Case Ng. 2402737/2015

IN THE CHESTER EMPLOYMENT TRIBUNAL
BETWEEN:-
MR M. MIGLIORATO
Claiman
v
UNIVERSITY OF MANCHESTER
Respondent
SCOTT SCHEDULE

1. 29/11/2011

The Claimant met with a
student, SR
and later was confranted by
her fiancé, Mr J. R
who subjected the Claimant
to racial abuse shouting
“where do you come
from?”. Mr #lillRinsulted
the Claimant wha reported
the matter to his head of
schoal the following day.
Nothing was done as far as
the Claimant is aware.

p ate)’

Any person who
is not italian
and/ar not from
the UK, and/or
is subject to
racial
stereotyping

Race
Discrimination

ovisior
Equality Act 2010
s13(1)

539(2){d}

5123(1)
5123(3)(a}

- Equality Act 2010 and denies that the

1. The Respondent denies the Claimant’s
account of the “gist of incident”.

2. This aliegation is not contained in the
claim form and should therefore be
permitted as background evidence only.

3. The Respondent denies that the alleged
incident amounts to direct discrimination
under 513{1) of the Equality Act 2010 or
that the Claimant was subjectto a
detriment under s39(2){d) of the Equality
Act 2010 as alleged or atall.

4. The Respondent submits that the claim
is time barred under section 123 (1) of the

incident amounts to conduct extending
over time for the purposes of s123 {3)(a) as
alieged or at all.
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24/07/2012 | Professor Haisall complains Any person not Equality Act 2010 | 1. The Respondent denies that the alleged
in an email about the and BH from ltaly, Discrimination s13(1) incident amounts to direct discrimination
Claimant’s libido to noting the under s13(1) of the Equality Act 2010 lor
Professor Hamiiton. language is s39(2){d) that the Claimant was subject to a

linked to s173(1) detriment under 539(2}{d} of the Equality

stereotypes of Act 2010 as alleged or at all.

male.s from the s12303)a) 3. The Respondent submits that the claim

Mediterranean is time barred under section 123 (1) of the

area. Equality Act 2010 and denies that the

1t incident amounts to conduct extendirlg

over time for the purpases of s123 (3)(a) as
alleged or at all.:

03/09/2012 | Professor Hamilton 1 MM, BH, Any person not | Race Equality Act 2010 | 1. The Respondent denies the Claimant’s
anonymity for hlmséﬁ to .| AOand AW | from italy, Discrimination s13(1) account of the “gist of incident”.
:::';:t:: W ; ?.m.ﬁ t:?s 39(2)(d) 2. This allegation is not contairied in the
racially sterfeotypical k] Iinkge d tgo clalmyfon'nand should there‘fore be
aliegations about the stereotypes.of s123(1) permitted as backgraund evidence anty.
Claimant to Mrs O'Neill and males from the 5123(3)(a) 3. The Respondent denies that the alleged
Professor Webb. Praofessor Mediterranean incident amounts to direct discrimination
Hamilton alleged that the area. 1 under 513(1) of the Equality Act 2010 br
Claimant had a reputation that the Claimant was subject to a
with femnale administrative detriment under s39(2){d) of the Equqlity
staff who called him *dirty Act 2010 as alleged or at all. l
Max”. On21 October 2014 4. The Respondent submits that the chaim
the BESPO ndent eventually is time barred under section 123 (1} of the
admitted that the : Equality Act 2010 and denies that the
statements had no truth in incident amounts to conduct extending
them and were over time for the purposes of s123 (3){a} as
unsubstantiated criticism aof alleged or at all.

a kind that the Respondent
waould not candone. Further,
the Respondent would not
condone the actions of Mrs
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O'Neill and Professor Webb
in being receptive to such
hearsay comments during a
formal investigation.
15/10/2012 | A meeting was scheduled MM, AO, Any person not | Race Equality Act 2010 | 1. The Respondent denies the Claimant’s
for 9am and the Claimant AW, RW from italy, Discriminatian, account of the “gist of incident”.
© y 513{1) .
was falsely accused that ) noting the linked with J 2. This allegation is not contained in the
. ::ste::r::l::: ‘:?:t‘:;ai:ecn his :?:ét;atg: i ::12:; tions (2)d) claim form and shouid therefore be
seized. The Claimant was stereotypes of | above and s123(1) permitted as background evidence onlY.
-subject to intimidatory males from the | below 5123(3)(a) 3, The Respondent denies that the alleged
conduct. BH had provided Mediterranean incident amounts to direct discrimination
false information about the area. under s13(1) of the Equality Act 2010 ar
Claimant, and it was that the Claimant was subject to a .
incorrect what AO had detriment under s39(2)(d) of the Equaltty
stated, i.e. that information Act 2010 as alleged or at all. ‘
ha_d been provided by a 4. The Respondent submits that the claim
witness. is time barred under section 123 (1) of the
Equality Act 2010 and denies that the |
incident amounts to conduct extendin
over time for the purposes of s123 (3)(3) as
alleged or at all.
22/10/2012 | The Claimant received MM, MH, Any personnot | Race Equality Act 2010 | The Respondent denies the Claimant's
correspondence from AD, AW . from italy, Discrimination account of the “gist of incident”. |
513{1}
Professor Halsall who makes noting th? 2. This allegation is not cantained in the
| racially stereotypical language is s39{2)(d) . ;
rernarks in the form that the linked to s123(1) da'm,form and should tgem.f ore be I
Claimant’s problem is his stereotypes of permitied as background evidence on Y
Latin mentality. males from the s123{3)(a) 3. The Respondent denies that the alleged
Mediterranean incident amounts to direct discrimination
area. under s13(1} of the Equality Act 2010 or
that the Claimant was subjectto a \
‘| detriment under s39{2){d) of the Equalrty
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3
Act 2010 as alleged or at all.

|
4. The Respondent submits that the claim

is time barred under section 123 (1) of
Equality Act 2010 and denies that the
incident amounts to conduct extending
over time for the purposes of 5123 (3)(
alleged or at all.

the

3) as

13/11/2012

The Claimant receives the
final report in the student’s
complaint, again containing
racially stereotypical
comments, noting remarks
about concems about the
Claimant’s attitude towards
women and sex. The
comments had been
included in the final report,
even though the Claimant
had never seen them
before, nor had been asked
to respond to them. When
investigating the student’s
complaints the process had
been flawed for reasons
which included AO and AW
attempting to challenge
evidence from Dr Pal, and
they prompted the student
to change dates in her
evidence to the Claimant’s
detriment. The report
included a recommendation
that the Claimant’s Line
Manager Professor

MM, BH

Any persan not
from ltaly,
noting the
language is
linked to
stereotypes of
males from the
Mediterranean
area.

Race
Discrimination

Equality Act 2010
s13(1)

s39(2)(d)

s123(1)
s123(3)(a)

1. The Respondent denies the Claimant
account of the “gist of incident”,

2. This allegation is not contained in th
claim form and should therefore be

permitted as background evidence only.

3, The Respondent denies that the alleg

incident amounts to direct discriminatipn

under s13(1) of the Equality Act 2010 a
that the Claimant was subject to a

detriment under s39(2)(d) of the Equality

Act 2010 as alleged or at all.

4. The Respondent submits that the claim
is time barred under section 123 (1} offthe

Equality Act 2010 and denies that the |

incident amounts to conduct extending
over time for the purposes of 5123 {3)(a) as

alleged or at all.

n

ged

r
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Hamilton and his Head o
Schoof should address the
| Claimant’s attitude towards
women and sex.
T
15/11/2012 | The Claimant complained MM and SF | Any person not | Race Equality Act 2010 | 1. The Respondent denies the Claimant’s
o ] verbally to Mrs Field, noting . from Italy, Discrinination, s13(1) account of the “gist of incident”.
that the Respondent had nating th(? anda 2. This allegation Is not contained in the
acted on hearsay, and that language is protected s39(2)(d)
o . N claim form and should therefore be
the allegation linked to the linked to disclosure 5123(1) permitted as background evidence only
Claimant’s laptop was in fact stereotypes of c
untrue. The Claimant males from the 5123(3){a) 3. The Respondent denies that the alleged
referred to formalising his Mediterranean incident amounts to direct discrimination
complaint against HR arising area. under s13(1} of the Equality Act 2010 or
from the way he had been Employment that the Claimant was subjectto a
treated, nating that he had Rights At 1996; | detriment under s35(2)(d) of the Equality
been humiliated and subject s43B{1){b) Act 2010 as alleged or at all.
to allegayions from s43B(1)(c} 4. The Respondent submits that the claim
anonymous wnnessgs. The is time barred under section 123 (1) of the
Cl:jﬂmant told Ml;s Field that s43C{1){a) Equatity Act 2010 and denies that the
this was 'happemng because incident amounts to conduct extending
he s lFahap, and during an over time for the purposes of s123 (3)(a) as.
interview in March 2013 alleged or at all.
Mrs Field referred to the :
Claimant’s belief that he S The Respondent denies that the alleged
was being persecuted. incident amounts to a protected disclosure |
as alleged ar at all. The Claimant has failed |
to specify what, if any, aspect of the “gist |
of the incident” amounts to a qualifying |
disclosure which in the reasonable belief ofj
the Claimant was made in the public !
interest and/or in good faith which tends ‘
to show the requirements of ;
s43B(1){b),and/or s43B{1){c} as alleged or !
atall.
Page 5 of 40
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Late
Navember
2012

“The events described above

had an impact on the
Claimant’s health, but
despite requests to have
consideration for his health,
nothing had been done. The
Claimant believes that Mrs
Field had made promises in
this regard. Then, a day
before the Claimant was
leaving for work in China he
received a telephone call
from HR Partner Louise
Jordan to infarm him that
hundreds of images had
been found on his laptop
and that they needed to see
the Claimant as soon as
possible. The Claimant
considers the timing of this
to relate hack to the first
protected disclosure made
to Mrs Field 2 weeks
previously (see point 7).

MM, SF
and Y

2gorl

Equality Act 2010
s13(1)

539(2)(d}

s123(1}
5123(3)(a)

Emplayment
Rights Act 1996;

s438(1)(b)
s43B(1){c)
s43C(1){a)
s47B(1)

1. The Respondent denies the Claimant’
account of the “gist of incident”.

2. This allegation is not contained in the
claim form and should therefore be
permitted as background evidence onl‘ .

tn

3. The Respondent denies that the alleged
incident amounts to direct discriminat.‘im
under s13{1} of the Equality Act 2010 o
that the Claimant was subject to a T
detriment under s39(2)(d} of the Equalfty

Act 2010 as alleged or at all.

4. The Respondent submits that the cgim
is‘time barred under section 123 (1) of the
Equality Act 2010 and denies that the
incident amounts to conduct extending
over time for the purposes of 5123 (3)(g} as
alleged or atall. . '

5 The Respondent denies that the alleged

incident amounts to 3 protected disclosure
as alleged or at all. The Claimant has fﬂ‘lled
to specify what, if any, aspect of the “gist

of the incident” amouats to a qualifying
disclasure which in the reasonable belief of
the Claimant was made in the public
interest and/or in good faith which tends
to show the requirements of
s43B(1){b),and/or s43B(1){c} as alleged or
at afl.

6. The Respondent denies that the
Claimant suffered any detriment under
s47(B)(1) as alleged or at all because of any
alleged protected disclosure. If, whichjis

denied, the Claimant’s allegations do

‘1 Any person not | Race
from Ktaly, Discrimination,
noting the and detriment
language is arising from
linked to protected
stereatypes of | disclosure
males from the
Mediterranean
area.
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amount to a detriment, the Respondent
contends that the Tribinal does not have
Jurisdiction to hear such claims as they are
time barred. The time limit for bringing a
detriment claim under section 478 is three
months from the date of the act or failure
to act to which the complaint relates |
(section 48(3){a), ERA 1996).

13/12/2012

The Claimant was

summoned to a meeting
and believes that this was
motivated because of the
protected disclosures made
to Mrs Field. The Claimant
repeated his earlier
allegations of dishonesty in
the process and of race
discrimination.

MM, U and
T0

Employment
Rights Act 1996;

s478(1)

.| detriment claim under section 478 is three

1. The Respondent denies the Claimant’s
account of the “gist of incident”. i

2. This allegation is not cantained in the
claim form and should thereforebe |
permitted as background evidence only.

3. The Respondent denies that the
Claimant suffered any detriment unden
s47(B}{1) as alleged or at alf because of any
alleged protected disclosure. If, which is
denied, the Claimant’s allegation does :
amaount to a detriment, the Respondent
contends that the Tribunal does not have
jurisdiction to hear such daim as it Is time

barred. The time limit for bringing a !

months from the date of the act or failure
to act to which the complaint relates
{section 48(3}{a), ERA 1996}.

N/A, this is Detriment

relevant to associated

protected with protected

disclosure disclosure
Page 7 of 40
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The Claimant was
summoned to a further
meeting with Ms Jordan and
was subject to unreasonable
questioning about matters
on his laptop. The Claimant
was in a poor state in terms
of his health, but this
appears to have been
disregarded by Ms Jordan.

Employment
Rights Act 1996;

s478(1)

1 account of the “gist of incident”.

| Claimant suffered any detriment under)
s47(B}{1) as alleged or at all because ofjany

1. The Respondent denies the Claimants

2. This allegation is not contained in the
claim form and should therefore be
permilted as background evidence only.

3. The Respondent denies that the

alleged protected disclosure. If, which is
denied, the Claimant’s allegation does
amount to a detriment, the Respondent
contends that the Tribunal does not have

jurisdiction to hear such claim as it is time .

barred. The time limit for bringing a

detriment claim under section 478 is three

months from the date of the act or failyre
to act to which the complaint relates
(section 48(3}{a), ERA 1996).

il

20/12/2012

The Claimant calls into ~
question the quality of the
Respondent’s investigation
of his complaints, and
whether the investigations
were undertaken in good
faith to try to discover the
truth about what had
occurred. This included the
fact that Professor O’Brien
did not ask the Claimant any
questions about an incident
involving Professor Halsall,
even though this was
impartant by reference to

MM an
T -

Employment
Rights Act 1996;

s478B(1)

v

tn

1. The Respondent denies the Claimant
account of the “gist of incident”.

2. This allegation is not contained in the
claim form and should therefore be
permitted as background evidence only.

3. The Respondent denies that the
Claimant suffered any detriment unde

s47(B){1) as alleged or at all because of any

alleged protected disclosure. If, which s
denied, the Claimant’s allegation does
amount to a detriment, the Responder
contends that the Tribunal does not have
jurisdiction to hear such claim as it is tyme
barred. The time limit for bringing a

=3

N/A, this relates | Detriment

to the protected | associated

disclosure with protected
disclosure

N/A, this relates | Detriment

to the protected | associated

disclosure with protected
disclosure
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@

S102/LELZ0VC 'ON @sed



the facts in about 2009
when the Claimant did not
have a laptop issued by the
Respondent. On or about
this date the Claimant wrote
to TO to provide
information about the
incident with MH. A further
example of the
Respondent’s motivation in
relation to the investigation
invaived the Claimant
meeting with Mrs Field on
or about 21 December 2012
when she showed a lack of
concern in relation to the
truth of evidence provided
by an anonymous witness.
The Claimant expressed
concerns of dishonesty and
race discrimination.

detriment claim under section 478 is three
months from the date of the act or failure
ta act to which the complaint relates |
{sectian 48(3}{a}, ERA 1596),

06/01/2013 | Mrs O'Neill refused to give | MM and This matter Detriment Employment 1. The Respondent denles the Claimant’s
infarmation to the Claimant | AQ concerns the assoclated Rights Act 1996; | account of the “gist of incident”.
in relation to tith: g.mt;uEd d :ltch;srotected $478(1) 2. This allegation is not contained in the
:l:‘::;}:“t‘;‘i‘:;us;s:"e" a'zzm;‘;’::)‘r‘ Isclosure claim form and should therefore be
i nd evid 2
detriment to the Claimant in would be any Equality Act 2010; permigted as backgraund evidence onlj
relation to the investigation person who Is Race “ | 3. The Respondent denies that the alleged
and his complaints, not subject to Discrimination | 513(1) incident amounts to direct discrimination
including a verbatim racially 539(2){d) under s13(1) of the Equality Act 2010 of
statement of the allegation. stereotypical that the Claimant was subjecttoa :
allegations. s123(1) detriment under s39{2){d) of the Equality
) s123(3)(a} Act 2010 as alleged or at all i
4. The Respondent subrnits that the cléim
Page 9 of 40
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is time barred under section 123 (1) of the
Equality Act 2010 and denies that the
incident amounts to conduct extending
over time for the purposes of s123 (3}{a) as
alleged ar at all.

5. The Respondent denies that the
Claimant suffered any detriment under
s47(B)(1) as alleged or at all because of any
alleged protected disclosure. If, which i
denied, the Claimant’s allegation does
amount to a detrimernt, the Respondenf:
contends that the Tribunal does not have
jurisdiction to hear such claim as it is time
barred. The time limit for bringing a
detriment claim under section 47B is three
months from the date of the act or failure
to act to which the complaint relates

(section 48(3)(v}, ERA 1996).

09/01/2013 | A Subject Access request MM, AO This matter Detriment Employment 1. The Respondent denies the Claimant{s
was made under the Data and MC concerns the associated Rights Act 1996; | account of the “gist of incident”.
E;ac’it::r:?na:;t:}yi'st:/eas girsoctlzﬁg and :gg;f::am 547B(1) 2. This allegation is not contained in the

. . ! claim form and shouid therefore be
refused unreasonably, with a comparator .
. . permitted as background evidence only.
the impact being that the would he any Equality Act 2010;
Claimant was further unable person who is Race 3. The Respondent denies that the alleged
to abtain evidence and to not subject to Discrimination | 513{1) incident amounts to direct discriminatipn
defend himself against raclally 539(2)(d) under 513(1) of the Equality Act 2010 or
allegations. stereotypical that the Claimant was subject to 2
allegations. 5123{1) detriment under s39(2){d) of the Equalttv
$123(3)(a) Act 2010 as alleged or at all. i
4. The Respondent submits that the claim
is time barred under section 123 (1) of the
Equality Act 2010 and denies that the
incident amounts to conduct extendin,
Page 10 of 40
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bl

over time for the purposes of 5123 (3)(a) as
alleged orat ali.

S. The Respondent denies that the
Claimant suffered any detriment under
s47(B)(1) as alleged or at ali because of any
alleged protected disclosure. If, which is
denied, the Claimant’s allegation does |
amount to 3 detriment, the Respondent
contends that the Tribunal daes nat haye
jurisdiction to hear such claim as it is time
barred. The time limit for bringing a
detriment claim under section 47B is three
months from the date of the act or failure
to act to which the complaint relates

(section 48(3){a), ERA 1996).

14. | 12/01/2013 | The Claimant filed a formal | MM and N/Athisisa Protected Employment 1. This allegation is not contained in the
grievance under the KH protected disclosure Rights Act 1996: | claim form and should thereforebe
Respondent’s Dignity at disclosure permitted as background evidence anly.
Work and Study Pali $438(1)(b) . [

udy Policy 2. The Respondent denies that the alleged
referring to the issues s438(1){c) o ,
arising from the incident amounts to a protected disclosure
'nvestg‘ ation. and ais s43C{1){a) as alleged or at ail. The Claimant has faijed
lea i :g|1 r?l .n tio DTh to specify what, if any, aspect of the “gist
c rier aisc fmlnad l: te i of the incident” amounts to a qualifying
ase was referred ultimately disclosure which in the reasonable belief of
to Director of HR Karen S
Heat the Claimant was made in the public
eatan. interest and/or in good faith and which
tends to show the requirements of
s43B{1)}{b},and/or s43B(1}{c}) as alleged or
at all.

15. | 13/01/2013 | Mrs O’Neill wrote to Ms MM, AO This relates to Detriment for | Employment 1. The Respondent denies the Claimant";s
Clare warning her that if the | and MC the protected making Rights Act 1996: | account of the “gist of incident”.
Rgspondent disclosed the disclosure and a protected $43B(1){b) 2. This allegatlon is not contained in the
witness statements comparator disclosure and

Page 11 of 40
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cl

requested it would
undermine the current
investigations. Mrs O'Neill
was the subject of the
Claimant’s complaint, but
she was still being allowed
by the Respondent to
interfere with the
investigation and the
Claimant’s ability to defend
himseif.

wouid be any
person who is
not subject to
investigation or
complaints
linked to racially
stereotypical
comments.

race
discrimination

s43B{1)(c)
s43C{1){a)
s47(1)

The Equality Act
2012:

s13(1)
$39(2)(d)
$123{1}
s123(3){a)

claim form and should therefore be
permitted as background evidence only.

3. The Respondent denies that the alleged
incident amounts to direct discrimination

under s13{1) of the Equality Act 2010 of
that the Claimant was subject to a ‘
detriment under $39(2){(d) of the Equality
Act 2010 as alleged or at afi.

4. The Respondent submits that the clajm
is time barred under section 123(1) of the
Equality Act 2010 and denies that the
incident amounts to conduct extending
over time for the purposes of s123 {3){a) as
alleged or at alil.

5. The Respondent denies that the alleged

incident amounts to a protected disclojure
as alleged or at all. The Claimant has fajled
to specify what, if any, aspect of the “gist
of the incident” amounts to a qualifyi
disclosure which in the reasonable belief of
the Claimant was made in the public
interest and/or in good faith and which
tends to show the requirements of
s43B(1}{b),and/or s43B(1){c) as alleged or
atail.

6. The Respondent denies that the
Claimant suffered any detriment undes
s47{B)(1) as alleged or at all because of any
alleged protected disclosure. If, which {s
denied, the Claimant’s allegation does
amount 1o a detriment, the Responden
contends that the Tribunal does not have
jurisdiction to hear such claim as it is time
barred. The time limit for bringing a

~
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detriment claim under section 478 is three
months from the date of the act or failure
to act to which the complaint relates
(section 48(3}{a), ERA 1996},

16. | 13/01/2013 | The Claimant was informed | MM, TO This relates to Detriment for | Employment 1. The Respondent denies the Claimant’s
that the case against him and L the fact of the making Rights Act 1996: | account of the “gist of incident”.
concerning IT misuse had protected pfotect&d 2. This allegation is not contained in the
been escalated to the Dean disclosure, and | disclosure and laim form and should therefore be
of Faculty following the would impact race s43B{1)(b) ¢ : ‘

. L permitted as background evidence only;
conclusion of the upon a person | discrimination. s43B(1){c) ‘
investigation. The Claimant with the 3. The Respondent denies that the alleged
contends that this was Claimant's s43(1)(a) incident amounts to direct discrimination
because he had made characteristics s47(1) under s13(1] of the Equality Act 2010 or
protected disclosures and facing that the Claimant was subject to a
that it was an act of race allegations . detriment under s39(2)(d) of the Equality
discrimination. linked to racially The Equality Act | Act 2010 as alleged or at ail.

stereotypical 2012: 4. The Respondent submits that the claim
conduct. is time barred under section 123(1) of the
. Equality Act 2010 and denies that the
s13(1) incident amounts to conduct extending!
539(2)(d) over time for the purposes of 5123 (3){a) as
alteged or at all.
10 d that the alle, ‘ d
5. The Respondent denies that the allege:
s123(3){a) incident a::)unts to a protected disdoilre
as alleged or at all. The Claimant has failed
to specify what, if any, aspect of the *gist
of the incident” amounts te a qualifying
disclosure which in the reasonable belief of
the Claimant was made in the public
interest and/or in good faith and which |
tends to show the requirements of .
543B(1){b),and/or s43B(1)(c) as alleged or
atall, :
Page 13 of 40
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AR

6. The Respondent denies that the
Claimant suffered any detriment under
547(B){1) as alleged or at all because of any
alleged protected disclosure. If, which i
denied, the Claimant’s allegation does
amount to a detriment, the Respondent
contends that the Tribunal does not ha
jurisdiction to hear such claim as it is time
barred. The time limit for bringing a
detriment claim under section 478 is three
months from the date of the act or faliyre
to act to which the complaint relates
{section 48(3}{a}, ERA 1396).

w

17. | January The Claimant was told by his | MM, BH This relates to Detriment for | Employment 1. The Respondent denies the Claimants
2013 Head of Schaol Professor and TB the protected making Rights Act 1996: | account of the “gist of incident”.
Brown, and his Line disclosure and p.rotected 2. This allegation is not contained in the
Manager Professor relates also to disclosure and 3 .
claim form and should therefore be
Harmilton that the School the Claimant's | race s43B(1)(b} i ;
. . permitted as background evidence only.
had decided not to support personal discrimination. $438(1)(c)
the Claimant for promotion characteristics 3, The Respondent denies that the alleged
that year associated with s43C(1)(a} incident amounts to direct discrimination
racially s47(1) under s13(1} of the Equality Act 2010 of
stereotypical that the Claimant was subject to a
conduct detriment under s39(2){d) of the Equality
Act 2010 as alleged or at ail. !
The Equality Act | 4 The Respondent submits that the cla;lm
2012: is time barred under section 123(1) of the
Equality Act 2010 and denies that the |
incident amounts to conduct extending
s13(1) over time for the purposes of 5123 (3)(?) as
alleged or at all. !
$39(2)(b) ¢ . !
. 5. The Respondent denies that the alleged
539(2)(d) 0. the Hespo  alleg
incident amounts to a protected disclosure
Page 14 of 40
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5123(1)
5123(3)(a)

as alleged or at ali. The Claimant has failed)
to specify what, if any, aspect of the “gist !
of the incident” amounts to a qualifying
disclosure which in the reasonable belief of
the Claimant was made in the public
interest and/or in good faith and which
tends ta show the requirements of
s438(1){b),and/or s43B{1){c) as alleged or .
atail.

6. The Respondent denies that the

Claimant suffered any detriment under |

s47(B}{1} as alleged or at all because of any
alleged protected disclosure. If, which is
denied, the Claimant’s allegation does
amount to a detriment, the Respondent
contends that the Tribunal does not have
jurisdiction ta hear such claim as it is time
barred. The time limit for bringing a ‘
detriment claim under section 478 is three|
months from the date of the act or failure -
to act to which the complaint relates
(section 48(3}{a}, ERA 1996).

18.

29/01/2013

The Claimant met with
Karen Heaton and identified
untruths stated by Ms
O’Neill, and Ms Heaton was
also advised about racjal
stereotyping in the outcome
dacument on the student
complaint (November 2012).
The Claimant explained that
his italian heritage was a
likely cause of what was
happening and stated

MM and

N/A, this is part
of the protected
disclosure
process

Part of the
protected
disclosure
process

Employment

Rights Act 1996:

s43B(1)(h)
s438(1){c)
s43C(1)(a)

1. This allegation is not contained in the
claitn form and should therefore be
permitted as background evidence only.

2. The Respondent denies that the alleged j
incident amounts to a protected disclosure:
as alleged orat all. The Claimant has failed
to specify what, if any, aspect of the “gist
of the incident” amounts to a qualifying
disciosure which in the reasonable belief of
the Claimant was made in the public
interest and/or in good faith and which
tends to show the requirements of
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made up the allegation
about him from the
anonymous witness. This
later turned out to be true,

R 4
$43B(1)(b),and/or s43B(1)(c) as

at ail.
3. The Respondent denies that the

Claimant suffered any detriment under

s47(B){1) as alleged or at all because of any

alleged protected disclosure. If, which
denied, the Claimant’s allegation does

amount to a detriment, the Respondent

S

' contends that the Tribunal does not have
jurisdiction to hear such claim as it is time

barred. The time limit for bringing a

detriment claim under section 478 is three
maonths from the date of the act or failure

to act to which the complaint relates
(section 48(3)(a), ERA 1996).

19. | 13/02/2013 | During a disciplinary hearing | MM and CB | This relates to Detriment for | Employment 1. The Respondent denies the Claimant’s
Professor Bailey refused the the Claimant’s protecied Rights Act 1996: | account of the “gist of incident”.
Claimant pennusislgn to protected disclosure and 2. This allegation is not contained in the
challenge the witness disclose and the | race .
st \nts t t Claimant’ discrimination | s43B(1)(b) claim form and should therefore be

atements to any extent. aimant’s iscrimination permitted as background evidence only.
He acted in an unreasonabie characteristics :

s43B{1){c) ] ‘
and intimidatory manner associated with 3. The Respondent denies that the alleged
towards the Claimant who raclal s43C{1)(a) jncident amounts to direct discrimination
was suffering from ill-bealth. stereotyping. sa7(1) under s13(1) of the Equality Act 2010 or
This was known to the that the Claimant was subjectto a
Respondent. Professor detriment under s35{2}{d) of the Equaljity
"Bailey’s approach confirmed The Equality Act | Act2010as alleged or at ali.
that he did not understand 2012: 4. The Respondent submits that the claim
the issues being considered. is time barred under section 123(1) of the
He also made threats to Equality Act 2010 and denies that the
increase the charges against s13{1) incident amounts to conduct extending
the Claimant fram minor to 539(2)(d) over time for the purposes of 5123 (3){a) as
serious misconduct. The alleged orat all.
Claimant questions whether s123(1)
Page 16 of 4D
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CB was acting in good faith.

. s123(3)(a) 5. The Respondent denies that the alleged
I:;E];‘:'::t":h:i'::: ncerms incident amounts to a protected disdo#ure
as alleged or at all. The Claimant has failed
°“‘°°f“e 9f the to specify what, if any, aspect of the “gjst
Tnvestigation was . o
of the incident” amounts to a qualifying
predetermined, nf'imely that disclosure which in the reasonable belief of
he would face a disciplinary o . i
. the Claimant was made in the pubiic
hearing whic‘h wmjald be interest and/or in good faith and which
resolved against him. tends to show the requirements of
543B(1){b},and/or s43B(1){c} as alleged or
at ail. :
6. The Respondent denies that the
Claimant suffered any detriment under:
s47{B}{1) as alleged or at ali because of any
alleged protected disclosure. If, which is
denied, the Claimant's allegation does
amount to a detriment, the Respondent
contends that the Tribunal does not have
Jurisdiction to hear such claim as it is time
barred. The time limit for bringing a
detriment claim under section 478 is three
months from the date of the act or failure
to act to which the complaint relates
{section 48(3}{a), ERA 1996).

20. | 13/02/2013 | After only 5 minutes of MM, RW This relatesto | Detriment for | Employment 1. The Respondent denies the Claimant's
deliberation Professor Bailéy | and CB the Claimant’s protected Rights Act 1996: | account of the “gist of incident”.
counced e el | e 2 i lstion st contnd i e
misconduct for possession Claimant’s discrimination | s43B(1){b) claim form and should therefore be

. permitted as background evidence only.
of the deleted thumbnails, characteristics s43B(1}(c) :
and he was given a written associated with 3. The Respondent denies that the aileged
and final warning. The racial s43C{1){a) incident amounts to direct discrimination
Claimant was also ordered stereatyping $47(1) under s13(1) of the Equality Act 2010 or
1o submit any IT equipment that the Claimant was subject to a
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for checks every month for 2
years. The Claimant’s
representative, Mr Walden
was angry and it was
confirmed that an appeal
would be submitted. CB
refused to provide written
reasoning of the decision to
assist with the appeal,
despite repeated requests.

The Equality Act '
2012:

s13{1)
s39(2}{d)
$123{1)
s123{3}a)}

detriment under 539(2){d) of the Equéll
Act 2010 as alleged or at all.

4. The Respondent submits that the clat
is time barred under section 123{1) of the
Equality Act 2010 and denies that the
incident amounts to conduct extending|
over time for the purposes of 5123 (3)(a) as
alleged or at ail.

5. The Respondent denies that the alleged

incident amounts to a protected disclosure
as alleged or at all. The Claimant has failed
to specify what, if any, aspect of the “gist
of the incident” amounts to a qualifying
disclosure which in the reasonable belief of
| the Claimant was made in the public
interest and/or in good faith and which
tends to show the requirements of
s43B{1){b},and/or s43B(1}{c} as allegedjor
atall.

6. The Respondent denies that the
Claimant suffered any detriment unde]
s47(B)(1) as alleged or at all because of any
alleged protected disclosure. if, which 15
denied, the Claimant’s allegation does |
amount to a detriment, the Respondeq"t

3

| contends that the Tribunal does not have

Jurisdiction to hear such claim as it is time
barred. The time limit for bringing a
detriment claim under section 478 is three
months from the date of the act or failjsre
to act to which the complaint relates
{section 48(3){a), ERA 1556]).

21.

On or

The Claimant complained to

MM and AE

Any person not

Race

Equality Act 2010

1. No admission is made in respect of this
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about
20/02/2013

Professor Aneez Esmail
about race discrimination

noting the
language is
linked to
stereotypes of
males from the
Mediterranean
area.

Discrimination,
and detriment
arising from
protected
disclosure

s13(1)
539(2)(d}
$123(1)
s123(3)(a}

Employment
Rights Act 1996;

s43B(1){b}
s43B(1}(c)
s43C(1)(a)
s478(1)

incident.

2. This allegation is not contained in the
claim form and should therefore be |
permitted as background evidence only.

3. The Respondent denies that the allgged
incident amounts to direct discrimination
under s13{1) of the Equality Act 2010 gr
that the Claimant was subjecttoa
detriment under s39{2)(d) 6f the Equality
Act 2010 as alleged or at ali. !

4. The Respondent submits that the dlaim
is time barred under section 123(1) of the
Equality Act 2010 and denies that the |
incident amounts to conduct extending
over time for the purposes of 5123 (3)(s) as
alleged or at ail. ’

5. The Respondent denies that the alleged
incident amounts to a protected disclosure
as alieged or at all. The Claimant has fajled
to specify what, if any, aspect of the “gist
of the incident” amounts to a qualifying
disclosure which in the reasonable belief of
the Claimant was made in the public
interest and/or in good faith and which
tends 1o show the requirements of |
s438(1){b),and/or s43B(1){c} as alleged or
at ail.

6. The Respondent denies that the !
Claimant suffered any detriment under
s47(B){1) as alleged or at ali because of any
alleged pratected disclosure. If, which is
denied, the Claimant’s allegation does |
amount to a detriment, the Respondent
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contends that the Tribunal does not haye
jurisdiction to hear such claim as it is time
barred. The time limit for bringing a

detriment claim under section 478 is three

months fram the date of the act or failure
to act to which the complaint relates |
{section 48(3){a), ERA 1996).

22

About
20/02/2013

The Claimant met Professor
Bailey on a staircase, and he
did not want to talk to the
Professor, leading the
Claimant to be accused of
unprofessionalism.

MM, CB
and 1P

N/A, this relates | Detriment
to the protected | associated
disclosure with protected
disclosure

Employment
Rights Act 1996;

s43B(1){b)
s438(1}){c)
s43C(1){a}
s478(1)

v

w

1. The Respondent denies the Claimant
account of the “gist of the incident.”

2. This allegation is not contained in the
claim form and should therefore be
permitted as background evidence only.

3. The Respondent denies that the alleged
incident amounts to a protected disclosure
as alleged or at all. The Claimant has failed

ta specify what, if any, aspect of the “gist
of the incident” amounts to a qualifying

disclosure which in the reasonable beljef of

the Claimant was made in the public
interest and/or in good faith and which
tends to show the requirements of
543B(1){b),and/or s43B(1}){c) as alieged or
atall. -

4. The Respondent denies that the
Claimant suffered any detriment under

s47(B){1) as alleged or at all because af any

alieged protected disclosure. If, whichis
denied, the Claimant’s allegation does
amount 1o a detriment, the Respondent

contends that the Tribunal does not have

jurisdiction to hear such claim as it is time

barred. The time limit for bringing a

detriment claim under section 478 Is three
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nts
months from the date of the act or failure

to act to which the complaint relates
{section 48(3}{a), ERA 1596).

Early 2013

The Claimant believes that
Professor Bailey ordered
Professor Brown to put the
Claimant on a full teaching
load ASAP, although this
was declined by Professor
Brown as he understood the
Claimant’s welibeing and
the risk to it if the decision
had been implemented.

CBand 18

N/A, this relates
to the protected
disclosure

Detriment
associated
with protected
disclosure

Emplayment
Rights Act 1996;

s438(1)(b)
543B(1){c)
543C(1)(a)
s47B(1)

1. The Respondent denies the Claimant’s
account of the “gist of the incident.”

2. This allegation is not contained in the
claim form and should therefore be
permitted as hackground evidence only.

3. The Respondent denies that the alleged
incident amounts to a protected disclosure
as alleged or at all. The Claimant has failed
to specify what, if any, aspect of the “gist
of the incident” amounts to a qualifying
disclosure which in the reasonable belief of
the Claimant was made in the public
interest and/or in gaod faith and which
tends to show the requirements of
s438(1)(b),and/or s43B(1)(c} as alleged or
at ail.

4. The Respondent denies that the
Claimant suffered any detriment under
$47(B)(1) as alleged or at all because of any
alleged protected disclosure. If, which is
denied, the Claimant’s allegation does
amount to a detriment, the Respondent
cantends that the Tribunal does not have
jurisdiction to hear such claim as it is time
barred. The time limit for bringing a
detriment claim under section 47B is three
monaths from the date of the act or failure
to act to which the complaint relates
{section 48(3}{a), ERA 1596).
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£ Provision
The Claimant was told by Dr | MM, KH Any person not | Race .| Equality Act 2010 | 1. No admission is made as to what Dr
March Majewski that Prafessor and LM from ltaly, Discrimination s13(1) Majewski is alleged to have said to the
2011 Halsall was using a racial slur noting the Claimant about what Professor Halsail had
about the Claimant namely language is s39{2){d} said to Dr Majewski. This is hearsay.
that the problem wn'h the finked to s123(1) 2. The Respandent further denies the
Claimant was his Latin stereatypes of Claimant’s account of the “gist of incident”
mentality, who does he, males from the $123(3}(a} &
think he is acting like Mediterranean 3. This allegation is not contained in the
Berlusconi. The Claimant area and italy claim form and should therefore be
reported this to his Head of permitted as background evidence only.
Sd‘of)l and Ms Heaton, but 4. The Respondent denies that the alleged
nothing was done. incident amounts to direct discrimination
under 513(1) of the Equality Act 2010 or
that the Claimant was subject to a
detriment under s39{2){d} of the Equality
Act 2010 as alleged or at all.
5. The Respondent submits that the claim
is time barred under section 123 (1} of the
Equality Act 2010 and denies that the
incident amounts to conduct extending
over time for the purposes of §123 (3)(a) a
alleged or at all.
. | March The Claimant met with Mrs | MM and Any person not | Race Equality Act 2010 | 1. The Respondent denies the Claimant’s
12013 Heaton and his evidence KH from italy, Discrimination s13(1) account of the “gist of incident”.
from the incident on 15 noting the . _— R .
October 2012 was languige " 39(2)d) 2. Thxs allegation is not contained in the
. - claim form and should therefore be
challe.nged‘ The Claimant linked to 5123(1} permitted as background evidence anly.
submits a contemporaneous stereotypes of . i
account and later submits males from the s123(3)(a 3. The Respondent denies that the alleged,
additional information and Mediterranean incident amounts to direct discrimination
repeats the fact that he is area. under s13(1) of the Equality Act 2010 or
the victim of discrimination, that the Claimant was subject to a
and how his civil rights were detriment under 539(2){(d) of the Equality
Page 22 of 40
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being breached by not being Act 2010 as alleged or at all.

allowed to know or 4. The Respondent submits that the claim

challenge the statement of . )

Professor Hamilton. is tlmg harred under sectic?n 123 (1) of the

- Equality Act 2010 and denies that the

incident amounts to conduct extending )
over time for the purposes of s123 {3)(a) as
alleged or at ali.

26. | April 2013 | A colleague of the Claimant, | MM, 5C Any personnot | Race Equality Act 2010 | 1. No admission is made as to what Dr
namely Dr Chakraborty and PMM- | from ltaly Discrimination $13{1) Chakraborty is alleged to have said to the
informed him that Professor {or German) j Claimant about what Professor Hamilton
Hamilton had once said to 539(2}{d) once said to Dr Chakraborty. This is
him that the‘ Claimant and 5123(1) hearsay.

Prf)fessor'n{hssous were the 2. This allegation is not contained in the

axis of evil in the group and . 5123(3){a) 5

that they had to be crushed. clalm‘form and should therefore be
permitted as background evidence only.
3. The Respondent denies that the alleged
incident amounts to direct discrimination
under s13(1) of the Equality Act 2010 ar
that the Claimant was subjectto a
detriment under s39(2){d} of the Equality
Act 2010 as alleged or at all.
4. The Respondent submits that the claim
is time barred under section 123 (1} of the
Equality Act 2010 and denies that the
incident amounts to conduct extending
over time for the purpases of s123 (3)(a) as
alleged or at all.

27. | 28/04/2014 | During the appeal against MM and CB | This matter Detriment Employment 1. The Respondent denies the Claimant/s

_the disciplinary sanction concerns the’ associated Rights Act 1996; | account of the “gist of incident”.
Professqr Bailey was asked protected w.ith protected s478(1) 2. This aflegation is not contained in the
abm{t his \.uorlfmg . disclosure, and | disclosure claim form and should therefore be
relationship with Professor a comparator
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Hamilton and whether he
knew about the Claimant’s
grievance before the matter
was escalated to a full
disciplinary hearing. This
was denied, but the
Claimant knew that this was
not correct as Professor
Bailey had been involved at
an early stage in the
process.

prOp!

Equality Act 2010;
s13{1)

s35(2)(d)

5123(1)
5123(3)(a}

3. The Respondent denies that the alleged
incident amounts to direct discrimination

under s13(1) of the Equality Act 2010
that the Claimant was subject to a

detriment under s39(2)(d) of the Equality

Act 2010 as alleged or at all.

4. The Respondent submits that the clajm
is time barred under section 123(1) of the

Equality Act 2010 and denies that the

incident amounts to conduct extending
over time for the purposes of 5123 (3)(a) as

alleged or at all.
S. The Respondent denies that the

Claimant suffered any detriment under
s47(B){1} as alleged or at all because ofjany
alleged protected disclosure. if, which is
denied, the Claimant’s allegation does
amount to a detriment, the Respondent
contends that the Tribunal does not have
jurisdiction to hear such claim as itis time

barred. The time limit for bringing a

detriment claim under section 478 Is three

months fram the date of the actor fa
to act to which the complaint relates
{section 48(3){c), ERA 1556).

permitted as background evidence only;

s}

ilure

28.

01/05/2013

The Claimant’s appeal is
rejected by Professor
Coombs, despite ignoring
clear evidence from a digital
forensics expert Ms Cisek.
All of the appeal points were
dismissed.

MM and RC

Employment
Rights Act 1996;

s478(1)

Equality Act 2010;

1. The Respondent denies the Claimant’s

account of the “gist of incident”.

2. This allegation is not contained in the

claim form and should therefore be

permitted as background evidence onl;y.
3. The Respondent denies that the alle?ged

i
|

would be any
personwho is
not subject to Race
racially Discrimination
stereotypical
allegations.
This matter Detriment
concerns the associated
protected with protected
disclosure, and | disclosure
a comparator
would be any
person wha is Race
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not subject to Discrimination s13(1) incident amounts to direct discrimination
racially under s13(1) of the Equality Act 2010 or
stereotypical 539(2}{d) that the Claimant was subject to a
allegat;ons. s123(1) detriment under s39(2){d} of the Equality
Act 2010 as alleged or at all.
5123(3}{a) .
4. The Respondent submits that the claim
is time barred under section 123{1) of the
Equality Act 2010 and denies that the
incident amounts to canduct extending
aver time for the purpases of s123 (3)(a) as
alieged or at all.
5. The Respondent denies that the
Claimant suffered any detriment under
s47(B}{1) as alleged or at all because of any
alleged protected disclosure. If, which is
denied, the Claimant’s allegation does
amount to a detriment, the Respondent
contends that the Tribunal does not have
jurisdiction to hear such claim as it is time
barred. The time limit for bringing a
detriment claim under section 478 is thyee
months from the date of the act or failure
to act to which the complaint relates
(section 48(3)(a), ERA 1996).
11/05/2013 | The Claimant's grievance MM and This matter Detriment Employment 1. The Respondent denies the Claimant’s
was dismissed by Mrs KH concerns the associated Rights Act 1996; account of the “gist of incident”.
Heaton: Although a protected with protected s47B(1} 2. This allegation is not contained in the
ccimplalnt of breach ~Df disclosure, and | disclosure claim form and should therefore be
privacy was upheld, it was a comparator . permitted as background evidence only:
deemed to be of no would be any Equality Act 2010;
consequence. The Claimant person who s Race " | 3. The Respondent denies that the alleged
considers that Mrs Heaton not subjectto | Discrimination | $13(1) incident amounts to direct discrimination
did not even consider the racially $39(2)(d) under 513(1) of the Equality Act 2010 or
complaints of race stereotypical that the Claimant was subject to a
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discrimination and
concluded that reminding
the Claimant of the proper
behaviour towards women
was appropriate.

allegations.

5123(1)
5123(3)(a)

-1 s47(B)(1} as alleged or at all because of any

e et ;
detriment under 539(2)(11) of the Equahiy
Act 2010 as alleged or at ali.

4. The Respondent submits that the clajm
is time barred under section 123(1) of the
Equality Act 2010 and denies that the
Incident amounts to conduct extending
over time for the purpases of s123 {3){3) as
alleged or at all.

5. The Respondent denies that the
Claimant suffered.any detriment unden

alleged protected disclosure. If, which i
denied, the Claimant’s allegation does
amount to a detriment, the Respondent
contends that the Tribunal does not have
jurisdiction to hear such claim as it Is tijne
barred. The time limit for bringing a
detriment claim under section 478 is three
months from the date of the act or failyre

to act to which the complamt relates
(section 48(3)(a), ERA 1556).

30.

May 2013

The Claimant lodges an
appeal against the decision
of Mrs Heaton, and he
refers to allegations of
continued race
discrimination and he
requests that they stop
immediately.

MM and
KH

This matter
concerns the
protected
disclosure, and
a comparator
would be any
person who is
not subject to
racially
stereotypical
allegations.

Protected
Disclosure

Employment

Rights Act 1996

$43B(1)(b}
s43B{1}{c)
s43C(1){a}

1. The Respondent denies the Claimant’s
account of the “gist of the incident.” |

2. Yhis allegation is not contained in thEe
claim form and should therefore be |
permitted as background evidence only

3. The Respondent denies that the allaged
incident amounts to a protected disclasure
as alleged or at all. The Claimant has failed
to specify what, if any, aspect of the “gist
of the incident” amounts to a qualifying
disclosure which in the reasonable befief of

the Claimant was made in the public
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‘Interest and/or in good faith and‘whi\ch

tends to show the requirements of |
s438(1)(b), andfor s438B(1){c} as alleged or
atall. :

31

Between
Marchand .
June 2013

The Claimant was infarmed
by Mrs Field that his
School's recommendation
for an award for exceptional
contribution had been
rejected by the Faculty of
EPS.

MM and SF

This matter
concerns the
protected
disclosure, and
a comparator
would be any
person who is
not subject to
racially
stereotypical
allegations.

Detriment
associated
with protected
disclosure

Race
Discrimination

Employment
Rights Act 1996;

s47B(1)

Equality Act 2010;
513(1)

s39(2)(d)

5123(1)
5123(3)(a)

1. This allegation is not contained in the
claim form and should therefore be
permitted as background evidence only.

2. The Respondent denies-that the alleged
incident amounts to direct discrimination
under s13(1) of the Equality Act 2010 of
that the Claimant was subjecttoa
detriment under s39({2){d) of the Equality
Act 2010 as alteged or at all.

4. The Respondent submits that the claim
is time barred under section 123(1) of the
Equality Act 2010 and denies that the
incident amounts to conduct extending
over time for the purposes of s123 (3)(a) as
alleged or at all.

5 The Respondent denies that the Claimant
suffered any detriment under s47(B)(1) as
alleged or at all because of any alleged |
protected disclosure. if, which is denied,
the Claimant’s allegation does amount to a
detriment, the Respandent contends that
the Tribunal does not have jurisdiction to
hear such claim as it is time barred. The:
time limit for bringing a detriment claim
under section 478 is three months from,
the date of the act or failure to act to
which the complaint relates {section
48(3)(a), ERA 1996).
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June 2013

Professor Bailey refused to
sign to approve the
Claimant’s application for
sabbatical leave for the
academic year 2013-14. The
Claimant was toid by
Professor Brawn that the
real reason for turning down
the request was that he
wanted to see the Claimant
in Manchester the following
year. The Claimant
appealed the decision.

Employment
Rights Act 1996;

s47B(1)}

Equality Act 2010;
513{1)

s39{2){d)
s123(1)
s123(3){a}

- incident amounts to direct discrimination

1. This allegation is not contained in the
claim form and should therefore be
permitted as background evidence only.

2. The Respondent denies that the alleged

under s13(1) of the Equality Act 2010 or
that the Claimant was subject to a
detriment under s39{2){d} of the Equality
Act 2010 as alleged or at all.

4. The Respondent submits that the claim
is time barred under section 123(1} of the
Equality Act 2010 and denies that the
incident amounts to conduct extending
over time for the purpases of 5123 (3)(a) as
alleged or at all. !

5 The Respondent denies that the Claimant
suffered any detriment under s47(B){1) as
alleged or at all because of any alleged
protected disclosure. If, which is denied,
the Claimant’s allegation does amountto a
detriment, the Respondent contends that
the Tribunal does not have jurisdiction ta
hear such claim as it is time barred. The
time limit for bringing a detriment claim
under section 47B is three months from
the date of the act or failure to act to
which the complaint relates (section
48(3){a), ERA 19596).

33.

June 2013

The Claimant complained to
Mrs Heaton in relationto
the sabbatical issue,
stressing that it was a
further example of the

MM and
KH

Employment
Rights Act 1996;

s478(1),

1. The Respondent denies the Claimant’s
account of the “gist of the incident.”

2. This allegation is not contained in the
claim form and should therefore be

This matter Detriment
coricerns the associated
protected with protected
disclosure, and | disclosure
a comparator
would be any
person who s Race
not subject to Discrimination
racially
stereotypical
allegations.
This matter Detriment
concerns the associated
protected with protected
disclosure, and | disclosure
a comparator
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discriminatory treatment
that the Claimant had been
suffering for several
“months, but he received no
reply.

propria
would be any
persanwho is
not subject to
racially
stereotypical
allegations.

Race
Discrimination

Equality Act 2010;
s13{1}

539(2){d)

5123(1})
5123(3){a)

permitted as background evidence only.

3. The Respondent denies that the alleged
incident amounts to direct discrimination
under s13(1) of the Equality Act 2010 or
-that the Claimant was subjectto a
detriment under s39{2){d)} of the Equaljty
Act 2010 as alleged or atall.

4. The Respondent submits that the claim
is time barred under section 123(1} of the
Equality Act 2010 and denies that the |
incident amounts to conduct extending
over time for the purpases of 5123 (3)(;:1) as
alleged or at all. :

5 The Respondent denies that the Claimant
suffered any detriment under s47(B){1) as
alleged or at all because of any alleged
protected disclosure. if, which is denied,
the Claimant’s allegation does amount to a
detriment, the Respondent contends that
the Tribunal does not have jurisdiction to
hear such claim as it is time barred. The
time limit for bringing a detriment claim
under section 478 is three months from
the date of the act or failure to act to |
which the complaint relates {section
48(3)(a}, ERA 1996).

34,

June 2013 | The Claimant was told that
the appeal of his grievance
outcome would be
undertaken by Dr David
Barker by way of a review.
The Claimant agreed that he
did not need to be

MM, KH
and D8

This matter
concerns the
protected
disclosure.

Detriment
associated
with protected
disclosure

Employment
Rights Act 1996;

s478(1)

1. The Respondent denies the Claimant(s
account of the *gist of the incident.”

2. This allegation is not contained in the
claim form and should therefore be !
permitted as background evidence only:

3 The Respondent denies that the Claimant
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interviewed, but Dr Barker
did not explain that he
intended to discuss the
appeal in person with Mrs
Heaton. The Claimant only
discovered this when he
received the outcome in July
2013, meaning that he had
been placed at a
disadvantage.

alleged or at all because of any alleged
protected disclosure. If, which is denied,

the Claimant’s allegation does amountto a
detriment, the Respondent contends that
the Tribunal does not have jurisdiction to

hear such claim as it is time barred. The
time limit for bringing a detriment claim
under section 478 is three months from
the date of the act or failure to act to
which the complaint relates {section

48(3){a) ERA 1996).

suffered any detriment under s47(B){1} as

35.

June 2013

The Claimant complains to
the information
Commissioner’s Office over
the handling of his Subject
Access Request and in
December 2013 the 1CO will
assess the Respondent to
have acted in breach of the
Data Protection Act.

MM

Employment
Rights Act 1996;

s478(1}

1 amount to a detriment, the Respondent
contends that the Tribunal does not have
jurisdiction to hear such claim as it is time

1. This allegation is not contained in the
claim form and should therefore be
permitted as background evidence only.

2. The Respondent denies that the
Claimant suffered any detriment undes

s47(B){1) as alleged or at all because of any

alleged protected disclosure. if, which s
denied, the Claimant’s allegation does

barred. The time limit for bringing a

detriment claim under section 47B is three
months from the date of the act or failure

to act to which the complaint refates |
(section 48(3}{a} ERA 1896}. |

36.

05/07/2013

Dr Barker turns down the
Clalmant’s appeal and he
refused to accept that Mrs
O’Neill and possibly others
had lied about the subject

MM and
DB

This matter Detriment
concerns the associated
protected with protected
disclosure. disciosure
This matter | Detriment
concerns the associated
protected with protected

disclosure, and | disclosure
a comparator

Employment
Rights Act 1936;

s478(1)

1. The Respondent denies the Claimant’s

account of the “gist of incident”.

2. This allegation is not contained in the
claim form and should therefore be
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matter. The Claimant found wauld be any Race Equality Act 2010; | 3. The Respondent denies that the alleéed
out that Dr Barker had person who I Discrimination incident amounts to direct discriminati

A ; ion
accepted the explanations not subject ta s13(1) . - . ‘

. under s13(1) of the Equality Act 2010 or
given to him personally by racially s39(2)(d) that the Claimant was subject to a |
Mrs Heaton, including that stareotypical detriment under s39(2){d) of the E ual:
most of what had happened allegations. s123{1) quality

i Act 2010 as alleged or at all. I
was of the Claimant’s own 5123(3)(a) !
doing. 4. The Respondent submits that the claim

is time barred under section 123(1) of the
Equality Act 2010 and denies that the
incident amounts to conduct extending
over time for the purposes of s123 (3){a} as
alleged or at all. ‘
5. The Respondent denies that the
Claimant suffered any detriment under
s47(B){(1) as alleged or at ali because of any
alleged protected disclosure. If, which is
denied, the Claimant’s allegation does |
amount to a detriment, the Respondent
contends that the Tribunal does not haye
jurisdiction to hear such claim as it is time
barred. The time limit for bringing a
detriment claim under section 478 is three
months from the date of the act or failure
to act to which the complaint relates !
(section 48(3){a), ERA 1996).
37. | 07/07/2013 | The Claimant contacted Dr | MM and This is part of Part of the Employment 1 The Respondent denies the Claimant/s
Barker and explained that [o]:) the protected protected Rights Act 1996: | account of the “gist of the incident.”
he was subject to double disclosure disclosure 2. This allegation Is not contained in thé
standards as regards the process process s claim form and should therefore be
dls'closure of witness B{1){e) permitted as background evidence anM
evidence relevant to his s43B(1)(c) ;
complaints. The Claimant 3. The Respondent denles that the alleged
later discovered that the 543C(1){a) incident amounts to a protected disclosure
_ Page31of40
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allegation reported by Mrs
O’Neill did not reflect the
true allegation made by
Professor Hamilton in
September 2012,

of the incident” amounts to a qualifyi

disclosure which in the reasonable belief of

the Claimant was made in the public
interest and/or in good faith and which
tends 1o show the requirements of
s43B{1)(b}, and/or 5438({1)(c) as alleged,or
atall.

38.

In about
August
2013

Professor Georghiou turned
down the Claimant’s appeal
concerning sabbatical leave.
He upheld the right of
Professor Bailey to make the
decision, and advised the
Claimant to take up
Professor Bailey’s offer of a
meeting, which the Claimant
confirmed to him had never
been made. The Claimant
heard nothing further about
this even though he
confirmed that he would
consider any such offer of a
meeting if it was received.

MM and LG

Employment
Rights Act 1996;

s478(1)

Equality Act 2010;
s13(1)

539(2)(d)

s123(1)
5123(3){a)

»

1. The'Respondent denies the Claimant|
account of the “gist of the incident.”

2. This allegation is not contained in the
claim form and should therefore be
permitted as background evidence anly.

|

3. The Respondent denies that the alleéed
incident amounts to direct discrimination
under s13(1) of the Equality Act 2010 of
that the Claimant was subject to a
detriment under s39(2){d) of the Equality
Act 2010 as alleged or at all.

4. The Respondent submits that the claim
is time barred under section 123(1) of the
Equality Act 2010 and denies that the

incident amounts to conduct extending

over time for the purposes of 5123 (3)}{a) as

alleged or at all.

5 The Respondent denies that the Claipant

suffered any detriment under s47(B}(1} as
alleged or at all because of any alleged
protected disclosure. If, which is denieq,

the Claimant’s allegation does amountito a

detriment, the Respondent contends trat
the Tribunal does not have jurisdictionito

This matter Detriment
concerns the associated
protected with protected
disclosure, and | disclosure
a comparator
would be any
person who is Race
not subject to Discrimination
racially
stereotypical
allegations.
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; hear such claim as it is time barred. Thﬁ)
¢ time limit for bringing a detriment claim
: under section 478 is three months from
the date of the act or failure to act to
which the complaint refates (section -
48(3){a), ERA 1996).
39. [ October— | The Claimant asked for a MM, TB, Any person not | Race Equality Act 2010 | 1 The Respondent denies the Claimant’s
; December | meeting with his Head of KH and SF | from ltaly, Discrimination . account of the “gist of the incident,”
2013 School and recarded that noting the s13(1)
N N 2. This allegation is not contained in the
evidence relating to language is s39(2){(d) .
i Professor Hamiiton's linked to s123(1) CIa'm‘i:;":n; zl;ould ﬂ;erej:;e be Iy
E statement contained lies, stereotypes of permi s backpround evidence only.
The Claimant is aware that males from the s123(3){a) 3. The Respondent denies that the alleged
1 Professor Brown passed on Mediterranean incident amounts to direct discrimination
i the issue to Mrs Heatan, area. under s13(1) of the Equality Act 2010 or
i and then it was passed on to that the Claimant was subject to a
E Mrs Field, but the Claimant detriment under s39%{2){d) of the EqualiFy
i believes that nothing Act 2010 as alleged or at all.
P happened. The Claimant 4. The Respandent submits that the claim
g :henbn;anagsed t:farr:nge is time barred under section 123{1) of the
; or about 35 statf an , Equality Act 2010 and denies that the
! students ('mostly female) to incident amounts to conduct extending.
i write to his Head of School aver time for the purpases of 123 (3)(a) as
3 to clarlfy that the alleged or at all. i
statements from Professor
Hamilton were nothing but
lies, in particular the
! reference to dirty Max
1
4b. 09/12/2013 | The Claimant submits a MM N/A, thisis a Protected Employment 1. The Respondent denies that the alleggd
H formal grievance under the pratected Disclosure Rights Act 1996: | incident amounts to a protected disclaspre
Respondent’s statutes and disclosure as alleged or at all. The Claimant has failed
ordinances. The two main to specify what, if any, aspect of the “gist
allegations were that s43B(1)(b} of the incident” amounts to a qualifying
: Professors Hamilton and disclosure which in the reasanable belief of
! Page 33 of 40
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Haisall had deliberately lied
about the Claimant and that
the lies had poisoned the
rest of the proceedings.

s43B(1}{c}
sa3c(i)a

the Claimant was made in the public
interest and/for in good faith and which
tends to show the requirements of

s43B(1)(b), and/or s43B(1}){c} as alleged
at all.

=}

r

41. | December | The Respondent continues MM Any person not | Race Equality Act 2010 | 1. This allegation is not contained in the
2013 - to have Professor Hamiltan from ltaly, Discrimination s13(1) claim form and should therefore be
January as part of the promotion noting the permitted as background evidence only.
2014 committee, leading the language is s39(2){d) 2. The Respondent denies that the allé.-e d

g‘rxszz:‘;tyt&a:glsme g‘ek:ixpes of 5123{1) incident amounts to direct discrimination
of early lanuary 2014. males from the s123(3){a '::;e:hselé&:af:ew;q::gx::m of
Mediterranean detriment under s39(2){(d) of the Equality
area. Act 2010 as alleged or at all.
3. The Respondent submits that the claim
is time barred under section 123(1) of the
Equality Act 2010 and denies that the
incident amounts to conduct extending
over time for the purposes of 5123 (3)(a) as
alleged or at atl.

42. | 29/01/2014 | The Respondent failed to MM, D} This matter Detriment Ermployment 1. The Respondent denies the Claimant’s
organise a grievance and AM concerns the associated Rights Act 1936; account of the “gist of incident”.
n-leeti.ng.wnl'?m the 10 day protected V\tlth protected 478(1) 2. This allegation is ot contained in the
time limit, with the meeting disclasure, and | disclosure claim forr and should therefore be
eventually arranged for 29 a comparator permitted as background evidence only.
January, 50 days after the would be any’ Equality Act 2010; . )
grievance had been person who is Race 3. The Respondent denies that the alleged
submitted. During the not subject to Discrimination | $13(1) incident amounts to direct discrimination
course of the meeting the racially 539(2)(d) under s13(1) of the Equality Act 2010 or
Claimant made many stereotypical that the Claimant was subject to a
references to race allegations. s123(1) detriment under $39(2){d} of the Equality
discrimination and s123(3){a} Act 2010 as alleged or at ali. !
victimisation by Prafessor )
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Respondent refused to
investigate the matters
further or to take any action
in relation to the issues
raised.

Equality Act 2010 and denies that the

incident amounts to conduct extending
over time for the purposes of 5123 {3)(a} as
alleged or at all.

5. The Respondent denies that the
Claimant suffered any detriment under
s47(B){1) as alleged or at all because of any
alleged protected disclosure. If, which is
denied, the Claimant’s allegation does ‘
amount to a detriment, the Respondent
contends that the Tribunal does not have
jurisdiction to hear such claim as it is time
barred. The time limit for bringing a
detriment claim under section 478 is three
months from the date of the act or failure
to act to which the complaint relates
(section 48(3){a), ERA 1996).

16/04/2014

The Claimant received the
grievance outcome which
was turned down, but the
Respondent admitted for
the first time that there was
no truth in the allegations of
Professor Hamilton. The
Claimant again appealed as
the content of the response
was flawed. The outcome
included inappropriate
conclusions concerning
justification of Professor
Halsall's use of racial
references to the Claimant’s
Latin mentality and
temperament. This included

MM and DJ

This matter

Employment
Rights Act 1996;

547B(1})

Equality Act 2010;
s13(1)

s39(2){d)

5123(1)
$123(3}{a}

1. The-Respondent denies the Claimant’s
account of the “gist of incident”.

2. This allegation is not contained in the
claim form and should therefore be
permitted as background evidence only.

3. The Respondent denies that the alleged
incident amounts to direct discrimination

under s13(1) of the Equality Act 2010 or
that the Claimant was subject to a
detriment under s39{2){d} of the Equality
Act 2010 as alleged or at all.

4. The Respondent submits that the claim
is time barred under section 123(1) of the
Equality Act 2010 and denies that the
incident amounts to conduct extending
over time for the purpases of 5123 (3){a) as

Detriment
concerns the associated
protected with protected
disclosure, and | disclosure
a comparator
wauld be any
person who is Race
not subject to Discrimination
racially
stereotypical
allegations.
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apprq;;}iate)r

incorrect reference to the
Claimant’s temper
fluctuations.

|| alleged or at all.

5. The Respondent denies that the
Claimant suffered any detriment under
s47(B){1) as alleged or at all because of any
alleged protected disclosure. If, which is
denied, the Claimant’s allegation does!
amount to a detriment, the Respondent
contends that the Tribunal does not have
jurisdiction to hear such claim as it is time
barred. The time limit for bringinga
detriment claim under section 478 is three
months from the date of the act or failure
to act to which the complaint relates |
{section 48(3){a), ERA 1996).

45.

luly 2014

The Claimant made several
allegations of dishanesty,
corroborated by
documentary evidence to
Martin Conway, Clerk to the
Board of Governors.

MM and
MC

N/A, thisis a Protected
protected disclosure
disclosure.

Employment
Rights Act 1996:

5438(1)({b)
s438(1){c)
543C(1)(a)

1. The Respondent denies the Claimant’s
account of the “gist of the incident.”

2. This allegation is not contained in the
claim form and should therefore be |
permitted as background evidence only.

3. The Respondent denies that the alleged
incident amounts to a protected disclosure
as alleged or at all. The Claimant has failed
to specify what, if any, aspect of the “gist
of the incident” amounts to a qualifying
disclosure which in the reasonable belief of
the Claimant was made in the public
interest and/or in good faith and which
tends to show the requirements of
s43B(1})(b), and/or s43B(1){c) as alleged
at all.

o

T

46.

August
2014

The Respondent continued
to promote those involved

MM, MH
and BH

Any person not | Race
from italy, Discrimination

Equality Act 2010
s13(1)

1. The Respondent denies the Claimant’s
account of the “gist of the incident.”
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in the process even though
appeals were ongoing, this
being to the benefit of
Professor Hamilton and
professor Halsall. The
Claimant’s career was ata
standstiil.

2. This allegation is not contained in the
claim form and should therefore be
permitted as background evidence only.

3. The Respondent denies that the alleged
incident amounts to direct discrimination
under s13{1) of the Equality Act 2010 ar
that the Claimant was subjectto a
detriment under $39{2){d) of the Equality
Act 2010 as alleged or at all.

4. The Respondent submits that the claim
is time barred under section 123(1) of the
Equality Act 2010 and denies that the
incident amounts to conduct extending
over time far the purposes of 5123 (3)(a) as
alleged or at all.

|47

29/09/2014

The Claimant has his appeal
and makes an allegation
that Mrs O'Neill had
tampered with documents
protected by the ariginal
subject access request. The
Claimant produced
supporting evidence and
mentioned race

discrimination and evidence

concerning the
discrimination.

MM, AC
and SI

1. The Respondent denies the Claiman’s
account of the “gist of the incident.”

2. This allegation is not contained in the
claim form and should therefore be
permitted as background evidence only.

: !
3. The Respondent denies that the alleged

incident amounts to a protected disclasure
as alleged or at ail. The Claimant has failed
to specify what, if any, aspect of the “gist
of the incident” amounts to a qualifying
disclosure which in the reasonable belief of
the Claimant was made in the public
interest and/or in good faith and whic}\
tends to show the requirements of |
s43B(1)(b), and/or s43B{1)(c) as aleged or
at all. ’

appropriate Provisic
noting th_e_ 539(2)(d)
fanguage is
linked to 5123(1)
stereotypes of $123(3){a)
males from the -
Mediterranean
area.
N/A, this Protected Employment
concerns the disclosure Rights Act 1996:
protected
disclosure
s43B{1)(b)
s438{1){c}
s43C(1)a)
Page 38 of 40
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48. The Claimant complains that | MM and SH | N/A, thiswasa | Protected Employment 1. The Respondent denies the Claimant’s
Ms S. Hesp, a Solicitor of the protected Disclosure Rights Act 1996: | account of the “gist of the incident.”
Respondent, had edited the disclosure 2. This allegation is not contained in the
contents of a Report .
claim form and should therefore be

prepared by Professor s438{1){b} . A

X permitted as background evidence only.

Jackson, and that this was $438(1)(c)

unethical, and invoived 3. The Respondent denies that the alleged

serious conduct issues. s43C{1){a) incident amounts to a protected disclosure
as alleged or at ali. The Claimant has failed
to specify what, if any, aspect of the “gist
of the incident” amounts to a qualifying
disclasure which in the reasonable belief of
the Claimant was made in the pubilic
interest and/or in good faith and which
tends to show the requirements of
s43B{1){b), and/or s43B{1){c) as alleged or
at all.

49. | 21/10/2014 The outcome to the second MM and SI | This matter Detriment Employment 1. The Respondent denies the Claimant’s
grievance appeal was issued concerns the associated Rights Act 1996; | account of the “gist of incident”.
and was critical of nj«aﬁy p.rotected “{'th protected s47B(1) 2. This allegation is not contained in the
procedures and policies, but disclosure, and | disclosure .

tink de to th " claim form and should therefore be
no fink was made ta the 3 comparator permitted as background evidence only.
detriments suffered by the would be any " R
Equality Act 2010; .
Claimant. No direct or clear person wha is Race 3. The Respondent denies that the alleged

answers are provided to the

not subject to

Discrimination.

513(1)

incident amounts to direct discrimination

majarity of the issues raised, racially 539(2){d) under s13(1) of the Equality Act 2010 or
and reported, and the stereotypical that the Claimant was subjectto a
Claimant’s disappointment allegations. $123(1) detriment under s38(2}{d) of the Equality
reflected the fact that he 5123(3)(a) Act 2010 as alleged or at all.
had submitted extensive 4. The Respondent submits that the claim
evident{e in support of his is time barred under section 123(1) of the
complaints. Equality Act 2010 and denies that the
incident amounts to conduct extending
over time for the purpaoses of s123 (3)(a) as
Page 39 of 40
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alleged or at all.

5. The Respondent denies that the

Claimant suffered any detriment under,
s47{B){1} as alleged or at all because of any
alleged protected disclosure. If, which is
denied, the Claimant’s allegation does

amount to a detriment, the Responde

contends that the Tribunal does not have
jurisdiction to hear such claim as itis time

barred. The time limit for bringing a

detriment claim under section 47B is three
months from the date of the act or failjre

to act to which the complaint relates
(section 48(3)(a}, ERA 1996).

nt

i
i

50.

Ongoing

The Claimant continued to
be subject to the unjust
disciplinary sanction well
into 2015, and his career has
still been stalled with
promotion being refused
again in the recent past.

MM

Any person not
from italy,
noting the
language is
linked to
stereotypes of
males from the
Mediterranean
area.

Race
discrimination

Equality Act 2010
s13{1)

539(2){d)

s123(1)
5123{3){(a)

1. The Respondent denies the Claimant’s

account of the “gist of incident”.

2. This aliegation is not contained in the

claim form and should therefore be
permitted as background evidence on|

3. The Respondent denies that the alleged
incident amounts to direct discriminatjon

under s13(1) of the Equality Act 2010 or
‘| that the Claimant was subjectto a
detriment under s39(2){d) of the Equality

Act 2010 as alleged or at all.

4. The Respondent submits that the clai
is time barred under section 123(1) of the

Equality Act 2010 and denies that the

incident amounts to conduct extending

over time for the purposes of 5123 (3)
alleged or at all.

fy.

m

a) as
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