
EDM 1297 Test Case Template
with regards to being seriously oppressed

Name of their 
Majesties’ 
subject:

Anonymous

General description of how they have been seriously oppressed:

1. Lloyds Bank filed for bankruptcy in 1893, illegally, 
when what the landowner owed to them was 
£28,000, a very small proportion, with the total debt 
of £0.5 million and total assets over 1 million, which 
filing goes against the Bankruptcy Act of 1884.

2. Creditors doubled their claims because they were not 
independently and adequately audited, nor are they 
now. 

3. Lloyds Bank withdrew their petition after about three 
months, but the landowner was ruined financially, 
because by filing the bankruptcy the bank destroyed 
his ability to borrow. 

List of Key Documented Evidence supporting the above general description of serious 
oppression:

1. Letter from the Public Record Office to show that the creditors 
doubled their claims.

2. Excerpts from Lloyds Bank Minute Book.

Participant(s) in the banking system that have been identified as being in the frame – and a 
general description of how their activities have caused the subject to be seriously 
oppressed:

1. Chairman of Lloyds Bank in 1893, political friend of a 
political enemy of the landowner.

with regards to the banking system’s failure to control greed, risk-taking and/or speculation 

Identified 
Participant

Evidence

Account of the assets and the debts, proving the breach of law in 
filing for bankruptcy, given by an economic historian Dr S. 
Chapman in his paper on the subject. 

The landowner as a result lost all his estate of 25,000 acres, three 
homes, and unique art collections, and seat in the House of Lords. 

List of Documented Evidence indicating uncontrolled speculation 
having seriously oppressed their Majesties’ subject named above:



Systemic Implications: 

There should be legislation preventing creditors doubling/fiddling their claims. 

Additional comments: 

A bill to ensure adequate and independent auditing of creditors’ claims was drafted and 
prepared for a debate in the House of Lords, but then the hereditary peers were 
unconstitutionally thrown out, and the bill never saw the light of day – it can easily be 
revived and debated, for the problem is still there, and increasingly topical in the current 
context.


