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CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS








29/08/2002	R made an offer to A with a contract of employment.





5/09/2002	A accepted the offer by signing the contract.





26/09/2002	R and A agreed a date (1 November 2002) for A to start his appointment.





7/11/2002	A arrived in London and started his work in Professor Waksman's laboratory at the School of Crystallography, Birkbeck College immediately.





13/11/2002	A moved into his 1st rented flat in London but without signing the Inventory Agreement because the letting company dumped a lot of shabby furniture and items into the flat after showing it to A and because A made a gentleman agreement with the Director of the company to restore an acceptable condition of the flat in the following weekend.





16/11/2002	A received the clone example for VirE1 and VirE2 proteins, and made its long-term storage stocks successfully.





19/11/2002	A's colleagues went into A's flat in assistance by an agent of the letting company while A was at work and damaged the washing machine in the flat.





22/11/2002	Agents of the letting company gained entry into A's flat again while A was at work without any notice.





25/11/2002	A called the letting company regarding the incidences occurred at the flat and the uncomplished gentleman agreement.  The letting company refused to talk with A in good faith in order to resolve the problems.





27/11/2002	A's inability to resolve the flat problems encoraged some researcher of the neibouring lab made malpractice against A's bacterial culture experiment.  A observed the problem and confirmed it by a test next day.





29/11/2002	A completed the Genetic Modification form for the VirE1/VirE2 project.





2/12/2002	A completed the COSHH form for his research projects under the health and safety regulation.





3/12/2002	Mr. Elton (a solicitor) represented A to write a letter to the letting company as complaint and Notice to terminate the Tenancy Agreement.





5/12/2002	A completed the investigation on the bacterial culture problem and the results of the investigation suggested that the culture medium be tempered.





6/12/2002	The letting company responded Mr. Elton's letter but concealing its wrong doings and without answering his proposal to resolve the flat problems.





7/12/2002	Such response from the letting company encoraged the same researcher to gained entry into A's flat and cut off heating while A's was in the lab, and then made another malpractice against A's bacterial culture experiment later of that day.  This time A observed the effect of the malpractice in detail.





9/12/2002	A reported the problems both at work and at home to Professor Waksman.  He asked A to make a test.  A followed his instruction.





		After A got home in the evening, A found a chain of his keys (to computer, file cabinet, and suitcases ...) disappeared from an unlocked suitcase in the flat.  The college Personnel Manager Mr Groark engineered this incidence.





10/12/2002	A completed the Genetic Modification form for his p300 protein project.





12/12/2002	Under Mr. Elton's instruction, A moved out from that flat.





13/12/2002	A reported to Professor Waksman the results of the tests under his instruction that further confirmed the malpractice.





17/12/2002	Professor Waksman wrote a letter to A and expressed his understanding of the malpractice but repressed A not to make any more complaint on the matter.





18/12/2002	A completed the protein expression assays in both small and large scales, and started preparation for purification of the proteins, including ordering materials, instrumentation, making buffers, ect.





21/12/2002	A completed observation of another malpractice against his cell culture experiments.





27/12/2002	A reported the problems both at work and at home to Professor Moss (the Head of School) who asked A to make a written report.





3/01/2003	A submitted a written complaint to the School about the malpractices against his cultural experiments.  In a meeting with Professor Waksman A told him that A's lawyer was helping to get the deposit back from the letting company of that flat.  In respionse, Professor Waksman warned A that "you will be in the street" if A continued to pursue that flat case.





7/01/2003	Professor Waksman said he had the medium from the first culture incidence (occurred over a month ago) tested and no problem was found.  He then sent A's complaint to the college Personnel Manager Ms Groark.





		Under Ms Groark's influence, Professor Waksman falsely alleged A's work performance in another email.





8/01/2003	Ms Groark received an email from the school questioning A's complaint on academic malpractices but reasonably judging the incidences A encountered at his flat.  In reply, Ms Groark advised for the process possibly to terminate A's contract of employment but A was not informed of the matter.





20/01/2003	Mr Elton represented A to write the letting company again and urge it to settle the flat case in order to avoid a formal litigation.





		A completed his tests and optimization of protein purification and started large-scale purification of VirE1/VirE2 protein complex.





22/01/2003	Professor Waksman met and asked A to leave for other job voluntarily.  In answering A's question about the reason, Professor Waksman referred to A's probation period.  Email from R to A on the same day described a different reason as A's complaint on academic malpractice.  But A had never read the email until 28/08/2003 when it was released by R at ET's preliminary hearing.





23/01/2003	Mr Elton called the letting company regarding his last letter to it regarding the settlement of the flat case.





24/01/2003	Another postdoctoral trainee in Professor Waksman's lab expressed that he would like to take the responsibility of damaging the washing machine in A's flat on 19/11/2002 and pay for the damages.





27/01/2003	Professor Waksman met and asked A again to leave voluntarily without telling clear reason and A refused it.





		Professor Waksman wrote email to Ms Groark to make another false allegation regarding A's modification of the protein purification protocal.





		Then, Professor Waksman wrote another email to Ms Groark about his agreement to dismiss A.





30/01/2003	A purified out the VirE1/VirE2 protein complex with its purity over 90%, and started crystallization experiments immediately.





5/02/2003	Promising crystals were produced from the purified protein complex, and preparation for X-ray diffraction analysis started.  A showed the results to Professor Waksman and other colleagues who then appreciated A's results.





7/02/2003	The Personnel Manager finally decided to terminate A's contract of employment with a 4-week payment in lieu of notice and with 8 allegations of A's performance (but 7 of them were false) but without informing the Dean and the Director of Human Resources of the matter at all.





10/02/2003	A started a rebuttal to the termination within the college by questioning that the Probationary Procedure of the college was not followed during the termination.





25/02/2003	R ended A's rebuttal by saying that R could dismiss A without following its Probationary Procedure.





29/03/2003	The Citizen's Advice Bureau at Brent represented A and wrote R to question its termination of A's employment without following the Probationary Procedure and request for an informal resolution of A's employment case.  But R has never made a response.





24/04/2003	A filed an Originating Application for breach of contract at the Employment Tribunal (ET).





21/05/2003	R resisted A's complaint by filing its Notice of Appearance at ET and indicating that the ground of the termination was A's "incapable to carry out his job" rather than "irredeemably incapable".





28/08/2003	At ET's Preliminary Hearing, R released its records of the termination process showing that the termination came directly from A's complaint at the college.





2/10/2003	At ET's Full Hearing, the tribunal decided that all of A's six breach of contract claims failed and further made a costs order against A.





22/10/2003	A filed his Notice of Appeal at the Employment Appeal Tribunal (EAT) against the ET's decisions.





16/02/2004	A lodged third fresh Notice of Appeal for breach of contract at EAT in response to the Registrar's notification on Rule 3(7) of the EAT's Rules.





19/05/2004	At a Rule 3(10) hearing Burton J identified a major error of law in ET's decision.  He ordered to stay the appeal and asked the ET to provide the reason for its decision.





19/07/2004	The ET released its Further Reasons claiming that A was irredeemably incapable in order to justify its decision.





27/07/2004	At another Rule 3(10) hearing Burton J rejected the ET's Further Reason and allowed A's appeal.  At meantime, Burton J offered A a legal representation in order to find out "how much money can be extracted from this case."





24/11/2004	At a preliminary hearing the tribunal gave permission to A to amend his Notice of Appeal with the issues argued by A's Advocate Mr Tom Coghlin of Counsel at the hearing, including the claim for A's remaining 5-year contractual period and the issue against the ET's costs order.





3/01/2005	A lodged to EAT an amended Notice of Appeal accordingly that was then served on R.  But R did not made any Answer to A's appeal.





8/04/2005	At EAT's full hearing the tribunal allowed A's appeal with two issues (the entitlement and the notice claim) and remitted the matter back to ET for a rehearing.





15/07/2005	At ET's rehearing the tribunal decided that R was entitled to terminate with its 4-weeks notice.





5/08/2005	A filed a Notice of Appeal to EAT against the decision from ET's rehearing.





23/11/2005	Mr Andrew Burns of Counsel represented A at Rule 3(10) hearing before Rimer J alone.  Rimer J allowed A's appeal with a perversity ground regarding "irredeemably incapable" and gave permission to amend the Notice of Appeal with this ground.





8/12/2005	R filed its Answer claiming to rely on the grounds relied on by the ET at its rehearing.


