13 February, 2003

Ros Brayfield and Annette Groark

Director and Vice Director of 


Human Resources

Birkbeck College

Malet Street, Bloombury

London WC1E 7HX

Dear Director:

Today some colleagues of mine spent a couple of hours with me to review my case and give me some useful advice.  I have learned that, different from the situation in US, in Britain people emphasise more on following the procedure, which I have not paid an enough attention to in my rebuttal.  We examined every point under the probationary procedure in the Handbook I received with the contract.  It has been found that the following procedures have not been followed completely in my case.

1. Section 20.6.1 describes that, when monitoring the probationer's progress, four areas should be borne in mind: work output, work quality, standard of work, and attendance.  This section also gives the definition of each area to be monitored.  The assessment of my three-month work in the letter of 7 February 2003 did not comply with these criterions completely.  Based on the materials and record of my research results and my work, my progress is described in each of four areas as the following.

1) Work output: I have made steady progress in the amount of work which is being done, such as from small-scale expression of the proteins, large-scale expression, purification of the protein complex from the large-expression culture using gradually modified protocols to reach gradually higher purity, until crystallization trials using the purified protein complex.

2) Work quality: I have made progress to produce work which is relatively error-free, such as checking the best expression time in order to optimise the expression of the proteins, gradual modification of the protocol in order to optimise the purification of the protein complex to reach a higher purity.

3) Standard of work: Although I have some experience in protein expression and purification before, the amount and quality of the work I have done during three months are not easily to archive even for an experienced researcher considering this short period of time for a new project and in a new research environment.

4) Attendance: During three months, although I missed one lab weekly meeting and was late in another one during my research process as described in the assessment, I have not missed any working day.  Besides, I usually work in the lab on Saturday, too.  I have not missed any meeting scheduled weekly with Dr. Waksman.  I have attended all the trainings required for new staff at the college level and in the school.

2. Thus, based on these criterions listed in section 20.6.1, it is clear that my progress during three months can not be judged to be irredeemably incapable or fail to make improvement in performance in any of the four areas that is required for dismissal as described in Section 20.7.3.

3. Section 20.6.2 describes that, if there are difficulties in the progress, line managers should investigate why this is so and indicate how an improvement is to be made.  If I had got difficulties in the progress as described in the assessment, I have never been cleared about why the difficulties occurred and how to make an improvement from them.

4. In Section 20.7.1, it is described that, if progress has not been entirely satisfactory, timescales for improvement should be discussed and agreed with the probationer and confirmed in writing.  I do not know that these have been done.

Therefore, the decision to dismiss me from the position did not follow the probationary procedure of the college to a research staff completely.  I report this here in order for you to review.  I would like to have an appointment with you in order to get your advice for the matter.  I sincerely hope what I described in this letter will be added into my rebuttal and help for a careful and proper resolution to be reached for my case.

Sincerely,

Wuchao Yuan, Ph.D.

102A Seymour Place

London W1H 1NF

Tel: 020 7258 1506

CC:
the Master


the Dean of the Faculty of Science

