new default notices being added to the customer’s portal after 
complaints were finally acknowledged — suggesting defensive back-covering 
rather than sincere investigation. 

 
A Final Response Letter was issued in April 2025, where Stellantis: 
 

• Admitted the call recording was deleted, 

• Denied misconduct, and 

• Continued to refuse any meaningful remedy. 
 
Even after learning of the customer’s suicide attempt in July 2025, Stellantis refused 
to offer support. An ambulance was called, but no forbearance was extended, no 
attempt was made to return the vehicle, and no engagement was made with the 
customer’s MP — who had formally offered to intervene. 
 
In August 2025, ADVICIFAS launched a public awareness campaign, supported by 
detailed evidence. In response, Stellantis instructed Walker Morris LLP, who: 
 

• Rejected the customer’s proposal for resolution (£1,000/week with vehicle 
return), 

• Issued a legal letter warning against publishing “negative or sensitive” content 
— a clear attempt to silence our campaign through legal pressure. 
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Failures – Stellantis Financial Services UK Limited 
 

Summary of Key 
Failures 

PART 3 

There are more than several failures within this case, but the failures that stand out 
most are: 
 

• Breach of FCA Principles for Businesses (PRIN): including Principle 6 
(Customers’ interests), Principle 7 (Communications with clients), and 
Principle 11 (Relations with regulators). 

 

• Breach of FG21/1: failure to identify, monitor and support a vulnerable 
customer appropriately. 

 

• Breach of DISP rules: failure to handle complaints fairly, consistently, or within 
regulatory timeframes. 

 

• Breach of Equality Act 2010: discriminatory treatment by Stellantis agents, 
failure to implement reasonable adjustments. 

 

• Breach of GDPR / DPA 2018: refusal by Anglia UK to comply with subject 
access request obligations under Article 15. 

 
This case file makes clear that Stellantis Financial Services UK has prioritised 
reputation management and aggressive enforcement over lawful conduct, empathy, 
and regulatory compliance. Their failure to offer any real resolution — even after the 
most serious of disclosures — has resulted in severe harm, and demands 
immediate attention by the Financial Conduct Authority, MPs, and wider regulatory 
bodies. 
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Accountability – Stellantis Financial Services UK Limited 
 

Accountability 
Statement & 
Notification of 
Imminent Regulatory 
Escalation 

PART 4 

 
 

Despite numerous opportunities to resolve the matter fairly and proportionately, 
Stellantis Financial Services Limited has: 
 

1. Failed to offer any form of appropriate forbearance, despite multiple, repeated 
disclosures of vulnerability and mental health deterioration. 

 
2. Suppressed vital recordings and records, including a call where a vulnerable 

customer was mocked — while claiming those records “no longer exist”. 
 

3. Ignored parliamentary involvement, refusal of reasonable contact, and 
displayed a troubling resistance to accountability. 
 

4. Sought to silence public scrutiny through veiled legal threats, rather than 
address the underlying failures. 
 

 

As a result, we are continuing our evidence gathering and public 
campaign. 
 
If a regulator such as the Financial Conduct Authority (FCA) contact us in addition, 
we will cooperate and comply with any investigation. 
 
The format of this case file ensures that each regulatory breach is clearly mapped to 
its corresponding evidence, enabling regulators to take immediate action without 
requiring further interpretation or investigation. 
 
Should no resolution be reached within the coming days, this document will become 
part of a formal regulatory dossier submitted for enforcement review and policy 
breach investigation. 
 
Stellantis Financial Services UK Limited is now formally on notice. Continued refusal 
to act in line with regulatory obligations will escalate this matter beyond reputational 
harm — into enforceable accountability. 
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ADVICIFAS is able to provide literature in alternative formats. The formats available are: large print, Braille and auto 
CD. If you would like to register to receive correspondence in an alternative format please email us at 
contact@advicifas.org for more information, or give us a call. 

 
ADVICI LTD t/a ADVICIFAS. Registered Office: ADVICIFAS, 124 City Road, London, EC1V 2NX, United Kingdom. www.advicifas.org.  

 


