Appeal No UREAT/0071/19/RN
Appeal No UKEAT/0072/19/RN
Appeal No UREATPA/1103/18/RN
Appeal No UKEATPA/0447/19/RN

HER BONOUR JUDGE STACEY
IN CHAMBERS

IN THE MATTER of Appesls under Section 21(1) of the Employment Tribunals Act 1996 from
the Judgments of an Employment Tribupal sitting &t Birminghera and sent to the parties
on the 5th day of October 2018, the 19th dey of November 2018, the 6th day of December

2018 and the 3rd day of April 2019
EN:
MRS T KOSTAXOPOULOU Avppellant
- angd -
UNIVERSITY OF WARWICK & OTHERS Respondents

UPON the Appellant’s application dated the 19th day of Angust 2019 secking leave from the
Employment Appeal Tribunal for the grant of & certificate under sections 37ZA to 37ZC of the
Employment Tribunals Act 1995 (as arended)

AND UPON the Appeliant’s application for an extension of time in which 1o appeal to the Court
of Appeal

AND UPON consideration of the aforesaid application

IT IS ORDERED that the application for the grant of a certificate for a leapfrog appeal {o the
Supreme Court pursuant to 5.37ZA(1) of the Employment Tribunals Act 1996 {as amended) be
refused for the Ressons attached.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Appellant's application for an extension of time in which
to apply for lcave to appeal to the Court of Appeal shall be referred to the Registrar for
consideration.

1T IS DIRECTED memwmmofmmmu1wuh
accordance with 8.37ZA(6) Employment Tribunals Act 1996,

D AT E D the 6th day of September 2019
TO: Mrs Theodora Kostakopoulou the Appellant

Shekespeare Martinean LI for the Respondents
The Secretary, Central Ottice of Employment Tribunals, Pogland & Wales

(Case Nn.1301587/2017

R



Appeal No UREAT/0071/19/RN, Appeal No UKEAT/0072/19/RN, Appeal No
UKEATPA/1103/18/RN & Appeal No UKEATPA/0447/19/RN

11,

REASONS

There are four extant appesls before thiz Tribunal from the Exmploymesit2iihithp Wi
whch&smimdmemmmfsdﬁmmmhtheopininnoﬁhamﬁwdge :
pwcedum,mgmmdnmnﬂowedtoapmlnmnaryheaﬁnghEATﬂwuwmd
EATIO072I19 whilst PA/1103/18 and PA/0447/19 aad the remaining grounds in EATA071/19
and BAT/0072/19 had no reasonable grounds for proceeding to a full hearing, The Appellant
has exercised her right to an oral hearing in refation to each of the 4 proposed appeals under
Rule 3(10) for a Judge to consider if there ate arguable grounds in any of the proposed sppesls.

"The Appeilant sceks to chailenge 3 decisions of the Registrar in connection with those appeals
set out in the Registrx’s directions of 24 July 2019,

Registrar’s first decision

The Registrar decided that appesl PA/0447/19 should be listed firat, with tho remaining rule
3(10) and preliminary hearings (the Remaining Hearings) to be siayed, pending the outcome of
the PAO447/19 mmle 3(10) heating. PAO447/19 is an appeal against the striking out of the
Appellant's claim beforo the Tribuna! for failure to comply with an unless order, There is no
appeal against the making of the unless order itself,

The Registrar’s mnhgmmmekmngﬁemgamnldhecmmdmxﬁhﬂ{m)
heatirig in PAO447/ 1O wasmmnecessfal; sinco therowould be nothing elss left-to appeal: -

Registvar’s second decision

‘The Appellant made mn “interim epplication™ ko tho Rogistrar following an oxier made by HH
David Richardson refusing the Appeliant’s application for further and better particulars from
the Respondent.

The Registrar refused the applicntion sinoe a challenge to ¥ David Richerdson’s judgment
shionld be by way of eppeal to the Court of Appes), not en “interim epplication” o the Registrar.

Regigtrar’s third decision

The Appeilant made an “interim application” to the Registrar ohjecting o the posting of an
Employient Tritnmal decision on its website as the public record of the Tribunal's register of
its decisions, which she said was harmful to her. The Registrar refused the application.

Appeal from Registrar’s Order (ARO)

The Appellant appealed the Registrar’s Order in relation to each of the three decisions contained
in her directions of 24 July 2019, They were all dismissed by Mr Justice Choudhury, President,
in chambers on 31 Fuly 2019 and by sealed order of 12 Angust with reasons attachsd..

Ta tho reasons for his Judgment he found that the Registrar wes correct to direct the Rule 3(10)
Hearing on (447/19 precedo that of the Remaining Hearings since the other hearings may
becomo academic and ummecessery, depending on the oufcome of the 0447/19 Rule 3(10)
hearing. He dd not considar that the 4 appeals were inextricably lintked or could not be separated
and that there would be no injustice to the Appeilant by 0447/19 being heard first,

, The so-called “interim application” seeking to challenge HH David Richardson 's ruling was not

an interim application, but en attempted appeal of the roling, for which the appropriate avenue
was the Court of Appeal and not Registrar’s application, so in that respect too Chondbury P
hielk! that the Registrar had been cosrect.

In relation to the Appellant’s concern about e Tribunal decision being published om the
Employment Tribunal website Choudhury £ also rejected the Appeliani’s appent: the EAT hos
10 jurisdiction in respect of the register of decisions msinmined by or on hehalf of the
Emplovraert Tribunal,




Appeal Application

Leapfrag
12, Pursnant to s37ZA Employment Tribunsls Act 1996, this Tribunal may permit the granting of

13.

14,

15.

16.

amﬁﬁmﬁumappeﬂﬁomﬂmEAT&recﬂytothnSummCamﬁnmeswhmethe
appeal involves a point of law of general public importance which satisfies the conditions in
85(4) and (5) of that section.

wmnmmmmmmﬁmmmmmmﬁmmm
hudedim&dmmﬂushnminvohedhﬁﬁgsﬁmwhhhmempm.ﬂmﬂnivemityof
Wuwickwhmaahehasbeenahnﬁssowfmhw,itnmmbuaidmstmyofﬂupuhﬂc
importance criteria or conditions set out in 837ZA(4) or (5) have been met 8o a3 to enable this
Trﬂ:mmlmmamﬁﬂcategivingpauﬁsﬁmhapplydiremmﬂmSnpremeCmmﬁx
permission to appeal to that Court.

Mmmwmﬁmmm,mmmnmmmm'
l%ﬂ,mhwrighﬂofprwedmﬂjmﬁcemﬂm:ojmﬁnembewﬁdﬂeduthe
Me3(l°)hmhgwﬁchemﬁdmwhﬁhnthmmmbhgrwnﬂsforhmmm
ﬂxesuildngoutofhumclaimﬁm-ﬁihmmwmpbwithmvnlpasom.

Hummafappm!ﬁnmchmdhmyP'aIudglmhﬂmCmanppedmdﬂmaiamthing
mjmﬁfyﬂnuﬂimﬁnnofmew&mkupﬁogpmminmismmm
dnmtmﬂndecisimmlaﬁngtoammwofnaﬁmﬂimmmriaﬂnmﬂtnfﬂw
proceedings so significant that a hearing by the Supreme Court is justified. Whilst not wishing
hmmymmﬁammwaimpommﬁemnmwmnmmpomtofhw
or point of law of national importance has been raised.

Immﬁu&emﬁmﬁraeﬂﬁmmm 8.372A(1) of the Employment
Tribunals Act 1996 (as amended).




