
In September 2008, at the height of the financial crash, NatWest business banking demanded a 
personal guarantee (PG) from my husband.  The PG was not intended to support his business with 
further lending but to retrospectively appropriate our family home. The PG was presented by a 
business relationship manager at a meeting to which only my husband was called, without the usual 
safeguards of disclosure to shareholders or legal advice. With hindsight, we now know what straits 
the banks were in and what methods they were using to sequester funds at that time.  
 
The precedent set by Mr Lampert’s case in 1998, concerning personal guarantees (PGs), allows 
lenders to make an immediate call on a guarantor’s assets, irrespective of any attempt to recover 
monies from the borrower.  I believe that this decision has smoothed a path for financial entities to 
target family homes with what they see as an entitlement. Lenders can treat a family home purely as 
a realisable asset, which they now do without any consideration of the unquantifiable cost to 
unsuspecting families and to society as a whole.  
 
A lender will ask for a statement of personal assets when demanding a PG. In most cases the lender 
looks at the equity in a family home as the primary source of funds. What the above precedent 
allows them to do is to call on the PG as a first recourse and force the sale of the family home.  This 
has emboldened the financial sector to use PGs primarily as a predatory instrument.  
 
I do not believe that anyone involved in the making of laws which allowed the use of a family home 
as security for a business could have imagined the mis-use to which they are now put: forcing 
completely innocent families and spouses out of their homes which have been used as security – 
possibly against their wishes.  
 
No guarantor understands that the lender may call on the guarantor’s assets, without question and 
without notice, at any time after the PG has been signed, irrespective of the borrower’s position.  
They may have considered the options around the borrower being unable to repay a loan. Even a 
Company Director, who stands guarantor in a personal capacity and who might assume that s/he has 
some control over the business borrowing, is unaware that s/he is completely subject to the vagaries 
of the lender.  
 
My point is that a PG allows the lender to deliberately target family and jointly-owned homes, using 
the equity in a home, without the usual safeguards*.  The guarantor, who in most cases will not be 
aware of the above precedent, is put in an untenable position where they have to put their trust 
wholly in the lender to act with restraint, fairly and considerately, in accordance with the accepted 
belief that a guarantee is a final recourse.  This belief is perpetuated by the lenders. Unfortunately, 
this is often not how PGs are used.  
 

*Home Equity Loans 
PGs predominantly depend on the equity in a family home as security for a loan. No lender will 
deny this. It must be recognised that banks, however, commonly use PGs to sidestep the legal 
safeguards which should protect home-owners from their home being used in this way without 
their consent.  Home Equity Loans require the specific and written consent of joint owners. 
https://www.homeequityloans.co.uk/use-half-of-equity-in-jointly-owned-property.html 
Can I Use My Half of the Equity in a Jointly Owned Property to Get a Loan? 
Yes, but you will need the other person’s consent. 

 
 
In my case, a PG was used purely predatorily. My account of what happened to my family and I is 
attached.  I believe Mr Lampert’s case opened the floodgates of PG abuse by lenders.  The following 
illustrates how this abuse affected my family:  



 
The bank does not intend to rely on recourse to borrower 
A PG was demanded at the point when it was clear that business could not pay. There was no 
intention whatsoever to recoup money from the business. No further help was given to assist the 
business to any position of recovery.  
The bank had previously lent freely to a Ltd Company, unsecured, well-remunerated, and had made 
its own decisions on risk in the run up to the Lehman Bros crash, possibly more informed about the 
state of the financial system than SMEs.  
 
A culture of entitlement to personal property  
The culture of entitlement to the personal property of a guarantor was so entrenched that the bank 
even considered that they were entitled to demand a PG from a guarantor after the event with the 
specific aim of annexing our family home. This now appears to be the lender’s established 
interpretation of how a PG can be used. A PG is a collection vehicle. 
The bank was then able to transfer their risk entirely to a third party – including a party who was 
known to object. The PG allowed them to do this without any checks.  
 
The lender does not explore any other avenues of recouping funds 
The bank did nothing to help him recover monies from debtor clients. 
At the time of demanding the PG, the bank’s relationship manager had suggested that the business 
debt might be transferred to a small sister company. This persuaded my husband that a PG was a 
formality – as he said at the time: it was a tick the box exercise; a ‘gentlemen’s agreement’. After the 
PG had been signed, however, the bank did not rely on transferring the debt to another company 
but sent a letter calling for direct payment from my husband, personally, just 4 months after his first 
suicide attempt.  
They also arbitrarily added a small, defunct PG of £9000 to the total, (which they later removed 
when it was questioned by me). 
 
When an insolvency business is involved – a family home is the first target   
The PG resulted in my husband’s mental ill-health and then his personal bankruptcy. The bank later 
wrote that they had called on the PG in early May 2009 because of my husband’s ‘personal 
bankruptcy’ – but in fact the PG caused his personal bankruptcy 6 months later.  
IPs have the responsibility to verify all claims and documentation. In reality, however, this is not in 
an IP’s interests and the circumstances of a PG are not questioned. A PG becomes a blank cheque for 
money collectors, too.   
Whilst my husband had insurances, insurance mis-selling and income which met his obligations, his 
IP was only interested in selling our family home - and in the lucrative legal process which he was 
intent on pursuing – which the PG allowed him license to do. 
Pleas to the bank at this time resulted in a reply the IP’s actions were not the bank’s decision.     
  
 
Jane Farmer 
 
 
 
 
 


