Consumer Complaints Service
The Law Society

Victoria Court

8 Dormer Place

Leamington Spa
Warwickshire. CV32 SAE

19" June 2006

Dear Sir or Madam,

Re: Mr Dean Richard Wilson trading as Curriculum Vitae Site v Barelays Bank PLC
Claim Number: HQ06X00676

Following a recent chain of events I wish to make a formal complaint regarding the professional
misconduct of the solicitors representing the defendant in the above case. It has been noted that the
following individuals employed by the defendants legal representatives, namely DLA Piper Rudnick Gray
Cary, have collectively deceived and misled the High Court in an attempt to manipulate and disrupt the
proceedings of the current claim that I have against their client. I view this matter as extremely serious.

The three individuals I wish to report to you regarding this breach of conduct are:

Mr Sean Barton -DLA Piper -Leeds office
Mr Graham Trace- DLA Piper -Leeds office
Ms Charlotte Eborall - DLA Piper -London office

My reasons for this are as follows:

The defendant was served with an application notice for summary judgement on the 21% April 2006,
however, in a document dated 13™ June 2006 (attached) the defendants solicitors have denied to the High
Court that they received this application notice. For information, the Royal Mail reference number for the
proof of delivery of the application notice is: ZV060737243GB and the proof of delivery is attached.

The hearing of this application was originally listed for 11:30am on the 3™ May 2006, however, despite
being served with a sealed application notice for summary judgement on the 21% April 2006 neither the
defendant or their solicitors chose to attend the hearing. The defendants solicitors claim that they did not
turn up to the hearing on the 3™ May 2006 because they were not given any notice of it beforehand.

The hearing for the summary judgment was therefore adjourned until the 6% June 2006.

In addition to the above denial regarding the supposed nan receipt of my summary judgment application, it
has now also recently come to light in two documents that were recently given to me by the defendants
solicitors on the 14™ June 2006, that the defendants solicitors have been giving two different versions of
events to the court and to myself regarding their clients application for summary judgement.

In an attempt to have my summary judgement hearing listed on the 6™ June 2006 adjourned for now a
second time, unbeknown to me the defendants solicitors had approached the practice Master at the High
Court on the 25™ May 2006 regarding a summary judgment application that they wanted to submit on behalf
of the defendant.

The first time [ was made aware of this sudden application was after having been left two very misleading
messages on my voicemail by the defendants solicitors on the 1% June 2006 (transcripts attached), that gave
me the option to consider my position and respond either on that day or the next (2™ June). Interestingly, it




Ioyucsi.

As the defendants solicitors had refrained from telling me that an application had been made until the 1%
June 2006, together with the fact that the a great deal more conflicting information came to light in the
attached documents that were handed to me on the 14" June 2006 (the defendants draft order and skeleton
argument for directions) , my suspicions began to grow as to the integrity of the whole situation which is
then what led me to submit this formal complaint. For clarity, the two documents that were given to me on
the 14™ June 2006 were only handed to me by Charlotte Eborall of DLA Piper five minutes before I was
due to go into a directions hearing on the 14™ June 2006. For the record, it was also at this point that I first
learned that the reason the defendant did not turn up to the hearing on the 3™ May 2006 was apparently due
to them not receiving the summary judgment application notice on the 21 April 2006.

Having read the defendants skeleton argument document properly over the course of the next day or so
following the directions hearing on the 14™ June 2006, the impression that I got from the defendants
solicitors was that they had only been required to gain my consent on the 1* June 2006. Because of this, I
telephoned the Master Support Unit on the 16™ June 2006 to ask at exactly when the defendants solicitors
would have been told that they would have to seek my consent to have the hearing adjourned again. To my
astonishment, T was told that the defendants solicitors would have known or would have at least been told
on the 25" May 2006 that in order to have the hearing adjourned then they would have had to have sought
my consent. This therefore clearly shows that the defendants solicitors purposefully decided to leave it for
one whole week before they attempted to contact me to seek my consent in order to manipulate the situation
and secure the result that they had wanted from the outset; that being that the hearing be vacated again so as

to avoid summary judgment.

It is clear by the evidence enclosed that the defendants solicitors are attempting to disrupt the course of
justice by acting in an extremely dishonest and unprofessional manner. I find this totally unacceptable and
request that the matter be investigated thoroughly.

Please note that a copy of this letter has also been sent to the Queen’s Bench Division of the High Court of
Justice. Should you require any further information regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to contact
me at your convenience.

Yours faithfully

Dean Richard Wilson

Enc.










