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WITNESS STATEMENT





Annette Groark, Personnel Manager


________________________________________________________________________











My name is Annette Groark and I will say as follows:





1.	I am Annette Groark, and I am employed as Personnel Manager at Birkbeck University of London, Malet Street Bloomsbury, London, WC1E 7HZ.





2.	The Applicant has received all monies that are owing to him and has been paid in lieu of notice; in addition he was paid an additional £1,000.00 to assist with travel and relocation costs.  This is detailed on salary payment slips.  The Applicant was paid for the period up to 7 March 2003 and received all outstanding annual leave payments owing to him.





3.	The reason for the termination of employment was outlined in the letter dated 7 February 2003 to the Applicant from his line manager.  We were faced with no other alternative but to dismiss him on that date.





4.	Prior to his termination the Applicant met or corresponded with his line manager during his employment up until the midpoint stage in accordance with our probationary procedures.  During these meetings concerns were discussed, the line manager wrote to the Applicant on 17 December 2002 to express concern about the Applicants behaviour and his accusations of sabotage of his experiments without evidence.





5.	Members of staff from his employing institution and from another London College expressed concerns regarding health and safety protocol.





6.	We are unable to understand the schedule of loss that has been presented by the Applicant and he refuses to accept that his demands are not a contractual obligation that are to be addressed by the University or indeed reviewed by the Employment Tribunal.





7.	If we had been advised that we that there was still a contractual obligation to direct money to the Applicant  we would happily pay the sum that was required of us.  This would prevent time being wasted by ourselves, our representative, the Chairman and members.





8.	Under cross examination whilst in attendance at the interlocutory hearing that took place on 28 August 2003, the Applicant admitted that he had been advised by the Islington Law Centre that there was no or little merit or chance of recovery in his claim for breach of contract.  He was advised that he had been paid all that was contractually owed to him already.





9.	This is very disturbing and the Applicants determination to continue with his claim for money is beyond our comprehension.





10.	Additional costs have been incurred due to the Applicants behaviour.














This statement is true and to the best of my knowledge.











Signature____A Groark________	Date_____2/10/03________
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