D up licate SUPREME COURT OF QUEENSLAND

REGISTRY: BRISBANE

NUMBER: 6031/25

First Plaintiff: BRIAN RODNEY HARRIS
AND
Second Plaintiff: JOHN TATE
AND
First Defendant: LATITUDE FINANCE AUSTRALIA
(ACN 008 583 588)
AND
Second Defendant: HARVEY NORMAN HOLDINGS

LIMITED (ACN 003 237 545)

ORDER
Before: Williams J
Date: 24 April 2026

Initiating documents: Claim filed 23 December 2025

THE ORDER OF THE COURT IS THAT:
Plaintiffs’ application filed 20 April 2026

1. Pursuant to rule 69(1)(a) of the Uniform Civil Procedural Rules 1999 (Qld)
(“UCPR”) and s 103P of the Civil Proceedings Act 2011 (Qld) (“CPA”), the Second
Plaintiff be removed from the proceeding and substituted by Jenny Lee Little as the
Second Plaintiff in the proceeding.
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2. Pursuant to rules 74 and 377 of the UCPR, the Plaintiffs have leave to file and serve
the Amended Claim and the Amended Statement of Claim by 27 April 2026 in the
form of Annexure 1 to these orders, subject to paragraph 3 of these orders.

3. The question of the date on which the amendment in paragraph 5 of the Amended
Statement of Claim and the amendment in the Group Member definition in the
Amended Claim take effect is adjourned to a date to be fixed.

Next steps

4. On or before 13 May 2026, the Defendants shall send to the Plaintiffs any letter
written pursuant to rule 444 of the UCPR in respect of pleading complaints and / or
any letter in respect of security for costs.

5. On or before 29 May 2026, the Plaintiffs shall provide their response, including
under rule 445, to any letter sent by the Defendants in accordance with paragraph 4
of these orders.

6. On or before 19 June 2026, the Defendants shall file and serve any application in
respect of pleading complaints and / or security for costs, together with their written
submissions and any evidence upon which they rely.

7. If the Defendants file any application referred to in paragraph 6 of these orders:

a. the Plaintiffs shall file and serve written submissions and any evidence upon
which they rely on or before 10 July 2026.

b. the Defendants shall file and serve any written submissions and any evidence
upon which they rely in response on or before 24 July 2026.

c. the application(s) shall be listed for hearing on a date or dates convenient to
the Court not before 30 July 2026.

Case Management

8. The proceeding is listed for a second case management hearing at 9.00am on 24 June
2026 before Williams J. '

Costs

9. The costs of the Plaintiffs’ application filed 20 April 2026 be the Defendants’ costs
in the proceeding.

10. Costs otherwise be reserved.

Signed:




Annexure 1

SUPREME COURT OF QUEENSLAND

g REGISTRY: BRISBANE

S NUMBER: 6031/25

c 5 First Plaintiff: BRIAN RODNEY HARRIS

E AND

EES .

<23 Second Plaintiff: JOHN-TATE JENNY LEE LITTLE
AND

First Defendant: LATITUDE FINANCE

AUSTRALIA (ACN 008 583 588)

AND

Second Defendant: HARVEY NORMAN HOLDINGS
LIMITED (ACN 003 237 545)

AMENDED CLAIM

The First and Second Plaintiffs claim:
1. An order that the Defendants make restitution to the Plaintiffs in a
sum to be determined by the Court;

2. Further or alternatively, an order that the Defendants pay damages to
the Plaintiffs in a sum to be determined by the Court pursuant to
s12GF of the Australian Securities and Investments Commission Act
2001 (Cth) (ASIC Act) and/or s10411 of the Corporations Act 2001
(Cth) (Corporations Act),
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Further or alternatively, an order pursuant to s12GM of the ASIC Act
that the GO Mastercard Agreements between the Plaintiffs and the
First Defendant are declared to be void ab initio or otherwise that all
debts owing under those agreements by the Plaintiffs to the First
Defendant in respect of Goods purchased from the Second
Defendant’s Franchisees are declared to be void ab initio or

unrecoverable by the First Defendant;
Interest pursuant to s58 of the Civil Proceedings Act 2011 (Qld);
Costs;

Such further order as the Court deems fit.

The Plaintiffs make this claim in reliance on the facts alleged in the

attached Amended Statement of Claim.

Please note that the proceedings will be listed for an initial case

conference at a date to be fixed by the Class Actions List Manager.
ISSUED WITH THE AUTHORITY OF THE SUPREME COURT OF QUEENSLAND

And filed in the Brisbane Registry on

Registrar:



To the Defendant: TAKE NOTICE that you are being sued by the plaintiff in the Court. If
you intend to dispute this claim or wish to raise any counterclaim against the plaintiff, you
must within 28 days of the service upon you of this claim file a Notice of Intention to Defend
in this Registry. If you do not comply with this requirement judgment may be given against
you for the relief claimed and costs without further notice to you. The Notice should be in
Form 6 to the Uniform Civil Procedure Rules. You must serve a sealed copy of it at the

plaintiff’s address for service shown in this claim as soon as possible.
Address of Registry: QEII Courts of Law Complex, 415 George Street, Brisbane, Qld, 4000.

If you assert that this Court does not have jurisdiction in this matter or assert any irregularity
you must file a Conditional Notice of Intention to Defend in Form 7 under Rule 144, and apply
for an order under Rule 16 within 14 days of filing that Notice. If you object that these
proceedings have not been commenced in the correct district of the Court, that objection must

be included in your Notice of Intention to Defend.

The Plaintiffs adopt and incorporate into this Claim those terms defined in the Amended

Statement of Claim.

Representative Action

The Plaintiffs bring this proceeding as Representative Parties pursuant to Part 13A of the Civil
Proceedings Act 2011 (Ql1d).

A Group Member is a person or persons who during the period 1 January 2020 to 11 August
2021 (‘the Relevant Period’) entered into a GO Mastercard Agreement with Latitude in
circumstances where:
a. the terms of that agreement were substantially the same as the GO
Mastercard Agreements entered into by the Plaintiff is described in
the Statement of Claim;
b. the Group Member’s entry into the agreements were as a consequence
of the Representation and Induced Expectations as described in the Statement
of Claim;

c. the Group Members utilised the credit provided by way of the Go Mastercard



Agreement to purchase Goods from Harvey Norman, Joyce Mayne or

Domayne stores.

For the sake of clarity, the Plaintiffs are Group Members.

Common Questions

The Claim of the Plaintiffs give rise to the following substantial common issues of

law or fact:

1.

During the Relevant Period, were the Defendants parties to an agreement by which the
Second Defendant was to introduce the First Defendant to customers of the Second

Defendant and by which:

(a) the First Defendant would provide credit facilities to customers of the Second

Defendant branded as the Latitude GO Mastercard?;

(b) the Second Defendant agreed to actively support and promote the GO Mastercards
and provision of credit by the First Defendant to the Second Defendant’s

customers for the purchase of goods from Harvey Norman stores?;

(c) the Second Defendant agreed to use reasonable commercial endeavours to
facilitate #s its franchisees promoting the GO Mastercard as the preferred method

of credit payment for the purchase of the goods from Harvey Norman stores?

In relation to the provision of credit by way of the GO Mastercard Agreement, did the
Defendants act in a manner in which each was involved within the meaning of
s12GBCL of the ASIC Act for the promotion of a scheme in which consumers could
purchase home and electrical goods from Harvey Norman stores by equal monthly
payments of the purchase price for the goods over sixty months on a ‘no deposit’ and

‘no interest’ terms?

By way of the publication of Advertisements across Australia through the media during

the Relevant Period, did the Defendants represent:

(a)  that consumers could purchase eligible goods from a Harvey Norman store at the
advertised price of the goods, without paying a deposit, provided they pay that
price by 60 equal monthly payments; and



(b)  that, provided that they made the 60 equal monthly payments, consumers would
not be charged interest in respect of their purchases nor any other payment in
respect of their purchases nor undertake any other or further financial

commitment.

Would a consumer who saw the Advertisements have a reasonable expectation that they

would be informed of:
(a)  the necessity of establishing of maintaining a GO Mastercard account; and
(b)  the fundamental terms and conditions of the GO Mastercard agreement.

Did the Defendants fully disclose to consumers the necessity of establishing and
maintaining a GO Mastercard account and the fundamental terms and conditions of the

GO Mastercard agreement?

Was the Defendants’ conduct such that it is required to make restitution in relation to

the GO Mastercard agreements?

Did the Respondents engage in misleading and deceptive conduct in contravention of

s12DA(1) of the ASIC Act in respect of the GO Mastercard Agreements?

What damage have has the Plaintiffs suffered as a result of the Defendants’ conduct and

does this extend to:

(a) establishment fees;

(b) monthly account service fees;
(¢c) default interest payments;

(d) the purchase price of the goods.

PARTICULARS OF THE PLAINTIFFS:

First Plaintiff: Brian Rodney Harris
Plaintiffs residential address: 125/18 McHarg Road,

Happy Valley SA 5159
Plaintiffs solicitors name: Peter Carter

and firm name: Carter Capner Law



Solicitors business address:

Second Plaintiff:

Plaintiffs residential address:

Plaintiffs solicitors name:
and firm name:
Solicitors business address:

Address for service:

Telephone: (07) 3210 3444
E-mail address:

Signed:

Level 18, 150
Charlotte St,
Brisbane QId

Jenny Lee Little

18 Finn Drive
Urraween Qld 4655

Peter Carter

Carter Capner Law
Level 18, 150
Charlotte St
Brisbane QId

Level 18, 150
Charlotte St
Brisbane QId

pcarter(@cartercapner.com.au

Peter Carter | Solicitor for the Plaintiff
Dated: 237 December2025  April 2026

This Amended Claim is to be served on:

The First Defendant:

The Second Defendant:

Latitude Finance Australia

C/- Gilbert + Tobin

Level 25, 101 Collins Street
Melbourne Vic 3000

Harvey Norman Holdings Limited
C/- HopgoodGanim Lawyers
Level 21, 333 Collins Street
Melbourne Vic 3000




day of April 2026

pursuant to 24/04/2026the order of

Amended this
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% | Second Plaintiff: JOHN-FATE JENNY LEE LITTLE
AND

First Defendant: LATITUDE FINANCE

AUSTRALIA (ACN 008 583 588)

AND

Second Defendant: HARVEY NORMAN HOLDINGS
LIMITED (ACN 003 237 545)

AMENDED STATEMENT OF CLAIM

The claim in this proceeding is made in reliance on the following facts:

1. The First and Second Plaintiffs (Plaintiffs) commence this action in their own right and
as representative parties pursuant to Part 13A of the Civil Proceedings Act 2011 (the
Act).

Parties
2. Atall times material to this proceeding, the First Plaintiff:
(a) was a natural person over the age of 18 years old; and

(b) was and is a person capable of suing in his own right;

AMENDED STATEMENT OF CLAIM CARTER CAPNER LAW

Filed on Behalf of the Plaintiff Level 18, 150 Charlotte Street
Form 16, Version 2 Brisbane, Qld, 4000
Uniform Civil Procedure Rules 1999 Telephone: (07) 3210 3444

Rule 22 pearter@cartercapner.com.au



At all times material to this proceeding, the Second Plaintiff:

(2)

(b)

was a natural person over the age of 18 years old; and

was and is a person capable of suing in his her own right;

At all times material to this proceeding, the First Defendant (Latitude):

(a)

(b)

was and is incorporated under the Corporations Act 2001 (Cth) (the Corporations

Act) and capable as such of being sued in its corporate name; and

was and is a credit provider licensed under the National Consumer Credit

Protection Act 2009 (Cth).

At all times material to this proceeding, the Second Defendant (Harvey Norman):-

(a)

(b)

was and is incorporated under the Corporations Act and capable as such of being

sued in its corporate name; and

had and has franchise agreements with entities that operate stores with ‘Harvey
Norman’, ‘Joyce Mayne’, or ‘Domayne’ branding and trading names

(Franchisee/s).

A Group Member is a person or persons who during the period 1 January 2020 to 11

August 2021 (‘the Relevant Period’) entered into a GO Mastercard Agreement with

Latitude in circumstances where:

(2)

(b)

(©)

the terms of that agreement were substantially the same as the GO Mastercard
Agreements entered into by the Plaintiffs as described at paragraph 12 and 18(b)

below herein;

the Group Member’s entry into the agreements were as a consequence of the
Representation and Induced Expectations as described at paragraphs 13 and 14

below herein;

the Group Members utilised the credit provided by way of the GO Mastercard

Agreement to purchase Goods from Harvey Norman stores.

For the sake of clarity, the Plaintiffs are Group Members.



The Scheme and its promotion

10.

Relevant Period, Harvey Norman and Latitude were parties to an agreement, as

amended and extended from time to time (the Agreement) the purpose of which, by

clause 1.1, was for Harvey Norman to introduce Latitude to customers of Harvey

Norman stores.

Particulars

The Agreement was in writing and is of a date that the Plaintiffs cannot

particularise until after completion of discovery.

The terms of the Agreement included, inter alia:

(a) by clause 3.1, Latitude agreed to provide credit facilities to customers of Harvey
Norman stores in connection with a credit card facility branded as the ‘Latitude

GO Mastercard’ (GO Mastercard/s) and other credit cards issued by Latitude;

(b) by clause 3.4, Harvey Norman agreed to actively support and promote the credit
cards and premete the GO Mastercard; and

(c) by clause 5.12, Harvey Norman agreed to use reasonable commercial endeavours
to facilitate Franchisees promoting the GO Mastercard as the preferred method of

credit payment.

The—AdvertisementsDuring the Relevant Period, Harvey Norman and Latitude were
involved in the-promeotion-of a scheme by which consumers could purchase home and
electrical goods from Harvey Norman stores by equal monthly payments of the
purchase price for the goods over 60 months on “no deposit” and “no interest” terms

(the Scheme Prometion).

The Scheme was promoted by advertisements made Premotion—was-advertised across

Australia (the Advertisements) as follows:

(a) in newspapers, which advertisementss:



(i) had a large red banner with the words appearing thereon, in large white

letters, “60 MONTHS INTEREST FREE” (Statement A);

(ii) in similar but smaller lettering, contained the phrases “NO DEPOSIT” and
“NO INTEREST”, beside each of which were ticked boxes (Statement B);

(iii) in similar but yet smaller lettering, stated “with 60 equal monthly payments
until [month/year inserted]. Minimum financed amount $1000.”

(Statement C); and

(iv) in much smaller lettering, stated “Offer ends [date]. Apply in store/online.
Auvailable for in-store and selected online purchases. Approved applicants
only. Fees & charges apply. Interest applies if you do not comply with

terms and conditions” (Statement D);

Particulars
Such newspaper advertisements were published in, inter alia:-
(i) The Advertiser on 23 April 2020,
(ii) The Sydney Morning Herald on 23 — 24 January 2021;
(iii) The Herald Sun on 24 February 2021,

(iiia) The Courier-Mail on 2 January, 9 January and 16

January 2021,

(iv) The Weekend Australian on 2-3 January 2021 and 13 —
14 March 2021, and

) The Age on 23 March 2021.
(b) though television, which advertisements:

(i)  contained spoken words to the effect of Statement A; and



©

(d)

(ii) showed images ephemerally, and in moving form, on the screen to coincide
with the spoken words, that were substantially the same as the newspaper

advertisements;
by means of radio, which advertisements:

(i)  contained words to the effect of Statements A and B spoken at a moderate

pace and in an upbeat tone;

(ii) contained words substantially similar to Statements C and D spoken more

softly and delivered at a rapid pace, as an aside.

Particulars

Such radio advertisements were 30 seconds in duration and

broadcasted on 143 radio stations.

in Harvey Norman Stores by way of large red placards posted within store

containing words to the effect of Statements A and B.

The GO Mastercard Agreements

10A. A consumer could only take advantage of the promotion found in the Advertisements

11.

12.

if they applied for and thained a GO Mastercard.

At the point of sale:

(a)

(b)

consistently-with-the Premetion; Franchisees submitted consumers’ applications

for Go Mastercards to Latitude electronically in-store, to enable consumers to

purchase goods from Harvey Norman stores on interest-free terms and—in

accordance-with-deals-prometed-in-the-Advertisements to take advantage of the

promotion found in the Advertisements; and

Latitude authorised Franchisees to act on Latitude’s behalf for the submission of

such applications.

The agreement by which consumers received GO Mastercards (Go Mastercard

Agreement/s) included terms that:-



(a)

(b)

(©

(d)

Latitude provided consumers with a GO Mastercard; and

using the GO Mastercard, the consumer could purchase goods from nominated

merchants, including Franchisees;

the consumer was not liable to pay interest to Latitude for the agreed term of 60

months but incurred interest charges thereafter;

the consumer was required to pay:

(i)  inrelation to cards issued before 16 March 2021:
A.  an establishment fee of $25; and
B. monthly account service fees of $5.95; or

(ii) in relation to cards issued after 16 March 2021, monthly account service

fees of $8.95;

(iii) the-consumer-wasrequired-to—pay-a designated monthly payment to repay

the cost of the purchase within 60 months failing which interest and other

charges would be incurred.

Consequences of the Advertisements

13. The Advertisements conveyed the following representation:-

(@)

(b)

©

that consumers could purchase eligible goods from a Harvey Norman store at the
advertised price of the goods, without paying a deposit, provided they pay that
price by 60 equal monthly payments;

that, provided that they made the 60 equal monthly payments, consumers would
not be charged interest in respect of their purchases nor any other payment in
respect of their purchases nor undertake any other or further financial

commitments; and

save for the payment of the monthly instalments, there were no other additional

payments that a purchaser would be required to make;



14.

(together, the Representations)

In the premises, consumers who saw the Advertisements, including the Plaintiffs, had a

reasonable expectation from the Advertisements of:

(a) the type of benefits associated with obtaining a GO Mastercard for the purchase

of goods at Harvey Norman;

(b) the necessity of establishing and maintaining a GO Mastercard account to

purchase goods from Harvey Norman stores using the Promotion; and
(c) the fundamental terms and conditions of the GO Mastercard Agreements;

(together, the Induced Expectations)

Particulars
The reasonable expectations are inferred from the following circumstances:
(i) the nature and extent of the Advertisements;

(i) the authoritative way in which the Advertisement dealt with the provision of

interest free purchases,

(iii)  for ordinary and reasonable consumers, the purchase of such goods was not a
trivial matter and could often only be done in circumstances where the
purchase could be paid off over a period of time without incurring any
additional payments including interest. In such circumstances the consumers
had a real and legitimate interest in knowing the fundamental terms and

conditions of the arrangement they are being invited fo enter.
(iv)  as to the newspaper advertisements:

A the First Plaintiff saw but immediately dismissed Statement D because
it was in such small lettering he assumed it must have been addressing
subsidiary or unrelated matters that did not meaningfully qualify
Statements A, B and C.



B. a reasonable consumer in the position of the First Plaintiff who
observed Statement D would also have dismissed Statement D because
it was in such small lettering he assumed it must have been addressing
subsidiary or unrelated matters that did not meaningfully qualify
Statements A, B and C;

C the Second Plaintiff did not observe statement D because it was in such

small lettering.

15. Contrary to the Representations and the Induced Representations, the Advertisements
did not fully disclose all of the fundamental terms and conditions of the GO Mastercard
Agreements including:

(a) the need to apply for and obtain a credit card, namely neeessity-of-entering-into-a
continuous-creditcontract-in-the-nature-of the GO Mastercard

(aa) the necessity of making therequired timely monthly payments;

(b) that default interest and other charges will arise if the required monthly payments
are not made on a timely basis;

(c) the fact that an establishment fee and monthly account service fee were required
to be paid on top of the monthly repayments for the purchase.

First Plaintiff

15A. During the Relevant Period, in or around mid-2020 and prior to 19 July 2020, the First

16.

Plaintiff saw some of the Advertisements published or broadcasted and consequentially
relied upon the Representations and the Induced Expectations in electing to purchase

goods from Harvey Norman store as described below herein.

On 19 July 2020, the First Plaintiff purchased goods from the Harvey Norman
Franchise at Noarlunga, to take advantage of the promotion found in the
Advertisements in-aceerdanee—with-thePrometion and by way of entry into a GO
Mastercard Agreement with the First Defendant.

Particulars



17.

18.

19.

The First Plaintiff purchased a television for the sum of $695.00 and a PlayStation 4
for the sum of $749.95 (the Goods) from the Harvey Norman at Noarlunga, South

Australia.

In entering into the GO Mastercard Agreement and purchasing the Goods, the First
Plaintiff relied upon the Representation and the Induced Expectations in circumstances

where:

(a) the First Plaintiff understood the terms of the Go Mastercard Agreement to be
consistent with the Representation and the Induced Expectations as opposed to
the true position as described at paragraph 12 above and that there would be

additional administrative charges attached to the provision of credit;

(b) the First Plaintiff did not understand, and had no means of understanding at the
time of entry into the Go Mastercard Agreement and the purchase of the Goods
that the true position was as described at paragraph 12 and that there would be

additional administrative charges attached to the provision of credit;

(c) but for the Representation and the Induced Expectations, the First Plaintiff would

not have entered into the GO Mastercard Agreement or acquired the Goods.
Consistently with the process pleaded in paragraphs 7 and 8 herein:

(a) an employee of Harvey Norman’s Noarlunga Franchise submitted the First

Plaintiff’s application for a GO Mastercard; and

(b)  the First Defendant, entered into a GO Mastercard Agreement on terms including

these described at paragraph 12(a) to d(i) above.

The First Plaintiff entered into the GO Mastercard Agreement consequent upon the

Representation and the Induced Expectations, because:

(a) the Representations and Induced Expectations presented an attractive, interest-

free means by which to purchase the Goods;

(b) he was able to pay for the goods over an extended period of time (60 months)

whilst having immediate use of the Goods; and further



20.

10

(c) at the time of the purchase, due his personal financial situation, the First Plaintiff
could not have afforded to purchase the Goods up-front and would not have done

SO.
Between July 2020 and the time of filing this pleading, the First Plaintiff:

(a) has paid principal, interest, fees and charges in respect of his GO Mastercard

account in the sum of at-leastprineipal+$150.25 $1.444.95;

(b) presently has a nil balance on his GO Mastercard account.

The Second Plaintiff

21.

22,

During the Relevant Period, in or around sid-20260 early January 2021 but prior to 29
January 2021, the Second Plaintiff saw some of the Advertisements published ex and
broadcasted and consequentially relied upon the Representations and the Induced
Expectations in electing to purchase goods from Harvey Norman as described below

herein.

On10-August2020; In early 2021 the Second Plaintiff purchased $5.517 $5:600-of
goods from the Harvey Norman Franchise at Blacktewa—NSW Hervey Bay,

Queensland, to take advantage of the promotion found in the Advertisements i
aceordance-with-the Premetion-and by way of entry into a GO Mastercard Agreement
with the Second Plaintiff Defendant.

Particulars

The Second Plaintiff purchased the following goodsfer-the-sum-of-55-600-(the

Goods):
D f’f"f ORI CAY q‘ ’)7()
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23.

24.

£S,
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(a) on 29 January 2021, a wooden queen-sized bed frame, and a maiching

bedhead for a total amount of $2,958; and

(b) on 4 March 2021, a three-seater sofa with an adjustable leg rest, a two-

seater sofa, and an ottoman for a total amount of $2,559.

In entering into a the GO Mastercard Agreement and purchasing the Goods, the Second

Plaintiff relied upon the Representation and the Induced Expectations in circumstances

where:

(a)

(b)

(©)

the Second Plaintiff understood the terms of the Go Mastercard Agreement to be
consistent with the Representation and the Induced Expectations as opposed to

the true position as described at paragraph 12 above;

the Second Plaintiff did not understand, and had no means of understanding at the
time of entry into the Go Mastercard agreement and the purchase of the goods

that the true position was as described at paragraph 12 above;

but for the Representation and the Induced Expectations, the Second Plaintiff
would not have entered into the GO Mastercard Agreement or acquired the

Goods.

Consistently with the process pleaded in paragraphs 7 and 8 herein:

(a)

(b)

an employee of Harvey Norman’s Blaektown;NSW Hervey Bay, Queensland
Franchise submitted the Second Plaintiff’s application for a GO Mastercard on 29

January 2021; and

the Second Defendant, entered into a GO Mastercard Agreement on terms

including these described at paragraph 11(a) to d(i) above.

The Second Plaintiff entered into a the GO Mastercard Agreement consequent upon the

Representation and the Induced Expectations, because:

(a)

the Representations and Induced Expectations presented an attractive, interest-

free means by which to purchase the Goods; andfurther
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(aa) she was able to pay for the Goods over an extended period of time (60 months)

whilst having immediate use of the Goods; and further

(b) at the time of the purchase, due his to her personal financial situation, the Hirst
Second Plaintiff could not have afforded to purchase the Goods by payment up-

front.

25A. Between January 2020 and the time of filing this pleading, the Second Plaintiff:

(a) paid principal, fees and charges in respect of her GO Mastercard account in the

sum of at least $ 5.601.25:; and

(b) closed her GO Mastercard account on 2 August 2021.

Restitution
26. In the circumstances described above:

(a) the Plaintiffs entered into their respective GO Mastercard Agreements by virtue

of a mistake of fact arising from the Representation and the Induced Expectations

that consumers who purchased goods during the Relevant Period, utilising the GO

Mastercard Agreement:

(i) in accordance with the promotion could purchase eligible goods from a
Harvey Norman store at the advertised price of the goods, without paying a

deposit, provided they pay that price by 60 equal monthly payments; and

(i) provided that they made the 60 equal monthly payments, consumers would
not be charged interest in respect of their purchases nor any other payment

charge in respect of their purchases nor any establishment, administration,

or monthly fee nor would they be required to undertake any other or further

financial commitment;

(b) but for the Plaintiffs’ respective mistakes of fact, the Plaintiffs would not have
entered into their respective GO Mastercard Agreements and would not have

acquire the Goods that each of them purchased;



27.

13

(c) the Defendants obtained a benefit by virtue of the Plaintiffs’ respective entry into
their GO Mastercard Agreements in that:

(i)  the First Defendant earned interest fees and charges pursuant to the GO

Mastercard Agreement from each of the Plaintiffs;

(ii) the Second Defendant enabled franchisees to sell goods that they would not
otherwise have sold and accrued profits by way of their franchise

agreements with those Franchisees;

Particulars

The Plaintiffs will provide further and better particulars of the benefits afier

discovery in the proceeding

In the circumstances described above herein, the Defendants have been unjustly
enriched at the expense of the Plaintiffs and it would be unjust for the Defendant to

retain those benefits.

The ASIC Act and Corporations Act 2001

Contravention

28.

29.

30.

The Promotion and the provision of the GO Mastercard Agreements to the Plaintiffs by
the Defendants were matters that occurred in trade or commerce in relation to a
financial service within the meaning of the ASIC Act, namely a credit facility or dealing

in a credit facility.

In the premises of paragraphs 13 to 15, the Representation and the Induced

Expectations were was misleading or deceptive and was made in contravention of

s12DA(1) of the ASIC Act and s1041H of the Corporations Act 2004—(Cth)y—{the
o peetrereded )

Further or alternatively, in the premises of paragraphs 13 to 15 herein, the Defendants’
failure to disclose as described in paragraph 15 above was in addition to the
Representations, misleading and deceptive in contravention of s12DA(1) of the ASIC

Act and s1041H of the Corporations Act.
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Loss and Damage

The First Plaintiff

31.

As a result of entering into the GO Mastercard Agreement and acquiring the Goods

when he would not have otherwise done so but for the mistake described at paragraph

26 above and/or the misleading and deceptive conduct described above at paragraph 29,

the First Plaintiff suffered loss and damage as follows:

(a) $1,444.95, being the purchase price of the Goods that he would not otherwise

have incurred;

(b) the establishment fee and the monthly account services fee charged to him as at

the date of this pleading;

(¢) interest charged to him pursuant to his Go Mastercard account.

The Second Plaintiff

32.

As a result of entering into the GO Mastercard agreement and acquiring the goods

when he she would not have otherwise done so, but for the mistake described at

paragraph 26 above and/or the misleading and deceptive conduct described above at

paragraph 29, the Second Plaintiff suffered loss and damage as follows:

(a) $5;600 $5,517, being the purchase price of the Goods that he she would not

otherwise have incurred;

(b)  $25 plus $5.95 x 60 = $382 representing the establishment fee and the monthly

account services fee charged to him her as at the date of this pleading;

: L roito bi p— 1 .

Prayer for Relief

The First and Second Plaintiffs claim:

1. An order that the Defendants make restitution to the Plaintiffs in a sum to be

determined by the Court:
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2. Further or alternatively, an order that the Defendants pay damages to the
Plaintiffs in a sum to be determined by the Court pursuant to s12GF of the ASIC
Act and/or s10411 of the Corporations Act,

3. Further or alternatively, an order pursuant to s12GM of the 4SIC Act that the GO
Mastercard Agreements between the Plaintiffs and the First Defendant are
declared to be void ab initio or otherwise that all debts owing under those
agreements by the Plaintiffs to the First Defendant in respect of Good purchased
from the Second Defendant’s Franchisees are declared to be void ab initio or

unrecoverable by the First Defendant;
4.  Interest pursuant to s 58 of the Civil Proceedings Act 2011 (Qld);
5. Costs;

6. Such further order as the Court deems fit.

Dated this ........ day of April 2026.

Signed:
Description: Peter Barton Carter, Solicitor for the Plaintiff

The amendments to this pleading were settled by Douglas Campbell KC and Blair Hall of

Counsel.

NOTICE AS TO DEFENCE

Your defence must be attached to your notice of intention to defend.



