Your Ref: LIT-002213/BF

I refer to your complaint against Barclays Bank plc in relation to Waste Lubricating Oils Limited (“WLOL”).   What of Robert Owen International Limited, (ROIL) ?
I apologize for the delay in providing a response to your complaint, but you have provided us with a very large quantity of material in relation to this matter, which it has been necessary for us to review in depth. To summarise that material, it appears that there are three aspects to your complaint. I set these out below and respond to each point in turn. Twelve months is more than adequate time to investigate the sample five cases.
1. First, you allege that Barclays conduct in March 1983 caused the failure of a deal to sell WLOL to Tarmac Industrial Holdings Limited (“Tarmac”).  
· The Medium Term Loan was in order when you called in all the monies on the 29th March 1983 the next interest payment being due on 6th April.

Barclays’ actions were driven solely by our concern about WLOL’s financial position and we refute any suggestion that Barclays’ actions caused the failure of the deal to sell WLOL. The decision to stop WLOL’s accounts and illegally demand repayment of the sums advanced was made on the basis that WLOL’s financial position was very poor and had no prospect of improving. In short, this decision was as a result of the poor financial position of WLOL and not a cause of it.

· Alan Pigdon the Poole manager said that he had no control over the stopping of WLOL’s  accounts, it was done from head office.

· After sending the Freehold Deeds to Solicitors for the consummation of the deal, why two/three days after sending them, or alternatively, two three days before consummation of the deal with Tarmac did you stop our accounts ?

· Exhibit ‘7’ shows that on the 22nd March 1983 Barclays sent the property deeds to the solicitors for the completion of the deal with Tarmac in three days time thereby removing any exposure to Barclays but your intervention wrecked the deal, ‘contractual interference’.

·  How did Tarmac know that Richard Stone of Cork Gully was to be appointed Receiver over WLOL before I was told ?

· I find it too much of a coincidence that Tarmac’s Chairman, Barclay’s Andrew Buxton and Sir Kenneth Cork of Cork Gully were all directors of the Bank of England at the time and socialized together.

· The situation of WLOL was temporary due to the miners strike causing the use of raw waste oil to be burned at power stations to supplement coal, look at exhibit 14 after the receivership.
2. Second, you suggest that there was some impropriety in relation to the sum paid for WLOL.
· Barclays’ appointed Richard Stone of Cork Gully knowing that he was closely involved with Tarmac Industrial Holdings of Birmingham.
· Stone then proceeded to orchestrate a sale at gross undervalue, which was his known modus operandi, see Exhibit 16 Cannings.
You state that the balance sheet of Flowen Oils Limited (provided as exhibit 13 on your website) demonstrates that Tarmac received £610,000 to purchase WLOL. I have considered this document and am unable to draw the same conclusion. You then go on to suggest that, as Tarmac in fact paid £65k for WLOL, this supposed difference of £545k was a “sweetener for the fraudsters”. It is unclear whether you are suggesting that Barclays was involved in any fraud
· Corruption is regrettably synonymous with the banking industry, see; the Bible, St. Matthew 20, 12/13, Jesus, “Ye have made my house into a den of thieves” and also Timothy, 1 Chapter 6 paragraph 10, “the love of money is the root of all evil.”  Then go to, www.safe-online.org Gallery, video No 2 where Andrew Buxton, CEO of Barclays can be seen joining his friend Sir Geoffrey Walton, (an ex Lord Mayor of London), a prayer of thanks for money.   Walton also illegally sat as judge to hear my Summons against Buxton for forgery.

· Your Receiver only shows £65k as having been received from Tarmac.

· He also shows on ROIL £50k Tax being paid, but the Revenue did not receive it ?

· SAFE offered to arrange a mini seminar for the current Barclay executive presented by the Barclays National Recoveries Manager during the salient period was based at HQ and reported directly to the Chairman and main Board.  He was/is willing to educate you all as to what really went on in the eighties, (if you didn’t know).

   or, indeed, what that fraud was  but I strongly refute any suggestion that Barclays was involved in any impropriety.     Well you would.  
3.
Third, you allege that Barclays forged documentation, for example a Facility Letter dated 8 December 1981.     Your allegation of forgery is based on the fact that you were in the United States from 1 to 13 December 1981. Whilst I do not dispute your evidence that you were in the United States during this period, this fact alone is far from being conclusive of fraud. One simple explanation may be that you did not sign the Facility Letter on the same date as the other signatory.
Look at the facts;
· The Facility Letter I am supposed to have signed on the 8th December 1981, was covered by a letter dated the 7th, see Exhibit 20, the securities were registered at Companies House on Tuesday the 15th, the day I returned to the office.    Barclays post book would undoubtedly show that the securities were sent at the latest on Friday the 11th arriving at Companies House on Monday 14th through their system for sealing on Tuesday the 15th, (On Wednesday 16th I was at Barclay’s Christmas bash at the Mansion House Poole).    Therefore during the whole ‘exposure’ of the facility letter I was not only out of the office, but out of the country in America.   The closing paragraph of the letter from Alan Pigdon shown at Exhibit 8 confirms he knew my movements.
· When asked for Facility Letter by the Police Fraud Unit for it to be forensically tested Barclay’s solicitors, Salans Hertzfeld & Heilbronn Hrk, London told the Police that the originals had been inadvertently destroyed.    The production of the said letter would prove my claim.
· The Banks Barrister, Miss Proudman was in difficulties, (as was the deputy judge Michael Ogden QC who may have to find contrary to the ‘Green Form), because we had tabled the then unpublished ‘Cryne Case’ as Precedent law and she then produced the Facility letter to the court, saying; “We had not wanted to use this but Mr. Owen leaves us no alternative”. 

You have received opinions on your complaints from both Counsel and an accountant. You have brought numerous proceedings, including to the High Court and the European Court of Human Rights, and made complaints to the Police. None of these individuals or entities has ever suggested that you have a valid claim against Barclays.

Most crucially, you settled your claim with Barclays in 1989 for the sum of £70,000, in full knowledge of all of your allegations detailed above  a fact acknowledged as significant by the Court of Appeal when considering your case in 1999. I see no reason to set aside that settlement agreement. 

I do because:

· Barclays’ did not honour the agreement, your Solicitors letter shown as Exhibit 32 states quite clearly;  “We confirm that upon payment of £70,000 within the agreed time limit the Debenture in favour of the Bank by Robert Owen International Limited will be discharged and the appropriate Memorandum of Satisfaction lodged”.     
· Barclays’ did not remove it or  my/our names or ROIL from the Inter Bank data base of delinquent bank customers as we discovered years later after having invested in international projects which could not succeed because we were ‘black listed’.   See Exhibit 32 thru 36 and the advice dated 24th Oct 1994 provided in response to your questions you raised on 25th June 2007.

· You illegally interfered with and controlled the Receiver you had appointed, see the file notes of John Rimmer our solicitor of the 26th & 27th April 1983 provided in response to your questions you raised on 25th June 2007.    Your legal team argued that the Receiver, although appointed by you was my Agent !
· You have totally ignored Barclays corrupt appointment over Robert Owen International, (ROIL), which was done purely to obtain the FLOWEN Patents and Trade Marks which were then sold to Tarmac for £50, (FIFTY POUNDS).

· Why would the Receiver want the Trade Name and Patents when he sold the assets for well below break up value ?

· You illegally removed £8,354.07 from ROIL’s bank account, see Exhibit 11.
· Barclays’ was aware that ROIL had a promise of financial support from ICFC, see letter of the 21st February 1983.

· ROIL had half of  FLOWEN ENERGY CORPORATION Texas, which owned the several million dollar Flowen Oil Delaware Valley Inc and had the US Licence for America.
· We had advised that if the Tarmac deal fell through we would do a reverse acquisition through Flowen Energy Corporation Texas.
I therefore regret to inform you that we will not be upholding your complaint and that we consider this matter closed.   We don’t.
