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Introduction
1L Pursuant to the Order of Master Rose dated 6 June 2006, this is the directions

hearing that has been listed for the purposes of directions to be agreed for the

hearing of the Claimant and Defendant’s summary judgment applications.

2. Although the directions proposed are not likely to be disputed, the Defendant
considered it appropriate to set out the current position in these proceedings as

there has been some confusion regarding the hearing of the applications.

3. The Claimant’s claim is for damages for loss of revenue and earnings of

£122,916.75 and exemplary damages to be assessed caused as a result of the
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alleged delay of the Defendant in setting up the Claimant’s ePDQ facility' for

his website business. The Defendant disputes the claim in its entirety.

The background to these proceedings is as follows:

The Claim Form was issued on 7 March 2006 and the Defence was served

on 7 April 2006;

By an Application Notice dated 11 April 2006 and served and filed on 19
April 2006, the Claimant applied for summary judgment on the basis that
the Defence consists of a bare denial of the facts and has no real prospect
of success. The Claimant attached some evidence to his application,
although he provided no witness statement in support of his case. The
Defendant was not served with either the application or the evidence in

support.

The Claimant’s summary judgment application was first listed for 3 May
2000, although the Defendant received no notice of a hearing on that date.
The Defendant is not aware of what happened at the 3 May 2006 hearing,

or, indeed, whether such hearing took place.

By an order dated 8 May 2006, which refers to an Order dated 3 May
2006 that adjourned the Claimant’s summary judgment application
hearing until 6 June 2006, it was ordered that any further directions be
reserved until 6 June. On 10 May 2006, the Defendant received the 8
May Order, which put the Defendant on notice that the Claimant had

issued a summary judgment application.

On 25 May 2006, Counsel for the Defendant, having been unable to be
heard before Master Rose, went before the Practice Master, Master
Turner, requesting the 6 June hearing to be vacated in light of the

Defendant’s pending summary judgment application. At this hearing,

' An ePDQ facility, as explained at paragraph 3 of the Defence, is an electronic facility, which enables
businesses to operate e-commerce websites on the internet and take credit and debit card payments for
the goods and services to be provided.
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By letters dated 2 June to the Court and the Claimant, the Defendant’s
solicitors confirmed that there was no 6 June hearing and that

arrangements would be made to list the applications in due course.

By an order dated 6 June 2006, this case is now listed for the directions

hearing to be heard today.

The day before this directions hearing, on 13 June, the Defendant’s solicitors
also received notice of the Claimant’s application dated 3 June 2006, for
permission to commence contempt of court proceedings against the Defendant
in relation to statements in the Defence under CPR r.32.14 (see also, 1.31.23).
A hearing in relation to this application is listed for 26 June before Master
Rose. It is noted that the Claimant has not alleged what statements in the

Defence are alleged to be false.



















