I decide to make further submissions for my current appeal as suggested by the Home Office in their two letters that I received after the hearing on 28 November 2006 at AIT.  I agree with the judge’s decision to consider the article 8 of the European Convention for my current appeal, which is relevant to my case.  The further submissions, however, provide new evidence to support that the articles 14 and 13 of the Convention may be more essential to my case.  Thus, such further submissions are made on the ground of interest of justice.

Two letter s from the Customer Focus Team of the Home Office dated 23 November 2006 and from the Appeal Directorate dated 24 November 2006 dealt with my complaint about the loss of some important supporting documents from the Home Office, such as the Judgment of the EAT, my Notice of Appeal to the EAT regarding the compensation, etc as having been discussed in paragraph 5 of my Witness Statement at the hearing.  I made the application for transfer condition and remain to the Home Office on 15 June 2006 and then sent the additional documents by special delivery on 27 June 2006 in support to my application.  The loss of those important supporting documents must have affected the outcome of my application resulting in my current appeal to the AIT.  As such, I made the complaint to your complaint unit on 25 October 2006.

The returned “supporting documentation” enclosed with two letters under Recorded Delivery Number DT 2810 1159 3GB this time failed to match the ones I sent to the Home Office on 27 June 2006, too.  It can tell from the pagination of the returned documents as indicated at the bottom right corner of each page of the returned documents that they are part of the documents in my appeal bundle for the hearing of 28 November 2006 at the AIT.  My hearing bundles were prepared in the early November only for the AIT and your “presenting officers unit”, and, clearly, those returned supporting documents were submitted to you by someone else (after my complaint had been made) in order to cover up the wrong doing.  In relation to this, I found that both the lawyer of Professor Waksman (my supervisor at Birkbeck College) and Ms. Groark (the personnel manager of Birkbeck College) have inappropriately acquired the keys to my unit storing my legal documents recently.  These facts further prove that some of the supporting documents I sent to the Home Office on 27 June 2006 were stolen indeed under the influence either by that lawyer or Ms. Groark.

According to my knowledge, it was the lawyer of Professor Waksman (the dismissing officer as identified by the EAT in its Judgment) who influenced the officer in your Document Return Department to remove them inappropriately as I have also described in my Witness Statement.  

