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~ Dear Prime Minister

| am concerned at the lack of redress available in the event of non-performance of the
“‘codes of practice” and “service standards” which are being published by numerous
companies, organisations, and public utilities, including the Post Office. The government has
itself issued a “Citizens Charter”. They are all chock full of pledges.

These solemn pledges are being showered on the UK public like confetti, and apparently
have about as much value, as they apparently have no legal standing whatsoever. They
appear to be totally unregulated. Consequently, If the issuer of a code of practice chooses
not to stand by its pledges, the public has no legal redress or right of hearing by any
independent third party. As matters stand, the whole concept of a “code of practice” is a PR
person’s dream. An avalanche of promises, and all without any independent accountability.

| discovered this totally unsatisfactory situation during the course of bringing a series of
“David and Goliath”, High Court Actions against Shell, for breach of confidence and/or
breach of contract. It has been a long drawn out battle which would have been cut short if
Shell had upheld its Statement of General Business Principles, which require honesty,
integrity and openness in all its dealings. To be fair to Shell Transport, its former
Chairman, Sir John Jennings, did intervene on my behalf on a number of occasions, but
only after | had resorted to extreme measures to put my case.

Shell has settled in our favour the first three High Court Actions that my company brought
against it. | am now involved in a fourth claim. During the course of prosecuting the latest
action, | have pointed out to Shell that certain Senior Directors and Shell Managers have
acted in flagrant breach of Shell's core principles. Mr Wiseman, the Legal Director of Shell
UK has confirmed that similar to a bet placed with a bookmaker, the pledges are binding in
honour only. There is apparently no redress of any kind, legal or otherwise. | say this after
seeking advice from Leading Counsel and speaking to numerous regulatory authorities of
every conceivable kind.
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Apparently Shell is free to disregard its pledges of honesty, integrity and openness
whenever it suits them, which in my experience, is very often. In this connection, | attach a
copy of a document entitled “An Insight Into Shell”.

On initial examination, “codes of practice” appear to provide a free guarantee of ethical
conduct and good service. They encourage people who are keen on ethical business
operations to do business with or even purchase shares in the relevant companies. There is
evidence (from the Co-op Bank) that this is the case. But unless such codes are backed up
by law, or by an independent compliance authority, they are worse than useless, as they
can give people a false sense of security.

Even the BBC has joined the fray by publishing a “Statement of Promises to Viewers and
Listeners”. | have therefore sent a copy of this communication to an even higher authority -
Anne Robinson of Watchdog fame (who may be interested from a consumer standpoint

— regarding certain information in the attached document). | hope that one of you will take up
this important issue, which effects every one of us as we go about our lives.

Yours sincerely

John Donovan
Managing Director

01/10/98



A UNIQUE INSIGHT INTO SHELL

BY JOHN DONOVAN

INTRODUCTION

The fact that you are reading this page suggests that you have an interest in Shell — the giobal oil
giant. Please invest a few minutes in reading about my dealings with Shell. If you are a long
term Shell shareholder (as | am) it will reveal to you information that you should have been aware
of years ago. Although my account of relevant events may appear to be incredible, what | have to
say is entirely true. It involves the most senior executive Directors of the Royal Dutch/Shell
Group, Mr Mark Moody-Stuart, Mr Cor Herkstroter and various Shell managers. All people
currently working within the Group. It provides a unique insight into Shell.

It also allows me to rebut the deceptive and inaccurate comments made by Shell in recent press
statements, one of which has resulted in a libel action that I filed against Shell on 24™ April 1998.
In their initial press statement, Shell commented on three High Court Actions that DM brought
against them, without mentioning that Shell had settled all three in our favour. That was a clear
deception, which implied that our current claim in respect of the SMART loyalty scheme is
bogus. | understand that | am duty bound to mitigate the damage to my reputation by setting out
the true facts.

Judge for yourself whether their senior Directors and managers abide with and uphoid the
pledges of honesty, integrity and openness, proclaimed in the Statement of General Business
Principles published by the Royal Dutch/Shell Group.

BACKGROUND HISTORY

For over a decade, a number of multi-million pound promotions for Shell were developed from
idea’s which my company, Don Marketing, put to Shell in strictest confidence. They were widely
acknowledged as the most innovative and successful petrol promotions ever mounted in the UK.
Ideas are in fact the lifeblood of the advertising and promotions world. Agencies can be richly
rewarded for devising an idea capable of catching the public’s attention. The success of a major
promotion in which a client invests several million pounds, depends on the novelty and appeal of
the basic idea. Shell has routinely paid us £50,000 each time we have devised a unique idea for
short-term promotions. Substantial further fees were received for each scheme.

it had seemed that this mutually successful relationship would continue in the nineties, with a
number of DM promotions for Shell kicking-off the decade, including the £4.5 million pounds Star
Trek themed scratch card game. | could have never have guessed that the next five years of my
life would be spent bringing a succession of High Court Actions against Shell.

Our relationship with Shell changed when, in 1992, a young man, Mr Andrew Lazenby, became
Shell UK’s National Promotions Manager. A colleague and | presented a succession of
promotional concepts to him in strictest confidence between May and November of that year. Six
High Court Writs against Shell UK Limited have stemmed from those proposals and associated
matters.



THE NINTENDO GAME

One unforgettable day on 18 June 1993, | tured over a page in my Daily Mail and saw a colourful
advert for a Nintendo themed game on Shell forecourts. | had presented a similar scheme to Mr
Lazenby in 1992, after first obtaining approval from Nintendo. He had sent me a fax message
towards the end of February 1993 saying that he would let me know when there was any further
progress on our proposal. Since it was clear from the advert that something was very much
amiss, | decided to take the precaution of recording the telephone call that | made to Mr Lazenby
to challenge him on the matter. Recording my conversations with him turned out to be one of the
wisest things | have ever done. | informed him that in my view the promotion was quite obviously
based on our proposal. Mr Lazenby categorically denied that this was the case.

Later the same day, | informed Mr Lazenby that the scratch-off material on many of the game
pieces was insecure to the extent that staff at participating stations could pick out the game
pieces containing free “game-boy” prizes, before the relevant game pieces were given to
motorists. The transcripts of the recordings show that he subsequently accepted that this was
the case. Nonetheless, he allowed the promotion to continue on Shell forecourts for its full
promotional period, on the basis that “game-boys” (at £60 each) were not high value prizes.

| subsequently wrote to Mr Lazenby confirming our claim that the promotion was based on DM’s
proposal to him. In due course, | received a letter from Mr David Vamey, a Managing Director of
Shell UK Limited, claiming that he had personally carried out an investigation. He said that Mr
Lazenby had NO involvement in the promotion. Discovery documents subsequently proved that
in fact, Nintendo’s agents presented their proposal to Mr Lazenby; he had subsequently
discussed the promotion with them on the telephone; he took the decision for Shell to proceed
with it; he was involved throughout its development and preparation. DM also discovered that in
fact Mr Varney had not carried out a personal investigation. His letter was exposed as a cover-
up. Mr Vamney is now Chief Executive of Transco.

MEGA MATCH

DM presented a Shell-led promotional consortium proposal to Mr Lazenby in May 1992, called
MegaMatch. With his approval, DM approached Woolworth, Safeway Supermarkets and Little
Chef inviting them to join the proposed consortium. After spending months on the project, to
our astonishment, in a letter notifying us of his decision not to proceed with the concept for the
time being, Mr Lazenby casually mentioned that he had himself been speaking to a variety of
potential partners. This was a flagrant breach of the terms on which DM had disclosed the
concept to him. We still do not know the names of the companies that he approached.

MAKE MONEY

DM also proposed to Mr Lazenby that Shell should run a new version of the “Make Money”
matching halves game, that had proved to be spectacularly successful in 1983. Mr Lazenby
subsequently secretly produced a Make Money game, even though he already had a copy of a
Joint Rights Agreement between Shell and DM in respect of the concept. When | asked outright
if a Make Money game was in production, he gave a deceptive response (this is confirmed on
transcripts of the telephone conversation). When | offered to send him further evidence of our
rights to Make Money, he said that he would not believe it even if | did send it. Fortunately, his
manner led me to investigate further and | discovered from a source that in fact, the game was in
production. | had caught him red-handed. DM issued a High Court Writ against Shell. Contrary
to a recent press statement by Shell, we made the Make Money claim nearly a year after 1 had
notified Shell of the Nintendo claim. Shell eventually gave me a ten-minute ultimatum to accept a
settlement offer on the Make Money claim. The ultimatum was on the basis that if DM rejected
the offer, Shell would switch to an alternative promotion already being prepared. We
subsequently discovered that the alternative promotion was “Now Showing” - one of the other
DM claims which Shell subsequently settled. In other words, Shell’s ultimatum threat was based
entirely on switching to another DM concept, which Mr Lazenby had clandestinely adopted. If we
had known the true facts, we would not have accepted the settlement figure that was offered.












