IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE CLAIM NO HQ 06X00676

QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION

BETWEEN:

DEAN RICHARD WILSON

(TRADING AS CURRICULUM VITAE SITE)

Claimant
-and-
BARCLAYS BANK PLC
Defendant
DEFENCE
1L This Defence is filed on behalf of the Defendant (“Barclays”) in response to

the Claimant’s (“Mr Wilson’s™) Particulars of Claim issued on 7 March 2006.

2. It is denied that Mr Wilson is entitled to the relief claimed, or any relief, for

the reasons alleged or at all.
The Parties

3. At all material times, Barclays provided, under its trading name, Barclays
Merchant Services (“BMS”), amongst other products, “PDQ” (Process Data

Quickly) terminals to enable businesses to accept credit and debit cards from




their customers. BMS also provided an electronic PDQ facility (the “ePDQ
facility”), which enables businesses to operate e-commerce websites on the

internet and take credit and debit cards orders for their goods and services.
The 7 November 2003 Meeting

4. Save that it is denied that it was in September 2003, it is admitted that Mr
Wilson, who, at that time, held a Barclays personal account and a Barclaycard
credit card, enquired about Barclays’ ePDQ facility. It is averred that such

enquiry was made in November 2003.

5 Pursuant to Mr Wilson’s enquiry, it is admitted that on 7 November 2003, Mr
Wilson met a Barclays business manager. During this meeting, Barclays
discussed with Mr Wilson his intention to open an ePDQ facility. At this
meeting Barclays referred Mr Wilson’s enquiry to BMS, who completed,

reviewed and approved applications for ePDQ facilities.

6. After the 7 November 2003 meeting, BMS required further information from
Barclays concerning Mr Wilson’s proposed application. Upon the provision
of such further information, on 18 November 2003, Mr Wilson’s enquiry was

allocated to an Account Manager at BMS.

7 By a letter dated 19 November 2003, BMS acknowledged Mr Wilson’s
enquiry concerning the ePDQ facility and requested that Mr Wilson contact
BMS to provide further information so that BMS could provide a quotation. It
is denied that, at this stage, either Barclays or BMS was required to, or did

provide timescales for the setting up of the ePDQ facility.
The Application

8. By an application form signed by Mr Wilson on 25 November 2003 and
countersigned by Barclays on 26 November 2003, Mr Wilson applied for an
ePDQ facility for his business “Curriculum Vitae Site” (the “Application™).

Upon signing the Application, Mr Wilson agreed that, if the Application was
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the ePDQ facility to be set up by 1 December 2003. The provision of the date
of trading in the Application is required to determine whether the application

may be approved.

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 (which is £821.71 per day). Itis denied that this figure was accepted
by Barclays as a valid figure as alleged or at all. Mr Wilson has failed to
provide any particulars or evidence of the potential turnover of his business

and he is put to strict proof thereof.

By a letter dated 18 December 2003, Barclays informed Mr Wilson that his
Application had been accepted subject to Mr Wilson providing security in the
form of deferred settlement for 90 days. Mr Wilson accepted this offer by

countersigning the same letter.

By a letter dated 19 December 2003, Barclays confirmed that Mr Wilson’s
application had been accepted and that he could begin the installation process
of the ePDQ facility.

Pursuant to Barclays Merchant Conditions, from 19 December 2003, BMS
rendered an invoice for a joining fee of £50.00 and an ePDQ management fee
of £25.00 and, from January 2004 onwards, monthly invoices for the ePDQ

management fee only.

Alleged delay in installation of the ePDQ facility



















