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Supplementary Information
1.
In the application for review of the Judgment and the application for costs order, a type of irregularity is mentioned regarding secret delivery of certain materials/information in order to affect Claimant’s employment case.  In order to understand how it could happen, it would be necessary to have a brief look at the relevant part of the history of this case.

2.
When the Claimant came to UK in November 2002, he had not known anyone in London and had not had any problem with anyone in UK.  Surprisingly, a staff in the school main office and the school computer manager influenced the flat letting company to help them and made unlawful harassment against the Claimant at his first rented flat in London in November/December 2002.  Then, another senior researcher from Claimant's neighbouring lab joined in the force and further made academic malpractice against Claimant's research experiments for several times.  Because the Claimant exercised his civil right: used a legal help against the unlawful harassment occurred at his first rented flat in London and reported the academic malpractice, those bad guys tried to influence and made pressure to Professor Waksman in order to punish or get rid of the Claimant.

3.
Professor Waksman, as also a new comer at Birkbeck, surrendered to the evil force finally.  Although he had research grant, no one had applied to him for postdoctoral job at that time, and no one from US, except the Claimant, wanted to come UK to do postdoctoral work in his lab, either.  Those bad guys introduced to him several applicants (who applied to the school for postdoctoral positions) of new Ph.D. graduates from European countries, which was a good thing for the lab but used for a bad purpose (in order to replace the Claimant).  Professor Waksman asked those new postdocs to work a project of primary and secondary protein structure analysis similar to the one that the Claimant published in Oncogene in 2002.  Unfortunately, they could not get the result to match what was done by the Claimant.  Professor Waksman did not let them ask the Claimant for help on the matter.  Instead, Professor Waksman got the Claimant's keys that were stolen from Claimant's flat by those bud guys, and, by using those keys, had Claimant's personal belongs and information in Claimant's computer and storage CDs searched in order to find the way how the Claimant worked out that project.  At mean time, they found some materials of the Claimant that, they thought, could be used against the Claimant.  In addition to those materials, Professor Waksman also made those false allegations regarding Claimant's work performance at Birkbeck.  Then, they all together were sent to Ms. Groark with the termination recommendation.

4.
Ms. Groark accepted their view on the basis of those materials.  But one thing is clear that she did not deal with the matter in accordance with Claimant's contract of employment, college's regulation and the law.  Thus, she pleased what those few bad guys wished and terminated Claimant's contract on 7 February 2003 unjustly without the contractual entitlement to do so.  According to Claimant’s knowledge, such termination recommended from those few bad guys at the School of Crystallography and decided by Ms. Groark on the basis of those materials was purely discrimination against the Claimant.  Ms. Groark must have understood that what she did regarding the termination was incorrect, and so she did not meet the Claimant as it should be normally, had not informed the Dean of the Faculty of the termination in advance as the Probationary Procedure required and even had not told it to her line manager, the Director of the Personnel Department.  Ms. Groark would make such termination as bad as this because she mistakenly thought that the Claimant would run away after the termination and then everything would go away.  This is the reason why she decided to offer the Claimant that £1000 travel benefit.  But she miscalculated this.

5.
Ms. Groark might also have known that their interpretation of those materials would not be able to serve evidence formally to support the termination under the contract of employment, college’s regulation and the law.  Therefore, she has never shown them to the Claimant and the Brent CAB when it helped the Claimant in order to resolve the employment problem with Ms. Groark in March/April 2003, and has never brought them as evidence for reason of the termination to the court in order to have a fair debate during the proceedings, further she failed to mention any of them under Claimant's relevant question during the cross-examinations at different hearings at the ET.  Even during inspection of the files at college by the Claimant, Ms. Groark still did not allow the Claimant to see them as important evidence or implication to support the termination rather she showed him the congratulation letter for her successfully to win this legal case at the ET in 2003.
6.
All the materials that could serve as evidence and the Respondent has used during the proceedings at the ET and the EAT would not make the Respondent to gain their contractual entitlement for the termination, of course, as the EAT has determined for many times, especially during Claimant’s 2nd appeal at the EAT as documented with two judgments and one order.  Besides, the only other information that those of Birkbeck in relation to the termination have released as the reason for the termination is the excuse that the Claimant had not got married.  But such reason itself is discrimination against the Claimant and unlawful, too.  Marriage is part of individual's private life and is not anyone else's business.  The Claimant has had few very good friends in his life, and all those friends are individuals with high quality, in both moral and professional points of view.

7.
It is at least immoral for them to take advantage of his current marital statue to add further damage to the Claimant as the victim of the termination and its consequence but without resolving his employment problem.  The Claimant received first legal help in May/June 2003 at the Islington Law Centre (ILC).  Ms. Groark directly contacted the Centre and influenced them to accept her view on the termination and to do the same to block Claimant's effort to obtain legal representation by taking advantage of its ability to contact other Law Centre and solicitors easily.  Even the Centre kept Claimant's name in its helping list in order to prevent other Law Centre from helping the Claimant.  As such, many opportunities for the Claimant to obtain a legal representation were blocked successfully by them, directly by ILC.  This was the major reason why the Claimant lost all his case at the ET in 2003 when he only had very limited knowledge of and experience in law.

8.
After such success by the Respondent and ILC, Ms. Groark and Professor Waksman encouraged that solicitor of ILC to take advantage of Claimant’s unmarried situation, suggesting her to use those means they used before to monitor Claimant’s private activities, such as illegally tapping Claimant's telephone, finding ways to monitor his mobile and his using of computers, either online or offline and either at home or at Internet cafes, and tracking his daily movement through the public CCTV systems.  Even they gave her those stolen keys of Claimant’s without Claimant’s consent and his knowledge.  The consequence of such not only affected Claimant’s employment case but also damage his private life severely.

9.
Before the first hearing at the EAT, Ms. Groark unusually delivered to the EAT some of those materials that had never been used at the ET without the knowledge of the Claimant.  However, Burton J did accept her influence and mentioned the matter to the Claimant at that hearing on 19 May 2004.

10.
After Burton J allowed Claimant's appeal application in July 2004, those materials that were never presented during the proceedings at the ET were submitted to the EAT before the preliminary hearing near end of 2004 when the case was handled by a different Personnel Manager at Birkbeck.  The EAT, under Claimant's request for inspection of documents, served copies of those materials to the Claimant by post, but the post was stolen by that solicitor from ILC before the Claimant received it.  Such made her possible to use them in similar ways later against the Claimant and his case.  Also, as such, the issues in relation to those materials have never been debated and clarified during the proceedings in a correct way.  Such situation gave that solicitor of ILC as well as those bad guys of Birkbeck a chance to use them secretly against the Claimant and his case in the bad purposes.

11.
That solicitor of ILC has been continued to do the similar, namely helping the Claimant, by using inappropriate and/or unlawful means, and the results has been further and further damage to the Claimant.  After the ET dismissed Claimant's unfair dismissal claim in relation to public interest disclosure at the end of 2003 with one of the reason that the Claimant should have not filed the complaint so delay because the ILC should have advised him about the claim when he obtained advice there in May/June, the Claimant asked the Centre for their opinion on the matter in order to make application to the ET for review of the decision and to prepare for the Notice of Appeal to the EAT.  But the Claimant had never received any such help from the ILC.  Instead, that solicitor stole the post from the EAT to the Claimant regarding the hearing, which affected the outcome of his appeal at the EAT, and further stole Claimant's post to ECHR with the application regarding the dismissed claim and used the Claimant's name to send ECHR fabricated statement in purpose of controlling the case and misleading the court but without Claimant's consent and even knowledge.  Further, that solicitor also has tried to use staff of ECHR to further manipulate Claimant's communication with the court, but ECHR did not give her such chance.

12.
Besides, that solicitor of ILC repeatedly, without Claimant’s consent, even under Claimant’s warning and reports to police for many times, gained entry to Claimant’s residences and rented space to search his personal belongings and stole his personal documents and/or information (such as mobile ID) (police ref. 1909561/06), stole his posts either incoming or outgoing and no matter they were court’s papers or information regarding his financial accounts, and directly called the banks or other financial institution to try to manipulate his accounts.  Such has caused severe loss of the Claimant due to such inappropriate, actually criminal, actions.  For example, he lost about £1,000 cash from his locked file cabinet (police ref. 4629530/03) and investment note with value of about £3,000 from one of his locked suitcases (police ref. 1933512/05).  His decade collection of scientific samples has been destroyed (that worth up to dozens of thousands pounds in accordance with current market prices).
13.
In 2004 that solicitor and also others interfered continuously with Claimant's financial transactions with his online accounts at US through assistance by some employees of the Internet provider and caused him big loss.  For this reason, the Claimant sued the Internet provider to the county court in order to recover part of the loss.  That solicitor had the entire case files of Claimant's case at the county court stolen.  The Claimant reported the problems to the Group Manager Office of London County Court (GMO) and the Court Services of the Ministry of Constitution Affair.  GMO finally helped to resolve the problem under assistance from the manager of the county court.

14.
During recent a couple of years, the Claimant has been using Internet cafes to work for his legal cases and communicated online with others.  That solicitor also tried to interfere with Claimant’s using computer/Internet via assistance from some employees of different Internet café stores and to steal Claimant’s legal documents and emails from or to others.  Early this year the Claimant reported the problems to the store-managing company but angered that solicitor, who then asked some police individuals to arrest the Claimant at the store without any justification reason (police ref. A62227483).  Only after the Claimant explained the actual situation to the sergeant and reported it to the Independent Police Complaint Commission, that problem was resolved.
15.
After the EAT, following Burton J's order, heard the appeal from Claimant's Counsel and allowed all other grounds argued at the preliminary hearing on 24 November 2004 and after the Respondent failed to make its Answer to Claimant's amended Notice of Appeal at the beginning of 2005, those bad guys of Birkbeck delivered those materials to the EAT without knowledge of the Claimant and his Counsel before release of the Judgment from the preliminary hearing.  As the result, the Judgment of the preliminary hearing stated its allowing only one ground, 1 or 3 months notice, that could not match the order of that hearing sent to the parties earlier and was contrary to what happened at that hearing actually.  Such success in affecting Claimant's appeal by using those secret materials further encouraged those of Birkbeck and that solicitor of ILC to continue use them in either hard copies or in electronic form in the improper way against the Claimant's case for many times after his 2nd appeal to the EAT.

(1).
Similarly, after the Rule 3(10) hearing on 23 November 2005 when Rimer J allowed Claimant's 2nd appeal application to the EAT but before the judgment of the hearing was completed, those materials were delivered to the EAT.  But they were thrown into the trash by the EAT this time.
(2).
A couple of days before the full appeal hearing, those materials were secretly delivered to Claimant's Counsel for the hearing, which caused her failure to argue anything of the case before the appeal tribunal at the hearing in contrast to the aggressive arguments by the Respondent.
(3).
After the EAT revised its order from the full appeal hearing in March 2006 under Claimant's request and the date of the Remedy Hearing at ET was fixed to 6 April, those materials were delivered to Claimant's potential lawyer who had promised to represent him at the Remedy Hearing, resulting in her change regarding the matter when he went to inform her the hearing date.

16.
Those materials/information at least have not been contested yet formally or informally.  Thus, further questions would be: whether they are truth or false, whether the explanation about them is proper or not, whether they are relevant to this legal case, and whether they are relevant to this Remedy hearing.  Especially, the ways in which they were presented to others were inappropriate, vexatious and even unlawful.
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