Ref 3Z019705
Dear Sirs,
Please refer to the included copies of previous correspondence with your insurance claims department.
I feel that the handling of the claim has been unsatisfactory and the settlement is unfair. The reasons for this are explained below. 
1. The claim assessor refers to the following clause in the policy, as an explanation as to why only £50 for the settlement has been paid. The reason why £500 was paid was apparently based on misreading of this clause.

· The maximum We will pay You for all articles lost, damaged or stolen in any one incident is limited to £50 if You cannot provide satisfactory proof of ownership and value.
[bookmark: _GoBack]This statement is deliberately ambiguous. If it was supposed to say that £50 is the total amount payable then this should be stated explicitly. There is no use of the word total. It was read to mean every item has a maximum of £50. The claim assessor is now saying it means the total for the settlement can only be £50. If this was the intent of the clause then is why not make it clear as it is in the clauses below, from the same policy. They are worded without ambiguity.
· The maximum We will pay You for any cigarettes or alcohol lost, damaged or stolen is limited to £50 in total under this policy.
· The maximum we will pay for mobile telephones is limited to £100 per Insured Person
2.  If it had been written clearly, in ambiguous terms, I would have seen it as unfair and would not have taken out the policy. On a baggage claim the likelihood of having receipts for all clothes and other claimed items would be slim. If the claim is limited to £50 then not only would your maximum of £1500 be nonsensical, but the excess cost would be more than the amount claimed. The majority of baggage claims will be largely unreceipted, and if there was a limitation of £50 imposed the majority of claimants would gain nothing from taking out this policy.  
3.  I am not the only one to whom the claim is ambiguous. In the first response the assessor offered a £500 settlement based on the policy reading. In the second the offer was changed to £50, with a misunderstanding of Aria’s own policy cited as the reason for the change. The ambiguity is shown by the fact that it was read one way in the first response to the claim and the other way the second time. 
4.  In the first response, the assessor offered a £500 settlement, claiming that £500 was the maximum settlement for an unreceipted claim. We pointed out there was no mention of £500 as a maximum in the policy. Their explanation was to say that they misread the clause to be £500 when it should have been £50, making use of the ambiguity of the £50 clause rather than admitting than the initial figure had been fabricated. This is farcical. If there was a misreading, then why did the assessor go through the trouble of working out the claims settlement breakdown which coincidentally works out at exactly £500.They did not work out the true figure and then say that the maximum we can pay is £500.
5.  You have totally ignored the fact that we sent proof - photographs of me wearing the rucksack and the shoes, totalling £210, as well as the offer of all the holiday photographs which would have shown most of my clothes - and did not ask for any other proof of value.
· If You cannot provide an original receipt, valuation report or other satisfactory proof of ownership (for example, a photograph of You wearing the article) and value to support the claim, payment for any one article
I put forward an honest claim for the contents of my rucksack and your response to my claim seems to be designed to pay the minimum possible rather than a fair settlement. As I challenged the illogical nature of some aspects of the settlement, new justifications were introduced not only to deny my valid complaints over the unfairness of the original settlement, but to suggest I deserved even less. 
I will consult the financial ombudsman for their assessment of the claim if it still cannot be settled.  
Yours Faithfull, 
Matthew Turner








