WITNESS STATEMENT

LORI FREDRICS M.M.

1.1 Ms. Lori Fredrics, of 2 Park Road, Hampton Wick, Surrey, KT1 4AS do
solemnly and sincerely declare as follows:-

MY BACKGROUND

2. | am a professional singer and teacher of singing. | was awarded a Master of
Music degree in voice performance in 1991 and a Bachelor Of Music in Music
Management in 1988 qualifying for an honors internship in artist management. |
have worked in various capacities within the music industry, higher education, as
well as performing on an international level since the mid eighties. | have
specialist training in vocal anatomy and was involved in cutting edge research on
the subject of vocal health including the associated effects of sound levels on
vocal tension and GERD on laryngeal function in 1991-92. | have held posts as
an Adjunct Faculty at William Paterson University, The University of Texas,
Texas A&M and as an applied music consultant at Brown University. | have been
a member of the American Guild of Musical Artists and British Equity

3.1 was employed by Kingston University as a part time lecturer in the Former
School of Music, commencing shortly after the start of my husband’s employment
in the fall of 2002. | was in my position until September of 2006, when | agreed to
resign my position as part of terms of settlement. Although my contract had
become permanent in the fall of 2005, and | very much enjoyed working with
singers at Kingston University, | reluctantly agreed to leave my position at the
University’s request due to the fact that | had lost my ability to work in the UK
anyway due to my husband’s dismissal from the same University in July 2006.

ABOUT HOWARD

4. | have been married to Howard Fredrics since 1995 and have known him since
1988. During the period of our marriage, | have also had the pleasure of
collaborating with him on many prestigious professional projects. We have
worked together professionally presenting concerts and opera, as colleagues in
higher education and in my capacity of marketing director for the music
production company/ publisher Auracle music.

5.Howard’s nature is very reasonable, kind, intelligent. He is known for excellent
sense of humor as well as his willingness to go out of his way to help others. His
world travels have lead to associations with others in his profession and his
personality has lead to a huge number of his colleagues to become personal
friends.



6.Although Howard suffers from depression, his depression has been, from my
observation, situational, thus stemming from actual stressful circumstances and
is not part of his personality. From time to time, Howard has reacted to serious
situations with depression, but in my lay opinion, his depressive reactions have
always been associated to the severity of the stress he experienced. When
Howard is under an undue amount of stress he also has suffered from digestive
problems that usually cause him discomfort and on many occasions severe
distress. On numerous instances his reflux symptoms have preceded bouts of
inhalation pneumonia, which have in turn have caused him more distress.

7. Howard’s personal professional ethics are of the highest caliber possible. He
has never, and would never compromise his ethical standards or duties for any
reason including the protection of his position. | believe his unwillingness to join
in the group bullying of his former boss Stephen Arnold, and refusal to cover up
possible instances of plagiarism, fraud, mismanagement and conflicts of interest
caused some members of management at Kingston University to victimize
Howard.

8. During most of my husband’s tenure at Kingston University he had excellent
professional relationships with the majority of his colleagues. He often socialized
with several of them. In addition, | can state without reservation, that he
genuinely liked on a social level, and or respected on a professional level, all of
them. This | believe is due to the fact that although Howard maintains very high
standards and expectations on a professional level he is certainly very forgiving
and non-judgmental of the short comings of others on a on a personal level. He
certainly had the utmost desire to maintain good working relationships with his
colleagues. It was only after being in this “Toxic” environment for several years,
becoming ill due to experiencing many acts of mismanagement, victimization and
discriminatory behaviors as well as being issued several impossible,
unreasonable and dangerous orders, was Howard left with no alternative than to
respond to management in a way designed to limit the injustices, incidences of
mismanagement, mischaracterizations of his intentions, and serious indignities to
which he was subjected.

STATUS DURING FIRST YEAR EXPERIENCE AT KINGSTON

9.During the summer of 2002 Howard applied for a position at Kingston
University and was subsequently offered a position as a Senior Lecturer.
Although we felt the opportunity to live and work in the UK was exciting, we
understood immigrating to a new country was a big step. Howard and | carefully
examined his contract and all of the provisions contained therein as well as the
protections guaranteed by the government of the United Kingdom. Our trust in
the contents of the contract offered by Kingston University including the
protections outlined were key in our decision to leave the our country and come



to the UK where Howard would be an international scholar. It did not enter our
thinking that staff at the University including top administrators who were public
officials, could or would breach many of the important clauses contained in the
contract.

10. Because our permission to stay in the UK would be based upon Howard’s
continuing employment at Kingston University our continuity of social contacts,
family contacts in the UK, access to heath care as well as our professional
careers and our very well being was in the hands of the administration of
Kingston University. We understood that Howard’s position was to be
probationary for one year; therefore Howard’s status was a one-year unpaid
leave from his full time position at Texas A&M University, which was his
prerogative, during his first year at Kingston.

11. Howard was very productive during his first year at Kingston often putting in
twelve-hour days in addition to working on weekends. After Howard passed his
probationary period with extremely effusive commendations from Stephen
Arnold, his line manager at time, trusting that his hard work and strong abilities
were both needed and highly appreciated, he made the decision to resign his
position at A&M.

BULLYING IN THE SCHOOL OF MUSIC

12.1 formed the impression shortly after | started working at the School of music,
that there was an unhealthy amount of gossip and criticism of colleagues and
students of a shockingly overt and also often cruel and personal nature. Certain
staff members were regularly ridiculed by a group of other staff during lunch in
the canteen, breaks in the staff break room, and during after work socializing. A
common topic, was the disparagement of the head of School, Prof. Stephen
Arnold. Blame for a multitude of problems real and imagined was constantly put
on him. For example a group of staff members criticized Dr. Arnold for being
absent and making inappropriate speculations about his whereabouts when |
knew, through Howard, that he was on important university business. Staff made
no inquiries about the matter in order to ascertain the truth. They simply spread
false rumours. | was very surprised by the treatment of Prof. Arnold since he was
quite well known in his field and had high standing internationally. | was aware of
his reputation from international organizations and also through his associations
with the Princeton University. At the time, | thought it was strange that the staff of
the School of Music seemed either unaware of, or did see the value of being
associated with someone such as Prof. Arnold who had a strong reputation in
the field of music.

13.Various staff members also made a habit of tearing down My line manager,
Ingrid Pearson the head of performance, an expert in eighteenth and nineteenth



century clarinet repertoire and performance styles, due to her perceived support
of western art music over popular styles. | consider that a breach of her
academic freedom. She was also disparaged on account of her supposed
inexperience. Although Dr. Pearson is several years younger than me, | found
her to be a knowledgeable and open-minded scholar as well as an excellent and
extremely fair manager. | believe, based on inappropriate comments made by
staff both male and female, that she was resented because she was a relatively
young woman in a position of authority. Dr.Pearson presently successfully holds
the position of head of Graduate Studies at the RCM, which supports my long
held belief in her strong capabilities.

14.Howard did not participate in these negative discussions. He made it clear in
a low-key manner that he was not interested in discussing potentially damaging
personal gossip. He also communicated that he was uncomfortable joining in
collective disparagement of particular colleagues and instead preferred to
discuss ideas or suggestions for improvement if he had any, directly with the
appropriate member of staff. Howard never chastised others for their
inappropriate behavior; he simply did not join in certain group discussions or
switched the topic to one that was more appropriate when the discussions were
one on one. Mike Searby mentioned several times that he was irritated that
Howard did not join in. It was obvious that group cohesion and bonding in the
School of music was solidified through bullying.

COLLECTIVE GRIEVANCE AGAINST AND OUSTING OF PROF. ARNOLD

15. A group of Staff members organized the signing of a highly personal and
insulting letter targeting Prof. Arnold. Several members of staff made it
unmistakably clear to Howard and me that all full time members in the
department would be expected to sign it. When approached by his colleague,
Mike Searby, Howard repeatedly and respectfully declined to sign the letter,
although he was privately horrified by this “lynch mob” mentality.

16.Mike Searby spoke to me several times during March 2003 in the
Coombehurst staff break room to coerce me to persuade Howard to sign the
letter. He made many personal and professionally derogatory statements against
Prof. Arnold. Mike represented to me that Howard was the only staff member to
not sign. Mike said that he didn’t like “fence sitters” and was disappointed with
Howard. He said that Howard’s relationships with other staff members would be
negatively affected by his refusal to sign. | explained that Howard did not want
trouble, that he was new and still on probation, and that he was reluctant to go
against his boss in this context. | said this because | thought that if | framed it in a
way to say that Howard was afraid, it would be less offensive to Mike than saying
that | thought the group’s actions were cruel, wrong, and that they suggested a
mob mentality.



17.0n at least two occasions, whilst having a drink at Albert Arms pub and in the
staff break room, Mike presented me with a very personal allegation about
Stephen Arnold and another colleague and suggested that Howard could use this
piece of information to blackmail Stephen if he needed it to protect himself
against Stephen. | was very offended and said that Howard would never
blackmail anyone and certainly not a respected colleague. It seems as though
Mr. Searby was not the only staff member to use these kinds of tactics. Dr.
Pearson confided in me that Gloria Toplis threatened her into signing the letter In
her statement of 27 June 2006, Ingrid Pearson related the following when

discussing why she signed the grievance against Stephen Arnold,:

“ In addition, in individual discussions with me, my female colleague who was responsible for
typing and distributing the letter, referred to personal issues, implying that | would have some
reason to not sign the letter”

18.Later, Frank Millward a colleague at Kingston University repeated the
personal allegation against Stephen Arnold and a colleague to me in the very
same staff break room. Frank reminded me that as Americans whose residency
depends upon our jobs at KU, Howard and | had better be sure to be on the
winning side of the Stephen Arnold battle. He said we could find ourselves being
sent back to America if Stephen lost. He informed me that meetings were taking
place that were attended only by signers of the letter and that Howard was
already being marginalized. This caused me much distress; it brought the
previous efforts by Mike Searby to a new level of intimidation. | was quite upset
about this, but | still supported Howard’s decision to stay out of the matter. |
assured Frank that although Howard did not sign the letter he would not betray
his colleagues and intended to keep their activities in confidence, which he did.

19.1t became obvious that some members of the group of colleagues who were
complaining about Dr. Arnold had an agenda to force Prof. Arnold out. These
individuals seemed to have the support of the upper administration. The
collective grievance letter against Dr. Arnold was signed by and delivered to him.
| thought it unbelievably cruel. Prof Arnold expressed a desire to meet one to one
with the signers of the letter to see if he could address their concerns. In my
presence Mike Searby expressed outrage and unwillingness to meet with
Professor Arnold alone without all of the other signers present. | understand that
Prof. Arnold went to the meeting and shortly after had to go on long-term sick
leave.

20.After the collective grievance was made against Stephen Arnold, the staff
organizing the complaints kept up their attacks against him. They drew up a
second letter to pressure him to leave. During the time everyone was aware that
Stephen Arnold’s brother was dying. This was expressed by several members of
staff as a reason to go ahead with the complaint at that time because he was
also under person pressure. Much discussion went on concerning who amongst
the complainers would receive a promotion by Stephen’s position when he was
forced out. Ingrid Pearson confirms this , which | consider to be an illegal
industrial action against Stephen Arnold in her witness statement of 27 June



2005

“. On 5 May 2004 he{Stephen) received another letter. | did not sign this letter, but my support
was assumed as my name is listed along with those who did sign. During the Easter vacation |
had considered carefully the actions of my colleagues and decided that, as far as | was
concerned, they had made their point. To send a further letter was an action of which |
disapproved as it seemed that the situation was now one of them harassing Professor Arnold. It
became clear to me at that stage that it was the intention of my colleagues to persist with this
behaviour until Professor Arnold left the university.

22 .Moreover, shockingly discriminatory incidents repeatedly occurred after
Stephen Arnold went on sick leave following the staff complaints against him.
Much speculation about whether he would attempt to come back or whether he
indeed had by then developed the same iliness as his brother and would
therefore not come back. Members of staff inquired about whether a report from
Dr. Arnold’s doctor was sent to the University. Much disappointment was
expressed when it became known that no report was received therefore it's
content could not be revealed to the curious. There was much discussion of this
subject in the canteen but not in a sympathetic manner. It was expressed as cold
curiosity by some, mockingly by others and only in the context of how the iliness
would determine whether Stephen would return to his position and how that
would affect the position of Carol Gartrell, the now acting head and the rest of the
department. My suggestion that the department might take steps to facilitate Dr.
Arnold’s return in light of his personal difficulties was met with horror. Gloria
Toplis in particular said that she felt that her job and everyone’s job would be in
jeopardy if Stephen returned. The others present, which included Mike Searby
and Tim Ewers audibly agreed. All present also agreed to hold fast to their
position that Stephen should not return for the sake of the future of the
department. At the time | thought that there was a possibility that Stephen Arnold
would return. Although it was obvious that individuals such as Gloria Toplis, Mike
Searby, Frank Millward and Tim Ewers did not understand or care about the
value of having a well known and internationally respected musician head the
department | was hopeful that the upper administration would not be so short
sighted as to allow him to be forced out.

BULLYING OF HOWARD AFTER PROF. ARNOLD LEFT

23.Soon after, Howard related to me that he attended a meeting during which
Carol Gartrell a part time employee in the school of music and a personal friend
of Liz Lanchberry the head of HR was appointed Temporary Acting Head of
School. | understand, that at the meeting in Dr. Gartrell's presence, an
administrator simply asked if there were any objections to her appointment. It
was obvious that an attempt was being made to shut down any open discussion
about who would be the best person to assume leadership. Dr. Gartrell was
known to be an extremely ridged, easily offended individual prone to “black and



white” thinking. | cannot imagine that anyone would have felt comfortable voicing
any objections in her presence.

24. In January 2004, Howard suffered severe public verbal abuse from Frank
Millward. Mr. Millward unfairly accused him of being selfish whilst making
purchasing recommendations. | knew for a fact, since | discussed the issue with
him, that Howard had done his best to be fair to all areas of the department
including equipment requested by Frank Millward in his proposal for suggested
purchases. Mr.Millward raised his voice and attributed selfish and malicious
intent to Howard’s decisions. | could not understand why Mr.Millward felt he
could make a public scene in the workplace instead of having a reasonable and
professional discussion. Howard was distressed but chose to try to get past it
and did not make a formal complaint in the hopes things would smooth
themselves out.

25.During the summer of 2004 Howard’s office on the top floor of the
Coombhurst building was often in excess of 40 degrees due to its position in
relation to sunlight, lack of ventilation and the huge amount of heat producing
audio equipment that Howard used for his research and teaching. Due to
medications that Howard takes he was unable to tolerate the extreme heat in his
working environment. Howard sweats profusely at temperatures that | can easily
tolerate, but | could not bear to be in the office during most of the year without
opening the door. Howard suffered heat exhaustion in the office, often collapsing
after attempting to work there, therefore Howard accepted an offer to move to
cooler temporary office space.

26.0n August 3, 2004 Howard called me from the University to report that Frank
Millward menaced him in front of colleagues and then cornered him in his office
in a physically threatening way. Mr. Millward was upset about the particular
temporary working space that was assigned to Howard. Howard told me that
Mr.Millward indicated that he would speak to other colleagues and that they
would also not be happy with the arrangement. This threat was especially
upsetting to me in the context of other threats that Mr. Millward issued, and his
history of organizing staff in the School of Music to mob individuals. This incident
had a detrimental effect on Howard’s work.

After the incident, Howard became depressed and dreaded working on his
research and also going into the university. He spent much of the rest of the
summer in emotional paralysis. As a creative artist, one needs to feel safe in
order to create. Frank Millward’s aggressive actions negatively effected Howard’s
mental state and his ability to compose. Although Howard reported this incident
and it's accompanying threats by Mr. Millward to organize other staff member
against him to Carol Gartrell the then Acting head of the school of music, she
took no action.



27.The incident also had a serious effect on me. Despite the fact that | had no
involvement in the incident, besides being Howard’s spouse, Mr. Millward did not
speak to me even to give normal professional greetings when passing in the
hallway for several months afterward. In addition he displayed extremely hostile
body language including speeding up his gait in an aggressive manner when he
found himself in a situation where he would unexpectedly encounter me, allowing
doors to slam and maintaining an extremely angry facial expression. | considered
this behaviour, to be very intimidating. It made me uncomfortable in my
workplace.

28. | was not the only victim of Frank Millward’s openly aggressive and abusive
behaviour .On several occasions Ingrid Pearson cofided to me that she felt
bullied and intimidated by Frank Millward. In her witness statement of 27 June
2005, Ingrid Pearson wrote:

“Frank Millward’s approach to what | was doing differed from mine and it was this that led him to
believe he could tell me how to do my job. Initially his approaches were couched in terms of
friendly advice and support freely offered by an older and more experienced colleague but they
soon turned nasty, often ending with me in tears.”

She went on to say:

“. After my first year or so at Kingston | decided that the best course of action was to try to have
as little as possible to do with Frank Millward. This was often difficult to achieve especially since
Frank acted in a less than professional manner towards my colleague Florence Hénaff.

Florence Hénaff assisted me with all aspects of the School of Music and university concert-giving
and music-making activities. | recall on several occasions that Frank was discourteous to her in
front of students, colleagues and also outside the university premises.”

In a witness statement former support staff member Florence Hennaff wrote

“In my 3 years at the School of Music, | have been several times intimidated by F Millward in
various ways. Either he was using sarcasm in order not to be perceived deliberately rude, of on
other occasions he didn't bother being cautious and would just be rude. | particularly hated his
comments related to me being a native French speaker and not having a good enough grasp of
the English language, which | though was just out of order. Some other times he would just
belittle me, in front of my colleagues and the students.”

29.1 myself withessed Frank Millward disparaging Florence’s abilities behind her
back. For example when she needed to advertise a performance she
legitimately asked for clarification about the kind of music they performed, his
response when we left the room, was to say that we needed someone in her
position who spoke English. This response was very troubling because although
Florence Hennaff is French, her English skills are satisfactory therefore
expression of his desire to see her replaced on these grounds seemed mean
spirited and discriminatory. | also witnessed Frank Millward being



unprofessionally argumentative directly to Florence Hennaff when she was being
agreeable and attempting to assist him.

30.0n September 8 of 2004, during an approved annual leave, Howard and |
arrived at his parents’ house in New York as emergency medical teams were
attending to his mother. Howard was not able to attend to her properly because
Carol Gartrell ordered him to complete marking for a colleague who was on
holiday in Greece.

31. In the middle of the chaos surrounding his mother’s hospitalization, he
assured Carol that he would complete that marking as soon as humanly possible.
She gave him an unreasonable instruction to attend to marking that should have
been another staff member’s responsibility during a life and death emergency.
Furthermore this life and death emergency occurred during a planned and
approved holiday.

32. Howard became very distressed and felt that she would fire him following her
ominous and alarming phone messages and e-mails.
of 8-9-04 “Marking to examination deadlines must be made a priority. You will not

TRY to mark these in the next few days.” and “This is not acceptable. Providing
accurate marks and on time is one of your key duties as a lecturer. | would like to
discuss this with you on your return as this is a very serious issue as it jeapordise
the future of students on the course! ...... You have left a serious problem behind you,
which will be dealt with on your return. Please call me as soon as you get back to
arrange a meeting.”

33. Howard attended to the marking after being bullied into prioritizing it leaving
his mother, who was unable to communicate with her doctors, in peril. | was not
familiar enough with her medications and conditions to be of sufficient help. Her
condition went downhill after that time, causing Howard guilt and further distress.
| could not help wondering about Carol’s thinking because clearly, it is not
reasonable to order an employee to put his job duties above his mother’s life at
any time, especially during his holiday time. Certainly this particular incident is
one of the most awful examples of workplace bullying that is known to me. It
certainly shows no regard for human life and welfare as well as clearly being an
example of harassment with malicious intent. It goes contrary to all the principles
held dearly by British society and should be condemned by the tribunal.

34.After Howard’s return from New York, Carol Gartrell seemed bent on
professionally undermining Howard at every opportunity. Howard was concerned
by constant public reprimands, less favourable treatment, disparagement of the
value of his area in her “five year plan” (creative music technologies) as well as
breaches of normal confidentiality by Dr. Gartrell. | began to suspect that this was
a campaign of bullying by Dr. Gartrell designed to distress Howard and destroy
his standing in the department.

STUDIO MOVE



35.During the beginning of December 2004, the contents of Howard’s office/
audio research studio were transported by movers in a haphazard manner to a
new office approximately one week earlier than scheduled. It was not possible for
Howard was to properly prepare his equipment and the other contents of his
office for the move including teaching and research materials. Howard requested
one week, a very reasonable amount of time to wire the studio, organize his
teaching materials and make the office a safe place to enter.

Usually due to a shortage of available rooms, | was often asked by staff to teach
singing lessons in Howard'’s office. During this time the room was unusable as
the contents were spread all over the floor including wires, cables that might trip
a student.

36.Dr Gartrell, supported by Dean Penny Sparke, offered Howard a total of one
day of teaching release to reorganize set up and wire the studio. As | have had
some professional experience in recording studios, | have an idea about the kind
of expertise and time needed to set up and wire a studio. Accomplishing this task
in one day in my estimation is an impossible task. In the context of his having to
continue his teaching and not being able to locate materials or use the studio,
Howard became more and more anxious about his unusable office/studio.
Certainly management knew Howard had the professional expertise to know how
long this task would take. Certainly occupational health and management were
aware of the crisis that was being created by the office situation The only
possible explanation of why these managers would insist on these unreasonable
and impossible orders would be to create stress in order to victimize Howard.

37. Due to the above-related situation involving his workplace, the incident
between Howard and Mr.Millward, and many other incidents of mismanagement
on the part of Kingston University, Howard had a nervous breakdown in the
winter of 2005, which was, in my view directly caused by unreasonable
requirements set out by Carol Gartrell his new line manager. It should be noted
that prior to the winter of 2005 Howard had never needed to take any significant
time, what so ever, away from his professional teaching from any illness
including stress.

38.1 was very concerned with Howard’s state of health and therefore assisted
him with obtaining appointment at our local surgery. Howard’s GP insisted on
signing him off of work on 14 February 2004.

CAROL GARTRELL’S INTERFERENCE WITH OPERA



39.0n the evening of 8 March 2005 at approximately 6:30 pm, Howard and |
returned home after a rehearsal for his opera. He seemed very tired, partially due
to the high fever he had developed the preceding day. Although he had become
increasingly anxious and depressed about the situation in his office, detailed
above, which affected his ability to teach and to compose for some weeks prior to
and during his period of sick leave of February and early March 2005, he
seemed, on that evening, to be in a very calm and contented mood until he
checked his email at approximately 6:45 p.m, whereupon suddenly, he became
very distressed.

40.Howard announced that "this is it, my life is over -- the only choice | have is to
kill myself”. He proceeded to type for a few more minutes in his distressed state.
He then abruptly stopped typing and announced that he could not take the
humiliation that he was facing and that he was going to kill himself. He said that
Carol Gartrell had “left him no other way out”, that he “could not face the
embarrassment”. He then ran out of the apartment.

41.1 thought there was a high likelihood that he would self-harm because | am
aware that personalities that are otherwise not suicidal are often driven to this
state by public humiliation. In fact, | have never seen him in such a distressed
state during the ten years that we were married at that time or the six years | had
know him before we were married.

42.1 believe that the letter he wrote following the receipt of an e-mail from Carol
should be viewed in the context that Howard was suicidal at the time and
possibly, still suffering from the effects of his high fever, and that he was trying
desperately to mitigate what he perceived to be the prospect of total humiliation
due to the almost certain cancellation of his highly publicized opera premiere.

33.1 would like to state that in my role as a professional opera singer, | have
witnessed a comparable emotional breakdown in an otherwise mentally stable
conductor in an international opera house. This occurred when a colleague
sabotaged his rehearsals, thus impeding the probable level of performance and
endangering his professional reputation.

DISC WITH MISSING MARKS

44 At approximately 7:30 p.m. on or about June 15, 2005, Howard called me
over to where he was working at his computer in our study and requested some
assistance. He showed me a disc that contained student work that was
accompanied by paper submissions and a spreadsheet of marks as well. He
asked me if | noticed anything unusual about the work. Without further prompting



and upon examination of both the disc and the papers in conjunction with the
spreadsheet, | saw that there was some work missing. | noticed that some items
were missing when | tried to locate work on the disc by each of the students
listed on the spreadsheet. | began to see a pattern emerging with assignments
that had been marked as 39 on the spreadsheet missing from the disc. Upon
further examination, | noticed that in fact, every single assignment that was given
a 39 according to the spreadsheet was not present on the disc.

When | then looked through the paper submissions, | could not find any items of
work that corresponded with the work that was listed as 39 on the spreadsheet. |
reported to Howard that | was unable to find any of the assignments that had
been marked 39. He asked me to check again. | then looked around on the disc
to make sure that nothing was concealed because it was hidden behind
something else. | then told him that | was sure that some of the work was
missing. | then asked him if he had the same finding. Howard said yes, he was
unable to find the 39’s, but he wanted to make sure he wasn’t missing anything. |
asked him what this disc contained and what he was doing with it, and he replied
that he was moderating this work. | asked him how he was going to moderate
work that did not exist on the disc. He said that he was going to, of course, have
to locate the work in order to fulfill his obligation of moderating all borderline
failing work. He stated that he was going to contact Paul Archbold and ask him
for a complete disc.

45. Howard indicated that he was going to contact Gloria Toplis about the
situation. | was concerned about the puzzling problem and asked him whether he
intended to copy the disc. Howard replied that he did not think it was necessary
to do so.

46. Howard told me that he turned the disc over to Gloria Toplis and that a few
hours later she returned it to him with the work that was previously missing now
present on the disc. Howard, finding the work present, was then able to complete
his duties concerning the work. He then attended to the work did without further
ado. Howard considered the issue closed. | was surprised later to learn that
Gloria Toplis used this issue in allegations against Howard. | cannot conclude
whether Dr. Archbold has inadvertently left work off the disc or had intended to
leave the work off the disc. Howard never made any conclusions on subject nor
was he interested in doing so. | can unequivocally testify to the fact that the work
was originally not on the disc.

STRESS and BULLYING IN THE SCHOOL OF MUSIC

47 .Howard was not alone in being negatively affected by the unhealthy
environment in the Former School of Music. During the time that | worked there a
huge proportion of the staff were on long term stress related sick leave. The first
was Andy Smith, Technical Officer, who took extended sick leave starting in the






teacher. She sent an email to the acting head of the school on 23 September
2004.

‘I had an email from Ingrid

mentioning that 10 new vocal students were enrolling. | realise that we lost a few
third years last year but i am concerned that the work load could be large for Lori
and myself and that it might be an idea to employ an extra vocal tutor, ideally a
man. | know of a couple of possibles but wanted your thoughts on this? It
depends on the balance of pop/classical and MA students. With regards Heather
Keens”

Thus, my Colleague Heather Keens, without first contacting me to see if | could
indeed accommodate the number of incoming students went above the head of
our immediate manager Ingrid Pearson and directly approached the acting head
to suggest that | might not be available for work and also specified the sex of her
chosen candidate. This is part of a pattern of part time staff members colluding
with the acting head Dr. Carol Gartrell of usurping parts of the jobs of others in
order obtain more work for themselves or their friends.

51. During my Governors appeal hearing on (insert date), Dr. Osbon defended
his action of attempting to replace some of my teaching on the basis on my sex
by indicating that when he was first hired he was approached by both Carol
Gartrell and Heather Keens who asked him to hire an addition male singing
teacher on the basis of his sex. It is reasonable to assume that when he did
indeed unlawfully approach a male singing teacher to take on some of what
would have been my allotment of students he was doing so under the direction of
Dr. Gartrell who may have been influenced by Heather Keens.

52.0n 24 September Heather Keens clearly stated that she was, herself
disturbed by the environment of gossip in the department. She claimed that her
previous email that questioned my availability for work and suggested hiring
another voice teacher on the basis of sex was “only to establish her own
situation.”

“Dear Lori, i have no issue with you on anything and was not trying to control any
teaching workload, only to establish my own situation. CONFIDENTIAL - i have
no issues with you or your teaching and only wish to be supportive. | believe that
staff/reaction and gossip is getting out of

hand in the department. Please know that i am considering tendering my
resignation as i do not know why these issues are becoming so volatile. The
department is undergoing major changes and i believe we should be supporting
each other instead of misunderstanding situations. Respectfully Heather”

There was a general atmosphere of less than polite email correspondence
between colleagues and openly rude and often insulting criticism of students as
well as gossip and incidents of overt aggression.



For example when | wrote to staff member Tim Ewers on 19 November 2004 to
inform him that a dissertation student did not turn up for a tutorial he replied

“Thanks Lori - | will have words with him. He needs the application of boot
to backside”

53.Ingrid Pearson the former Head of Performance at Kingston University clearly
witnessed the inappropriate behavior among staff in the Former school of Music
in her witness statement of 27 June 2006.

“Gloria Toplis, in particular, was bent on standing in the way of developments in the area of music
technology. This possibly explains here constant criticism of Howard Fredrics’ and Stephen
Arnold’s plans for this part of the curriculum, which later led to her criticism of these colleagues on
a personal level.”

“. | got the impression soon after my arrival in March 2001, that Frank disliked two most senior
colleagues in the School of Music. His dislike for both Professors Arnold and Jones seemed to
stem from his recent unsuccessful interview for a permanent post at Kingston, and that to which
Caroline Potter was appointed. However, Frank continued to work at Kingston in a part-time
capacity and was never the object of discriminatory behaviour from these senior colleagues.
None the less, | recall hearing derogatory remarks made by Frank about these colleagues, both
in private and public.”

“ It was the colleagues who held Principal Lectureships who | observed speaking about others
behind their backs. Of these colleagues, | recall that Gloria Toplis, Michael (Mike) Searby and
Carol Gartrell were the most vociferous. At that time Frank Millward, a Senior Lecturer, was also
amongst those colleagues who regularly gossiped and criticised other staff members.

‘I now realise that at the time | was working there, the environment in the School of Music was
nothing short of toxic. At the canteen at lunchtime, many colleagues had little other conversation
other than making negative and critical comments about others, especially Stephen Arnold.
Similar criticisms were made of other staff during lunch including Professor Jones and Howard
Fredrics. Such was the back-stabbing culture that just about anyone who wasn’t present at these
discussions was criticised.

In hindsight, and following the increase in awareness about bullying in academe through the
efforts of the Times Higher Education Supplement (T.H.E.S.) | now realise that Frank’s mode of
delivery as well as the content of what he told me was bullying and harassment.”

54.In an email on 24 September 2004, Heather Keens, referring to Ingrid
Pearson’s objection to her going over her head by writing directly to the head of
school(Carol Gartrell) concerning a matter that should have been addressed to
her(Dr. Peasrson) wrote to me:

‘I am finding it increasingly difficult to function at Kingston, esp when agressive
emails are sent by full time staff. | love my students but cannot






independent investigator due to the nature of the grievance. They seemed very
surprised by the grievance and eager to go ahead with the investigation despite
the fact that collective grievances against, which are ultra vires the university’s
policy as well as unlawful industrial actions. They did however, promise that
Howard could bring forward his own witnesses and that they would be
interviewed by the investigator, as well. They said that they were determined to
take the matter seriously which surprised me due to the vague and general
nature of the group complaint against Howard and the fact that Howard had up
until that point, never received any complaints about his behaviour.

57. Kevin Jones and Maria Busen Smith who did not sign the grievance reported
to me that they were asked to do so by Carol Gartrell. This did not surprise me
considering the amount of pressure Howard and | received when the grievance
was made against Stephen Arnold.

58. | was later shocked to read documents that revealed that both Mrs.
Lanchberry and Dr. Cunningham were aware of the formulation of the grievance
and that Mrs. Lanchberry went so far as to advise Carol Gartrell to use this
particular process, to deal with Howard. | was further shocked and dismayed to
learn that the investigator himself advised about the strength and weaknesses of
the grievance and used his remit not to investigate the truth but to manufacture a
case against Howard. | believe that it was very unfair, improper and underhand of
Dr. Cunningham and Dr. Lanchberry. They had previously purposely mislead
Howard about their personal involvement in the creation of the ultra vires
collective grievance.

59.At the June 2004 meeting with Elizabeth Lanchberry and Gail Cunningham
they announced to Howard that he was to refrain from attending the Campus.
This directive which was in effect a suspension was hugely damaging to
Howard’s mental state. In addition Carol Gartrell took the opportunity after the
meeting to instruct both the staff members that she convinced to sign the
grievance and the staff members who did not sign the grievance to refrain from
normal contact with Howard. She went as far as to post signs next to the phones
on campus saying that if he was seen on campus they should call security.
Obviously this kind of action was designed to paint Howard in a seriously
negative light and the result was damage to Howard’s professional and personal
reputation and a severe injury to his feelings. | understand that similar misuse of
security was used by managers at Kingston University against other harmless
and or ill staff members as an intimidation tactic.

60. | learned recently that Carol Gartrell’s actions went much further than either
Howard or | could have imagined. On May 23, 2008 | wrote to Florence Henaff to



ask her if she could shed some light on why Sarah Winters a mutual friend who is
administrative assistant in the School of Music, with whom | was quite friendly
during my tenure at Kingston University completely failed to respond to my
facebook friend invitation.

On 28 May 2008 Florence sent me a return message saying “Remember under Uni
law, she is NOT allowed to have contacts with you or howard. we were told not to have
any dealings with you guys at teh time. | remember telling DO and Gartrell that it was out
of the question for me not to say hi if | saw you around....but not everybody felt
comfortable doing the same.”

61.1 was quite shocked to learn that even staff who were not involved in the
collective grievance against Howard were instructed to refrain from speaking to
me as well. | was not informed about this and the result caused injury to my
professional reputation and injury to my feelings as well. | consider this directive
from Carol Gartrell to have been an act of victimization of perpetrated against
both Howard and me.

MY CASE AGAINST KINGSTON

62. The fact that staff were instructed to not speak to me shed some additional
light on the why | had been socially “frozen out” by staff , and given less
favourable treatment at the School of Music at Kingston University. | had brought
this issue to the attention of the University. On 22 November 2005, | filed a
grievance detailing race and sex discrimination, which | was experiencing as an
employee at Kingston University. The University did not uphold my grievance and
did not admit that they had acted in a discriminatory manner.

My having been “frozen out” was therefore part of my Tribunal case oagainst
Kingston University and David Osbon for both Sex discrimination and
racial/religious discrimination which settled out of court in 2006. It would have
relieved some of my distress at the time to know that part of the reason | was
socially excluded by my colleagues was indeed at least, to some extent due to an
overt directive from their line manager. It also leads me to consider the possibility
that much of the other victimization and less favourable treatment that | received
from my line manager David Osbon may have resulted from other improper
directives by Carol Gartrell designed to indirectly punish Howard by victimizing
me.

Throughout the grievance process and the many appeals | went through | was
repeatedly asked what could be done to “satisfy me” and persuade me to drop
my discrimination claim. | repeatedly asserted that | wanted the victimization to
stop and to be treated normally. Elisabeth Lanchberry repeatedly attempted to
say that | had not been victimized and to also portray me as unreasonable and
overly sensitive, which the board of Governors accepted, all the while staff, had
been given orders to not speak to me or interact with me normally.

63.A highly defamatory negative reference that described me as “hostile and
confrontational” and indicated that he would not re-employ me was written a by

David Osbon and sent to an external body, very shortly after having he became
my new line manager in the School of Music at Kingston University. | filed a



grievance concerning this matter and other discriminatory treatment but the
University did not uphold my grievance.

64. Mr. Osbon’s reference was not in any way reasonably justifiable since it was
not based on any data. | maintained throughout the process that because we had
extremely limited and always pleasant contacts (which consisted of three
pleasant conversations and one productive meeting) he had no basis to defame
my character. In his witness statement of Dr Osbon himself testifies “I recall
having several conversations with Lori Fredrics and one meeting. | recall that my
conversations with Lori Fredrics were amicable”.

However, in her assessment of my grievance Elizabeth Lanchberry, head of
Personnel wrote:

“I acknowledge that David Osbon provided a reference to South Thames College
which confirmed that he would not reemploy you and this caused you distress.
He stated however that this was an honest representation of his views.”

65.David Osbon gave a series of inconsistent and conflicting explanations for
why he described me as hostile and confrontational:

‘It was “an honest representation of his views.(from Elizabeth Lanchbery’s initial
assessment)

‘he had found a phone call from Personnel to imply that (my) attitude regarding the
allocation of students was hostile and confrontational” .( Grievance hearing 18 March
2006)

[When David Osbon was reminded that the allocation of my teaching occurred on 30
September 2005, after the date of the reference 6 September 2005, he then questioned
the veracity of the date of the reference.]

Subsequently, after the date of the reference was established and it was clear that
explanation 2 was a factual impossibility David Osbon changed his explanation in the
grievance appeal hearing to VC Peter Scott to explanation

The reference was given “as a result of the way email correspondence had been
conducted and also the email where Lori Fredrics had indicated that she would loose out
financially”

However in her initial assessment, Personnel director Liz Lanchberry described the
emails to which David Osbon referred,( which contained a request to be able to make up
work as others in my position are always permitted to do rather than have my contract
hours reduced in order to be able to travel to the US to visit my dying father during the
Jewish High Holy Days)as “The emails on both sides appear to be relatively cordial and
there is no evidence that either side found them to be intimidating or disturbing”.

David Osbon then went on to say the content of the reference “may have” been
influenced by an email exchange in which | made a request to make special
accommodations for a student during Ramadan “he found this exchange difficult and
confrontational”.



The email concerned a request on my part to accommodate the Muslim student was part
of correspondence that the Personnel director described as “The emails on both sides
appear to be relatively cordial and there is no evidence that either side found them to be
intimidating or disturbing”.

66.The administration failed to discipline my line manager, David Osbon for his
acts of direct discrimination and for his having victimized me for having requested
fair and equal treatment. They also did nothing to remedy the damage to my
professional reputation caused by his actions, which included defamation of my
character in an employment reference to an outside institution and undermining
of my relationships with my students.

67.Personnel Director, Elizabeth Lanchbery and Dean of my faculty, Professor
Gail Cunningham did not properly investigate my allegations as set forth in my
grievance. Not only did they not appoint an external investigator, they treated the
investigation of this very serious matter dismissively. For example, | asserted that
my line manager, David Osbon, admitted, during a conversation held in the
presence of his administrative assistant, Florence Henaff, that he had tried to
replace some of my teaching duties on the basis of my gender. Dr Lanchbery
and Dr Cunningham simply accepted David Osbon’s denial of my allegations
without asking the witness what had actually transpired.

The contrast between the way they harshly treated Howard when face with a
collection of childish, out of time and improper complaints against him and the
way they dealt with discrimination against me and my public defamation by David
Osbon, is a very clear example of unequal treatment.

68.1 had an extremely strong case. On the first day of my Tribunal hearing in
September 2006, the University offered to settle my claim. Dr. Osbon wrote me
an apology. One of the conditions the University attached to any settlement
agreement was that | resign from my position at the University. | felt extremely
hurt since | had done nothing wrong and since | had also been very dedicated to
and successful at my job. Unfortunately, | felt that | had no choice but to agree to
the terms of the proposed settlement, due to my high legal expenses.

OTHER INSTANCES OF INAPPROPRIATE RESPONSES AND
VICTIMIZATION FOR ACTS OF WHISTLE BLOWING AND DISIBILTY
DISCRIMINATION

69.When Kevin Jones was off on sick leave after having a nervous breakdown at
a staff meeting, then attempted to return to work on a limited research basis, he



was described as lazy. Carol Gartrell, Mike Searby, Frank Millward and Gloria
Toplis voiced doubts and questions about the veracity of his iliness. All of them
except Gloria Toplis agreed that they thought he had no valuable skills to offer
the department and should be forced out. All articulated umbrage against Dr
Jones about how others were compelled to take on his job responsibilities.
Colleagues recognizing the bizarre and unusual situation at the School of Music
persistently referred to the department of music at Kingston Hill as “the funny
farm “ at that time. Much highly inappropriate conversation about his confidential
medical information occurred at that time.

70. In the winter of 2004 after | complimented Gloria Toplis for the good work she
was doing with the choir as it's temporary conductor, she used this as an
opportunity to relate her perceived problems with Florence Hennaff. She reported
that Florence who had organizational responsibilities for the ensemble, as well
as also being a member of the choir was somehow undermining her authority
as it's leader. When | told Ms. Toplis that of course as conductor she should be
responsible for all musical decisions, she asked me to therefore support her, due
to my position as singing teacher and write a letter of complaint against Florence.
| was quite put on the spot by her request for assistance and did not refuse to do
so in the moment. | did not write a letter against Florence because | had no first
hand information about in the situation about the complaint other than what was
related to me by Ms. Toplis.

71.0n the afternoon of 23 April 2005, Howard and | were working in room 523.
We heard sound levels coming from that room that were painfully loud to us,
even though the barrier of the floor. We took out our decibel meter and
measured sound levels close to 100 db. We knew that the students rehearsing
below were endangering their hearing. As staff on the premises we felt a
responsibility to protect them from injury at Kingston University. We went
downstairs and measured the sound levels in the room at a shocking 132. We
were not even as close to the speakers as the students. In my opinion this was
an unacceptable risk but the students refused to alter their volume. None of them
were wearing protective earplugs.

69.1 urged Howard to try to remedy the state of affairs because | felt that staff and
the school could be held responsible for a serious hearing injury if one occurred.
Howard wrote to Carol Gartrell the acting head of school to notify her of the
situation. She thanked Howard for the information and noted the seriousness of
the content . She then forwarded this email to Dean Penny Sparke, adding “the
tone of Howard’s email is once again threatening and inappropriate” She never
expressed her opinion to Howard who | am sure would have explained his
serious and well meaning concerns.



70.This duplicitous action on the part of Carol Gartrell along with the fact that
she mentions “Noise” in her undated document of meeting points for the
formation of the grievance indicates that Howard suffered victimisation due to his
reporting of a health and safety emergency. Hearing loss can be of a sudden
traumatic nature and therefore the presence of excessive sound levels requires a
speedy and effective response, it is highly improper to use a report of this type
against an employee.

71. | believe that | also suffered victimization from staff members in response to
whistle blowing by Howard as well as the fact that | brought the existence of
problems within the School of Music to the attention of managers. One example
is the fact that Davis Osbon, my line manager as of the fall of 2005, indicated in
his witness statement in my tribunal(DISCUSSED ABOVE case against the
University and David Osbon that one basis for a very negative reference for me
that referred to me as “hostile and confrontational, and “having an unsatisfactory
attitude” to an external body partially because of Carol Gartrel's comments to
him “telling {him} that {I} Lori Fredrics had displayed a poor attitude towards the
senior academics within the school on other previous occasions often over very
small matters including the University’s policy towards’ illegal photocopying
requests of library material“ “influenced the ratings | gave her(Lori Fredrics)

The matter that Carol Gartrell related to him concerned a time when | brought
problems with fair use of copyrighted material in the Former School of Music to
the attention of Carol Gartrell. It is very possible that | received a serious
detriment for whistle blowing.

5. Dr. Osbon described my attitude as poor in an external reference due Carol
Gartrell’s opinion “Her (Carol Gartrell's ) comments” “telling me that Lori Fredrics
had displayed a poor attitude towards the senior academics within the school on
other previous occasions often over very small matters including the
University’s policy towards’ illegal photocopying requests of library material®
“‘influenced the ratings | gave her(Lori Fredrics)”.

In January of 2005 Carol Gartrell posted a sign in red letters above the
photocopy machine that stated that staff using illegal photocopies in their work
could have their contracts terminated or words to that effect. | became very
concerned because my students owned little or no legal sheet music and
because the university never instructed students ahead of time that they would
need a budget for sheet music and often allowed them to use illegal copies
during their performances.

In the middle of the year | was faced with a situation where | could be selected
by Carol Gartrell for dismissal due to no fault of my own because my students did
not own legal music. If | did not use music that they had at the time, there would
be no songs for the students to sing in their lessons. This was clearly a problem.



| then wrote to Carol Gartrell to suggest that the University subscribe to a legal
sheet music service called Schubertine which permits unlimited downloads of
music in the public domain for a very nominal cost.

| also described in detail why singing teachers need to use two scores one for the
student and one for the teacher, who accompanies in order to properly instruct a
singing student. That was the only communication | had with her concerning fair
use. She thanked me for my email and subscribed to Schubertline. She never
informed me that she considered my attitude poor or that it was a very small
matter. However, she later complained to David Osbon of our email exchange
and he then used it as a justification for my public defamation. | consider this act
on Carol Gartrell's part to be a typical example of the duplicitous and malicious
nature of her professional interactions.

6. David Osbon then referred to a phone call that upset him that came from
the Dean Cunningham, and no longer mentioned a call Personnel. He wrote
he was “shocked to receive a phone call from Dean Cunningham telling me
that she had been approached by a Union official, Chris Wills regarding the
issue of Lori’s request for leave.”

72. David Osbon did not inform me that he felt there were problems with my
attitude before sending the reference and subsequently wrote to South Thames
College in an attempt to suppress the document after | requested it from them.
He only addressed the issue after | received the information from South Thames
College and filed a grievance. | believe that his actions to be entirely malicious
because | can see no productive purpose for publishing such a negative and
unfounded opinion of me to an external source and then trying to conceal the fact
that he had done so.

73.Kingston University did not take any disciplinary action against David Osbon
for this very inappropriate, hurtful and damaging act. Conversely, | understand
that he did receive a promotion

This is a clear example of unequal treatment my husband has received. .
Moreover, Elizabeth Lanchbery the head of personnel, Dean Cunningham, and
the Board of Governors repeatedly pressured me to engage in mediation with
David Osbon and referred to my refusal to do so in their witness statements to
the Tribunal. In what | believe in unequal treatment they refused to offer my
husband Howard the opportunity of having mediation with the colleagues that
signed the grievance against him despite his repeated requests.

In her witness statement 25 August Elizabeth Lanchbery wrote:
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74 When Dean Gail Cunningham took the decision to dismiss Howard from his
position she referred to his letter to Dean Penny Sparke on 21 April 2005
requesting her help because he believed Carol Gartrell was “pestering him” and
that he was finding “having to deal with her {Carol Gartrell} absent a mediation
process”. This letter which Dean Cunningham described as inappropriate, in my
view an entirely proper request for help, sent confidentially and internally. Pester
is very gentle language when compared to that used by David Osbon to
describe me in his external reference. Yet, the University chose to dismiss
Howard without first offering mediation and without a even a warning not to use
the word pester. | believe that this shows exceedingly unequal treatment of
Howard when compared to David Osbon.

75.Moreover, the University did not properly investigate the matter of David
Osbon’s public defamation of me and discriminatory behaviour towards me.
During the “investigation” they did not appoint an external investigator. They did
not even speak to any staff or students who | named as independent witnesses.
The University simply spoke to David Osbon and accepted the series of
conflicting and changing explanations for his own actions during the hearings and
appeals.

76.The University, even after having seen clear evidence of the inconsistent
nature of David Osbons explanations, and the unreasonable way he relied on the
opinions of others when he chose to write exceptionally damaging statements to
an external body and then conceal his actions, still chose to give credence to
David Osbon’s opinion of Howard in the set of alleged allegations where in very
similar wording he this time described Howard “hostile and aggressive”.



Zafar Ali-Gate

77.1 accompanied Howard along with his union representative Chris Wills, to all
but the final investigation interviews held by Zafar Ali.

78.At the start of the first meeting, Howard agreed to participate in the
investigation process, as it was the only opportunity the University offered to hear
his side of the issues raised in the collective grievance of 22 June 2005. Howard
made it absolutely clear that he felt that the grievance that the University
accepted that was signed by eleven of his colleagues was subjecting him to a
procedure that was outside the rules of the University_He made it perfectly clear
to Zafar that he intended to challenge the grievance process. Howard made it
clear to Zafar Ali that he felt that investigation at that point was irretrievably
tainted by Carol Gartrell's email directive that instructed both staff that signed
the grievance and those that did not, to refrain from contact with Howard.
Howard stated that he felt that instruction amounted to witness interference.
Howard also very clearly said he reserved the right to challenge the propriety of
the grievance and informed Zafar Ali that he absolutely intended to do so.
Howard informed Zafar Ali that he feeling ill from being under a huge amount of
stress that was affecting his medical problems. He informed Zafar Ali that he
was getting very little sleep because he suffered from nightmares , a serious
stomach problem that caused him excruciating pain at night and because he
spent many nights on the phone with doctors because both of his parents and
his father in law(my father) were at the moment gravely ill. Howard informed
Zafar that the grievance and the investigation process were both adding to an
already unbearable load of stress. He informed Zafar that he had recently spent
an extended time on sick leave. | told Mr. Ali that | felt | needed to be present
because Howard was not feeling well.

79.1 was therefore very surprised that Zafar Ali stated in Howard’s disciplinary
hearing on (insert date) that he believed that Howard had agreed to accept his
investigation as a remedy for the ultra-vires grievance. Mr. Ali, who himself wrote
in his interim report that the collective grievance process should not have been
adopted, equated Howard’s acceptance of his investigation into the allegations,
as an acceptance of the very ultra vires grievance process he criticized. It was
and is my view that a proper independent investigation is a separate entity from
an internal grievance. If the propriety of the investigation can not be separated
from the original grievance itself, the investigation it can not be said to be

independent.

80.1 witnessed several other incidents that made me think that Mr. Ali was less
than impartial, but was acting on behalf of the University. He on several
occasions delivered messages from HR to Howard once on when he informed
Howard of a deadline that the Investigation was to be completed. He also
delivered a message to Howard not to turn up to teach his scheduled classes.



As Howard was not officially suspended and had not been informed by the
management not to teach his classes, he had expected that he should attend the
university and fulfill his teaching duties. | was very surprised that the University
chose to instruct Howard to refrain from teaching through a verbal message from
Mr. Ali, a supposedly independent party. Both times | told Mr. Ali that | was
surprised that he was acting as a go between, when he was appointed as an
independent investigator. | told him that in my opinion, the University should be
delivering instructions to Howard, directly and clearly.

81. | was also shocked when Zafar Ali stated at the disciplinary, that Howard had
never informed him that he was disabled, when Howard had detailed his past
and present conditions from which he suffered along with how the collective
grievance, and the pressure of the investigation schedule were exacerbating his
conditions especially in the context of having three gravely ill family members
with complex medical problems.

82.0ne particularly troubling matter came to light

during a grievance investigation meeting with Zafar, in the presence of Howard,
his union rep and me, Zafar said ,( concerning why he sent the prepared list of
allegations and not his original notes)

"All my notes? | met with them (the University) and said, you can't have all my
notes because there are things that may effect Human Resources".

83. But Zafar’'s comment about Human resources involvement at the meeting fits
in with an email concerning Howard written by Tim Ewers, one of the signers, to
his union representative that | learned of later after reading subject access
documents..

Tim Ewers wrote on 7 July 2005 ” but as Personnel have been copied into much
of the correspondence and have been party to meeting with our Acting Head of
School and the Deans of FASS and ADM, and were instrumental in encouraging
staff at the School of Music to take this action(a collective grievance), it seems
disingenuous to now turn round and ask if there is enough evidence.

Further evidence of Personnel’s improper involvement is contained on 15 July
Carol Gartrell wrote to Liz Lanchberry “a couple of colleagues after having been
interviewed have reported back to me that Mr. Ali has suggested that the wording
of the grievance is not strong. | understand that Mr. Ali suggested he might
discuss it with you/personnel.

84 .Mr. Ali indicated that he would be carefully examining Howard’s use of
language to see whether he had breached the dignity at work policy but not to
consider the circumstances. He seemed very concerned with the fact that
Howard had described Carol Gartrell’s behaviour as harassing. "It is not for me to
decide whether you were indeed harassed or not, the question is whether you
should have used the word pester".



When presented with evidence about the extremely upsetting incident(detailed in
paragraph number #) during which Carol Gartrell behaved poorly by ordering
Howard to complete another lecturer's marking while emergency services were
assisting Howard’s mother while he was in New York during a scheduled leave
time, Zafar said;

" Whether her behaviour and wording was disgraceful or not does not distract
from the obligation for marking".

"the issue) | am concerned with regarding the report is it correct(that Howard
allegedly did not complete marking), and is it justified. It has nothing to do with
the language used".

85.The one sided nature of the investigation, repeated evidence of Mr. Ali's lack
of independence and the rude way that he continually interrupted Howard when
he was trying to express himself made the meetings intolerably stressful. Howard
was always incapacitated afterward and needed time to recover and prepare for
the next meetings, but he was pressured to agree to several meetings a week.

86.1 was not present at the last meeting, but | can attest to the fact that |
witnessed Howard’s ill state before he left for what was to be the final
investigation meeting. When | saw him later that day Howard was completely
traumatized. How Zafar can say that he felt threatened, by the fact that Howard
left a meeting due to his being ill make absolutely no sense to me.

NOVEMBER 15™ 2006 GRIEVANCE APPEALS MEETING

87. Howard was scheduled to attend an appeal of Professor Scott’s decision
concerning Howard’s Grievances before the Kingston University Board of
Governors on 15 November 2006. | was apprehensive due to the continues
unfair treatment that Howard and | had suffered at the hands of Kingston
University. | did however reserve judgment, and was hopeful that the Board of
Governors of Kingston University would be the independent body they claimed to
be. As published on the University’s website the Governors “The University
expects its Board to abide by the seven principles of public life as identified in the
Government's Nolan Report:, selflessness, integrity, objectivity, accountability,
openness, honesty, and leadership”.

88.Howard was not well enough to attend the entire meeting, due to his disability,
but due to its importance it was absolutely necessary that he be aware of
everything that would transpire. We therefore, requested permission to have an
independent note-taker present during the entire event. | was especially
concerned about relying on the University’s staff to record accurate minutes due
to my experience with my own grievance hearing and appeals. The meeting



notes were consistently incorrect, with huge important omissions, and false
characterizations. The University had also consistently taken a much longer time
than allowed in their own procedures to send the minutes to me. When the
University refused the entirely reasonable request under the circumstances of
allowing us to bring an independent note taker, | decided to bring my small
portable minidisk player to make a recording so that we would have an accurate
record of exactly what would transpire during the meeting. | felt this was the only
option as | did not think that in my distressed emotional state, | would be able to
take accurate and complete notes. Neither Howard nor his solicitor were aware
that | would be recording the Governors Appeal on 15, November 2006.

89. The meeting began chaotically because Dr. Lanchberry had been delayed.
There was in attendance a university note taker who was taking hand written
notes. It was mentioned that because Professor Scott needed to leave and be
somewhere else, he was going to give his statement out of turn, earlier than
normal, and then leave to attend to other business. At the meeting Howard read
his statement, he was perceptibly ill on that day and felt he could not endure the
entire meeting. He left the premises, but both Howard'’s solicitor and | stayed for
it's entirety.

90.Before we left the meeting to wait in a closed room for the late arrival of Dr.
Lanchberry, | approached my belongings to turn of the recording device and take
my belongings with me. Jenny Scriven’s the chairman seemed offended that |
was taking my belongings with me. She informed me that they would not interfere
with my things and said that | could leave them there. | left my belongings in the
room in an effort to show good faith and to not offend her.

91.During the meeting when Elisabeth Lanchberry was testifying about what
went on at Zafar Ali’'s investigation meetings with Howard, which she never
attended, she said made many incorrect statements. When she said something
that was false, | corrected her misstatements in a whispered voice to Howard’s
solicitor. At this time Jenny Scrivens suddenly attempted to eject me from the
room. She asked me to leave but | just sat quietly. She then simply continued
with the hearing. At the time this was happening.l found this to be very puzzling
behaviour. In hindsight | can only conclude that Jenny Scrivens was attempting
to frame me for unacceptable behaviour, which she may have been able to
successfully accomplish if no recorded evidence existed. Jenny Scrivens
concluded the hearing with a statement declaring the total independence of the
board of Governors.



92.When | listened back to the recording | was horrified when | heard what was
said during the breaks. It was obvious that The Board of Governors were not
independent but functioning in a way that would seek to create a case more
favourable to the University in an external hearing. They obviously did not have
open minds and what we had attended was not a fair hearing but a stich-up.
Most shockingly | distinctly heard Prof. Peter Scott, re-enter the room during the
break to joke and make disparaging remarks about Howard. This was
additionally shocking because Prof. Scott and the Chair had misrepresented that
he had to testify first, because he needed to be somewhere else. Members of
the Board of Governors were commenting and joking in a bullying manner, about
how ill Howard looked and the medicines they saw him take.

93.1 felt their comments were highly discriminatory to Howard’s medical problem.
They also disparaged the junior solicitor who was representing us. They made
nasty remarks about me taking a piece of fruit, which was done to alleviate my
low blood sugar and the fact that | also took another one, which | did because |
knew that our solicitor had not had a chance to eat that morning and was dizzy
from hunger. The irony was that during their tea break where they were
consuming tea fruit and croissants, and complaining about the temperature of the
tea etc., we were lead to, and enclosed in a room without even a cup of water! It
was apparent from the recording that the Kingston University Board of Governors
is not the fair unbiased entity the represent themselves to be, but a highly corrupt
body. | believe that it is very much in the public interest for this information about
these board members to be known and that they should be replaced by others
with appropriate standards of integrity. Indeed, since the board of Governors
advertises that they hold to the Nolan principals, they present to the public a face
of the utmost propriety, not simply normal standards. The public, including staff
and students of the university trust and depend on the Board to be what they
represent, a fair and impartial body. | feel this corruption is unacceptable in a
public body in a civilized society and that individuals should not have the right to
cover up their corrupt activities.

94 When Howard learned of the dishonesty of the Board of Governors he
became shocked and distraught. This resulted in a significant further increase of
his stress levels, thus worsening his depression, anxiety and a serious gastro-
intestinal medical problem that is affected by his stress.

95.Howard and | consulted our solicitor and a Barrister and they informed us that



according to legal precedent they felt sure that the recording would be admissible
in an employment tribunal.

96.1n early 2007 Donald Beaton sent a series of five intimidating letters two dated
25 January 2007, one on 21 February 2007, and two on 6 of March 2007.
Evidence of a header on one (06.03.07 from the office of Vice-Chancellor)
indicated that these letters originated from Peter Scott. These letters stated that |
had committed a criminal offence and threatened criminal prosecution when they
new that my conduct was legal and lawful. The letters demanded all copies of
evidence that | intended to present to this Tribunal. These letters absolutely
terrified me and caused me to the point that | could not longer function in my day
to day activities. In the context of the fact that Mr. Beaton and the University did
not take the threatened action and were very much aware that Howard and my
immigration status as foreign citizens residing in the UK were likely to be
negatively impacted if criminal proceedings were initiated against us | fully
believe that this was a blatant attempt to intimidate me, a witness in the civil
proceeding.

97.1 was terrified to return to the UK as | thought | might be arrested. | tried to get
advice from my solicitors but they were also sent threatening letters about the
matter and they themselves seemed alarmed. | had a conversation with Dominic
Tomkins shortly after he received the correspondence his voice was shaking and
he was stuttering and repeating the phrase ”I've done nothing wrong”. When |
asked him for legal advice in the matter, he said he thought that | had not
committed a criminal offence but since he was not a criminal solicitor he could
not be sure. This response cause me much concern. | delayed returning to the
UK and during that delay my elderly cat Neffi who had been left in the UK while
we were awaiting permission to return passed away. The fact that she passed
away under these circumstances made her loss even more difficult to endure.
Our association with our solicitors was permanently tainted by this pressure and |
believe was the underlying cause of loosing their representation.

98.The pressure of having to deal unrepresented with this highly complex case
that involves an excruciatingly painful and personal series of victimizations has
been unbelievable difficult and has caused severe damage to our ability to
function normally. The fact that we have had to deal with an extremely
aggressive and unethical team of lawyers paid for by the public purse that is
controlled by Prof. Scott has been extremely unfair. | believe that Prof. Scott’s






