On behalf of: Claimant
By: D. Wilson

No. 1

Date:3™ July 2006

Claim Number: HQ06X00676
Mr Dean Richard Wilson trading as Curriculum Vitae Site
(claimant)
_V_

Barclays Bank PLC
(defendant)

Witness statement containing the information as specified in Practice

Direction 32, paragraph 28.2(1)

|, Dean Richard Wilson (the claimant) of
I <t that pursuant to Practice Direction 32, paragraph 28.2(1):
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With reference to paragraph 17 of the defence statement:
“It is further denied that the ePDQ facility took three months to set up as alleged.
The ePDQ facility was set up on 22 December 2003."

| believe that this statement is false for the following reasons:

The defendant has previously admitted liability for the fact that the ePDQ facility was
late and also admitted that it took three months to set up.

The defendant has previously documented in an internal action history note dated 10
February 2004 that the ePDQ had not been set up by that date and so they would
refund the epdg management fee for the two months that were delayed.

The defendant has previously documented in an action history note dated 234
February 2004 that the two months ePDQ management fee had been refunded (£50
+ vat) and that they had left a message to advise me of this.

The defendant has previously confirmed the successful refund of the two months
ePDQ management fee in a Merchant Invoice statement dated 29th February 2004.

| believe that the maker knew that this statement was false at the time that he
made it because:

As previously mentioned, the defendant has already admitted liability for the delay of
the processing of my ePDQ application.
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With reference to paragraph 10 of the defence statement:

“It is further admitted that Mr Wilson provided in his application that the forecast
annual business turnover for Mr Wilson's business would be £300,000. It is denied
that this figure was accepted by Barclays as a valid figure as alleged or at all.”

I believe that this statement is false for the following reasons:

The figure of £300,000 was entered onto the defendants own internal computer
system ARAMIS as being the amount of business turnover- reference 422755.

The figure of £300,000 was entered onto the defendants own internal computer
system ARAMIS as being the amount of business turnover- reference 428709.

The figure of £300,000 was entered onto the defendants own internal computer
system ARAMIS as being the amount of business turnover- reference 427389.

The figure of £300,000 was used by the defendant in order to base its transaction and
commission charges on - reference 422755.

The figure of £300,000 was used by the defendant in order to base its transaction and
commission charges on - reference 428709.

The figure of £300,000 was used by the defendant in order to base its transaction and
commission charges on - reference 427389.

The figure of £300,000 was relayed as the figure of business turnover from the
defendants small business manager to the defendants merchant services
department.

The figure of £300,000 was entered onto an agreement form that was signed on
behalf of the defendant.

The figure of £300,000 was documented by the defendant as being used as the basis
to request a non-interest bearing £150,000 cash deposit.

The figure of £300,000 was documented by the defendant as being used as the basis
to request a 90-day deferred payment system.

The income received by the defendant through the ePDQ facility by means of
transaction commissions and charges was based on the sum of £300,000.

| believe that the maker knew that this statement was false at the time that he
made it because:

The defendant has processed card payments through the ePDQ facility that have
generated revenue for them by means of commission charges and fees. The
commission rates of these charges and fees were based on the figure of £300,000.
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against the defendant will ensure a much greater level of transparency that now
appears to be required to ensure that the court is able to deal with the case as justly
as possible.







