Date:	Thu, 19 Jan 2006 07:32:40 -0800 (PST)


From:	"Lyman" <gomi1996@yahoo.com>


Subject:ET's docs


To:	"Anna Venturino" <anna@venturino.demon.co.uk>





Dear Ms Venturino:


 


To answer your question about the ET's documents from your message:


 


On the conference I left the completed agreed bundle for you.  Three ET's documents are in it in the order as listed in the index but they were not paginated because they would be cited as reference in a different formmat as indicated.


 


To answer your question about R's bundle used at the 1st ET's hearing (2/10/2003):





We had an agreed bundle but ET recognized it mistakenly as A's bundle in Further Reasons.  R also used another supplementary bundle but the difference from the agreed bundle by only 2 additional documents: (1) a memorandum from Mark Richard that was not in its list of docs to be agreed; (2) an email from Larry David (OHSU, US) that I had told to R that I did not think it was relevant to this legal case and should not be in the agreed bundle but R may use it in its supplementary bundle.  I argued them before Burton J at the 27/07/2004 hearing at EAT, and addressed them in detail in my amended Notice of Appeal dated 3/01/2005.





All R's relevant evidence of documents (R have released to me) was before the tribunal of that ET's hearing and before Burton J at the 27/07/2004 hearing, the tribunal of the 24/11/2004 EAT's PH and the tribunal of the 8/04/2005 EAT's FH.  They were addressed in detail in my Witness Statement of the 2/10/2003 ET's hearing, my amended Notice of Appeal (3/01/2005) and also in last version of my Instruction to you.





One thing I should emphesize is that during the course of the proceedings (breach of contract) all issues regarding ground of dismissal from the available documents have been settled after several chances of debates.  Go back to last rehearing at the ET where the tribunal only allowed to debate the ground of the termination regarding the complaint I made on malpractice occurred in November and December 2002 at Birkbeck though Prof Waksman still raised the other two issues (the health and safety issue and the matter in relation to Larry David's email).  The reason is clear: two issues have been resolved on the basis of all evidence and previous debates and R did not bring any new and true evidence to support them at the rehearing.





I understand R may still have more documents similar to Larry David's email giving more opinions from different selected persons but without any good evidence that could support those opinions (to prove what they said was truth or not), and even some may contain personal attack against me or some others who supported me before.  I believe this is the reason why Ms Groark refused to allow me to inspect documents.  Also this is the only straw that has been left for R to use against my employment case.  





Two days ago, I heard from Birkbeck personnel that Ms Groark had arranged my request for inspection of my files at Birkbeck but she has not given me any response.  Clearly, her arrangement was something else, I believe, including secrete deliveries (without following correct procedures and knowledge of the other party) of R's selected matterials to the EAT (R did this on 11/01/2006 but rejected by the EAT this time because R did such previously that did hurt my previous appeal) and to you (because, in light of R's failure to do the similar through EAT this time, the only chance it has would be through you).  This is the reason why I would send you that message two days ago, which I think is the very important issue in battle of this case especially if the case can be ended here.  I will definitely need to see those selected matterials R has used for this purpose.





See you tomorrow.  Hope you can bring all the matterials in relation to the battle of this case to the hearing tomorrow.  Thank you.


 


L.W. Yuan


