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17 Vale Road
Timperley
Altrincham
Cheshire
WA15 7TQ
Tel/fax 0161 980 5191
bill.courtney@lineone.net
5 June 2010

PreviousCase Reference Number FS50165264
Information Commissioner’s Office
Wycliffe House

Water Lane

Wilmslow

Cheshire, SK9 5AF

Dear Information Commissioner,

| wish to submit nineteen complaints relating tedwhes of my rights under the Data
Protection Act and one complaint relating to myntggunder the Freedom of Information Act.
The complaints are made against the following body:

The University of Manchester,
John Owens Building, Oxford Road, Manchester, MBR8 9

Note: The complaints have their origin in the pre-amaigton Victoria University of
Manchester, but have increased in complexity s2®!, when the new University of
Manchester was formed.

Overview of the complaints (written in the third person)

In 1986 the complainant, William Courtney, inventedew method of cushioning people
against injury from violent impacts.

This invention won £252,000 of public funding fessearch into transport related
applications.

The work should have been done in the years 20Q0Qd at the University of Manchester.
Problems arose when the mismanaged projects failddecause Courtney refused to
support the claims for payment.

The University responded by creating untruthfulwoents which appeared to shift
responsibility for project failure on to the complant. When the complainant asked the
University to withdraw these misleading documerigud him, he was ignored.

Courtney is a keen supporter of our British HigEducation system. He would have
preferred a discrete internal solution. But, by iRp@10, he had lost hope in internal justice
and now appeals to the Information Commissionesetfair play.

Background to the complaints

The complainant, William Courtney, is an ex-phys&acher who has spent his retirement
savings attempting to develop a second careefudktane inventor.

In 1986 he discovered a new way of protecting peéeim crash and impact injuries, using a
range of compressible fluid filled cushions he ref® generically aShock AbsorbingLiquid
(SALi) Technology.



2/44

Stout, flexible Close padked Liquid or grease
padkaging cushioning capsules. fills the gaps
E.g. Expanded between capsules
polystyrene beads

-

.
...............
NAAAAIIARINAN

Figure 1. A SALI cushion mimics the load spreading benefftiquids, such as the cerebral
fluid that protects the brain. The capsules redheeveight of the cushion, while contributing
compressible cushioning. The design is very sinmpléthe engineering has proved
challenging because of the vast range of capdidegjs and package sizes that can be used.

For marketing purposes, Courtney refers to himeeliCheshire Innovation”, but he is a
private individual, who has never made a profitrirbis inventions, so he assumes that the
Data Protection Act applies to his complaints.

He saved for ten years, and then in 1996 starteimgpfull time on his invention. His early
SALi research was described in a 1998 Manchesterelsity MPhil research thesis. After
publishing this work in two journals, receiving citterable media attention and attracting
research funding, he was made a Research Felltve ddniversity.

Here is an illustrative example of SALI being tlwrer story in a widely read engineering
magazine.
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Figure 2.1n 1997, the Motor Industries Research Associafidip://www.mira.co.uky
identified SALi Technology as a possible filling fa new type of car bumper.
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Courtney, working with the University, won £252,08f0public funding, for two research
projects,PedSALi andCrashSALi. These explored different transport related appbns of
SALI.

Courtney’s position was very unusual: becausegagih a private individual, he was also a
profit sharing business partner with the Univerdigving signed a legally binding 50:50
profit sharing agreement. This covered all royaigome from his SALi invention.

Courtney’s priority was to save human lives andreng disabling impact injuries. He only
sought a fair return for his investments, so he gy to share half of any royalties with his
local University.

Courtney was appointed to stewardship roles fan pobjects by the funding bodies. For
PedSALi he reported upwards to the Department fan3port, but for CrashSALi he held the
purse strings and had the final say on paymertgdiversity.

Unfortunately, the University supervised researels wismanaged, resulting in four man-
years of publicly funded research failing to deligay valid research results.

When he warned the funding bodies of imminent mtdigilures, his University colleagues
were angered because of his “disloyalty.” They aedihim of “washing dirty linen in

public.”

By September 2004, Courtney had good reasons lievbey evidence was being fabricated
to shift the blame for project failure on to him.

He found himself in a difficult position, becausetiad already spent his retirement savings
on patent fees and other development costs. Awat@iindividual, totally responsible for all
his debts, he could not risk taking out a loanringhis case to law. Instead, he sought the
intervention of his constituency MP, Graham Brady.

This exacerbated the problems because the Uniyeisiended itself by making false
statements about Courtney and his invention toBvady.

Using the Fol Act, Courtney also discovered thitefatatements had been made to the Small
Business Service (SBS) and the Engineering andi¢#hyacience Research Council
(EPSRC).

Here is the gist of the false statements:

In 2004, Courtney wrote to the University Vice Cbeltor providing detailed evidence that
the terms of the CrashSALi project had been brokemrespondence ensued with Courtney
writing to the V-C five times. Copies of these domnts are attached as

DocumentdC 1-IC 5.

Courtney obtained proof that at least three ofdlieiers were kept on file at the University
by using the Fol Act to obtain copies of them.

But the University told an untruth to Mr Brady ath@ SBS by claiming that Courtney had
not responded to letters from the V-C.

(DocumentdC 6 andIC 7 are copies of the letters to Mr Brady and the $BS.

—

This false statement about Courtney was given seridaedibility when the University used
as the excuse for employing solicitors to pursuar@ey for debt recovery.

This “debt” related to the CrashSALi funds he haahvardship of. Courtney found this
problem very difficult to cope with. He had no wishbe recorded as a bad debtor, but he
refused to be intimidated into colluding in theustjfied payment of public funds.

The letters to Mr Brady and the SBS also misleditbg omission. They were not informed
that Courtney was a profits and risk sharing bussirgartner with the University, by virtue af
their royalty sharing agreement.
The University had no legal right to unilaterallyap its royalty sharing partnership to that of
a service provider-client relationship, and passftitl cost of the failed CrashSALi project gn
to its partner.
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Matters became increasingly serious for Courtnegagh time he made a fresh attempt to
clear his name he unearthed fresh evidence of fatseds against him. As he appealed to
successive senior members of the University fargasand was refused, each one found a
vested interest in supporting the cover ups.

Quite independently, in 2008, the University seangnstitute to investigate ethical issues in
research and appointed a Nobel Laureate as itgrGduai

Courtney thought that the Institute of Sciencejdstland Innovation would treat him fairly..
So he wrote to the Nobel Laureate, detailing himgaints over the previous four years.

This resulted in a Screening Enquiry being heldngyUniversity Research Governance
Office. The Screeners found sufficient evidenceaftull Formal Enquiry to be held.

But there was a catch. One year into the Enquioyrtbey was requested to sign a document
that singled out the supervisor of the publiclydad SALi research projects as a “scapegoat”
for investigation. This would have been valid batR001, but since then, senior people had
been involved in creating false records about Cayrt

He refused to sign because this was unjust anddAd@ue made him a hypocrite. He would
have been participating in the creation of new caonerecords to clear his name in the old
ones.

And, in any case, it would backfire against evedyhoncluding Courtney, if the “scapegoat”
refused to go quietly. He would have strong legaligds for claiming pernicious
discrimination by Courtney and the University.

The Enquiry moved on without Courtney’s written sent. But, by fabricating fresh
“evidence” against Courtney, the “scapegoat” wasred.

PedSALi and CrashSALi were publicly funded projesiteed at reducing the death toll on
our roads. It is understandable that nobody withénUniversity wanted to step out of line, to
“blow the whistle” about an embarrassing reseaadire that could have cost lives.

It would appear that once the University startezhting false records it had little choice, but
to continue creating new “evidence” to hide the@asing collection of compromising lies.

But, the truth is unlikely to remain hidden forever

Cardiff University has made a useful start on daagsible SALi research. The results are
encouraging and a conference paper has been mdsBut progress is slow because the
work is being done on a shoestring budget, usimgrgraduate labour. Cardiff is now

seeking Engineering and Physical Science ReseBRBRC) funding to do the Manchester
work correctly.

Unfortunately, several of the false records createtManchester University have been shared
with the EPSRC. So Cardiff's application will besassed against an unfavourable
background. It is also possible that peer revielvimglude an input from Manchester.

A bigger threat to the cover-up is coming from Ghivhere state funded research into SALI

Technology is being done at Nanjing University. 3&@€hinese results are impressive. The

shag is, the Nanjing researchers refuse to colldbavith Courtney or Cardiff University. So,
as we move out of recession, a British inventiory evad up creating manufacturing jobs and
wealth in China.
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If this happens, it will undermine confidence iritBh University research and further
hamper our ability to create high technology maatufiang jobs in the coming years.

Courtney is a “Manchester man” by birth, associatiad graduation. Manchester is his local
University and he writes this letter with a heaeatt. But, he refuses to collude in cover ups
to create a false veneer of research integrityhdfees that the Commissioner will intervene,
to set the records straight, before we lose SAldhhelogy to China.

Courtney would prefer a discrete solution if tlagossible but acknowledges that matters
have now got so complicated that this may not tssipte..

For the last five years, the complainant has beetialy sighted- He has difficulty crossing
busy roads and has been knocked down by a caurfadely his injuries were relatively
minor. But, since his accident, he has been halbtedfear that the University Records
could be published after his death in order to $age at the University.

This is a real possibility if SALiI ends being demgéd in China, but “Google” searches of old
engineering articles and patents show that Courtnented SALiI Technology in Britain..

As the Commissioner will read below, the Universtigcords portray Courtney as being
rather stupid, unprofessional, and a breaker ofraots.

References on enclosed CD ROM:
® Documents sent to the Nobel Laureate at the Institr Science, Ethics and
Innovation. They formed the basis of Courtney’ssdasEnquiry Panel and are
stored in the “Nobel” folder.
(i) Additional documents sent to the University Rese&overnance Office during
the course of the Formal Enquiry.
(iii) An annotated copy of the Formal Enquiry Report.

Hard copy documents prepared for the Informatiom@uassioner’s attentian
These are labelled “IC”, followed by a number.
The CD ROM includes backup copies of these docusnent

The complainant has no objections to any of tHisrination being shared with Manchester
University, or any other third party.

The complaints
All of the following relate to breaches of rightsder the Data Protection Act, except for
Complaint 9, which refers to the Freedom of Infotigra Act.

The Universities involved

In 2004 the Victoria University of Manchester (VUMNnalgamated with UMIST to form the
new University of Manchester (UoM).

Prior to amalgamation, high quality unfunded reskam SALi Technology was being done
at UMIST, but the publicly funded work at VUM wasqp.

Courtney’s complaints about the poor work at VUM&vmvestigated by the post
amalgamation UoM. But, by then, the two good redearorkers at UMIST had moved to
Aberdeen University. So, unfortunately, they weseinvolved in investigating the
complaints.

In what follows, the name “University” will be us@then referring to the current UoM.

! His left eye started haemorrhaging within dayseskiving the first letter from the University
solicitors, Eversheds. His right eye began haenagirty shortly after receiving the second letter.
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A Test Complaint

The Commissioner may find it helpful to exam@emplaint 14 first, because this captures
the essence of the complaints in a nutshell. tssfble that if the University acknowledges
the justice of this complaint, it will correct maits as requested below, without further
prompting.

Courtney simply wants to clear his name and thatiinvention. If this can be done by the
Commissioner investigating one complaint, then jpled the whole of this document and
attachments are archived by the Commission, hebeithappy.

It's probably too late for Courtney to earn a ligiftom SALi Technology because his patents
are running out and his eyesight problems hamperdsiearch activities. But, as explained
towards the end of Complaint 14, it is in the nadicinterest for the Formal Enquiry Report
to be withdrawn, to prevent misleading researchdppublished and British industrial wealth
being invisibly exported to other countries.

1 Background
This complaint relates to the misleading lettert $ertGraham Brady MP, referred to in the
“gist of the false statementsbhox above.

Here are a few more details:

A decade ago, in collaboration with the pre-amalataa University of Manchester, the
complainant won British taxpayers funding, for t®&ALi research projects at the University.

(i) £212K PedSALi funding was awarded to the Unsigrto work with Dow Chemicals
Automotive Division and Courtney to develop a spédestrian friendly, SALI filled car
bumper. At that time the EU intended bringing ift foimper regulations in 2005, but the car
makers were against this. They preferred stiff expd polypropylene (ePP) filled bumpers
because they provided better protection for théclebodywork in minor traffic accidents.
SALI’'s curious construction had the potential t@gédoth the EU and the car makers happy
because it had “smart” properties. It could betiffsas ePP for traffic collisions, but much
softer for pedestrian impacts.

The Department for Transport appointed Courtnethagproject lead partner and charged him
with responsibility for reporting any project faiis to the Department.
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Here is a brief explanation of how a SALI filledrbper can be both soft and stiff.

(a) Lower leg impact- Horizontal cross section
through SALi filled bumper

The ePP beads flow to the sides,
so the bumper is soft.

Horizontal section

Overlapping SALI
pads behind traditional
plastic bumper facia

through
impacting leg
(tibia + soft tissue)

(b)Concrete pillar impact- Horizontal cross section
through SALi filled bumper

The ePP beads are trapped.
So the bumper is stiff
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Figure 3. A SALI filled bumper can be soft or stiff, dependion the type of impact.

Unfortunately, PedSALi was mismanaged by the Ppledinvestigator at the University, Dr
Oyadiji, but his senior departmental colleaguesmsgunable to correct the matter.
(For example see Document F1/Nobel Folder/CD ROM.)

(ii) CrashSALi won a further £40k for a range oéliminary investigations, including a SALI
based car suspension system.

The Small Business Service paid for the reseandineictly via Courtney, who was given
custodianship for the funds.

The CrashSALi project emerged from a well intendeggestion made by MIL, the business
arm of the University. Their thinking was, if Couety held the purse strings for this second
project, it would have a knock-on beneficial effentPedSALi. But, for complex reasons
explained in other complaints below, CrashSAL.i disted.

Courtney was a keen supporter of the Universitylamtivoluntarily signed away 50% of
future royalties from SALi products to it. So Mllad a vested interest in making SALI
Technology a commercial success. Dow’s market tatioms suggested that SALI
Technology could be a big money earner for the ehsity. They estimated European soft
bumper sales would have been worth $(US) 90 mifienyear. Large sales in North
America and Japan were also predicted.

How Graham Brady MP became involved

Courtney took his responsibilities as a guardiathefpublic purse seriously. He also had a
vested interest in ensuring that the research was dorrectly.

When these projects started to fail, due to infemiamanagement of the University research,
he was firm and reported matters to the fundingdsodn the case of CrashSALI, he refused
to approve payment for work that had not been do@ecordance with the written contract.
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This caused resentment from University colleagub®, had expected “loyalty”, in the form
of collusion, to cover up mismanaged research.

By September 2004, Courtney had strong reasorizefmving that the University accounts
of these projects were being manipulated, withvititen records shifting the blame for
project failures to him and his invention. (Thiglaborated in Complaints below)

Courtney was a sole trader, responsible to théltotias of his wealth for his business debts,
so he could not afford to challenge the Univertitpugh solicitors.

So, to protect his name, he sought the intervemidns constituency MP, Graham Brady.

1 The complaint

The Victoria University of Manchester (VUM) creatad inaccurate record in the form of a
letter and sent a copy to Graham Brady MP.

This contained false and professionally damagifgyination about the complainant’s
professional conduct.

It also misled Mr Brady by failing to mention th@@tney had contractually agreed to give
50% of his royalties to the University, and wagéhherefore a benefits and risk sharing
partner with the University, not an external reseaommissioning client.

2 Background

For eighteen months Courtney was puzzled becaesgrttall Business Service (SBS) who
administered the funding for the CrashSALi profadid to respond to his letters. He
suspected that the SBS had been misinformed imitasiway to Mr Brady, but he had no
way of proving it.

Then, in September 2005, Auto Express magazineeverotarticle about the failure of the
PedSALi project. The journalist who wrote the detisuggested that Courtney could obtain
the information he needed, using the new Freedoimfofmation Act.
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Figure 4. The author of this article, Max Glaskin, taughtu@aey about
the Freedom of InforioatAct. Until then he had remained largely
ignorant of the misinfation that the University had spread about him.
He had received somdidential tip-offs, but never obtained proof.

Using the Fol Act, Courtney discovered that thevegrsity had written to the SBS, shifting
the blame for the failed CrashSALi project on tmhAgain, the University had indirectly
justified its use of Eversheds solicitors for dedstovery, by omitting any reference to
Courtney’s royalty sharing partnership with the \émsity.

DocumentC 7 is a copy of the University letter to the SBS.

DocumentC 8 is a copy of the relevant page of the licensing) Royalty Sharing
Agreement.
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2 The complaint
A letter including false information about Courtnegs created and a copy sent to the Small
Business Service (SBS).

This letter implied that Courtney had acted ungssienally by not responding to relevant
correspondence from the University Vic-Chancellor.

It also provided an excuse for pursuing Courtneydfbt recovery, by failing to mention that
Courtney and the University were benefits and ridiaring partners for the CrashSALi
project.

3 The complaint
The complainant was not sent copies of the lette@raham Brady MP or the SBS at the
time, for him to check their accuracy.

He obtained his copy of the Graham Brady lettemfios MP and the SBS letter about two
years later, using the Freedom of Information (Fa.

4 Background
Courtney was a commercial partner with the Unigr&y virtual of having signed a 50:50
royalty sharing agreement, relating to all royaltiem his invention.

When the times were good and Courtney'’s initiatiwese pulling in research funding, VUM
was quick to praise him. For example, ProfessoMJeaght, the University co-researcher for
the PedSALi project, complimented Courtney in aiB&bur documentary about his
inventions. (Reference: Page 11/Letter to Nobek¢ate/Nobel Folder on CD ROM.)

In spite of his mere “Mr.” status, the Universityade him a Research Fellow.

VUM was also happy signing a potentially lucratiegalty sharing agreement with him.

But, when Courtney acted ethically, by refusingupport unjustified claims for research
funding, the University turned against him. Fite tindependent chairman” Dr Turner
tricked Courtney into agreeing to continue his appl for the CrashSALi project against his
wishes. (See pages 9- 11 /Document C1/ Nobel FoldEr ROM, for details of the trick.)

Then it transferred all financial responsibility the failed CrashSALi project to him. It did
this by pretending Courtney was merely a fee paglignt of the University and then
pursuing him for debt recovery.

In order to “justify” this action it wrote misleadj letters to Graham Brady MP and the SBS.
These failed to make any reference to the royéityisg agreement, so a conventional client-
service provider relationship was implied by defaul

Courtney told his MP that he was a profit shariager with the University, not a client. But
when Mr Brady asked for time to investigate thadathe University upped its bluff, by
continuing its use of legal action and denying Mad/ time for his investigations.

For details of the exchanges between Mr Brady hadJniversity solicitors please see Page 2
of DocumentC 9, “Action taken by Graham Brady MP.

2 See page 2 of Exhibit 7/Nobel Folder on the CD R@dw estimated that the University would
receive royalties on pedestrian friendly car bungades worth up to $90 million (US) per year.
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The Commissioner should note that by the time oB¥&dy’s intervention, Courtney had
been working with the University for eight yearauring this time he had spent his retirement
savings developing SALi Technology. In particulze,had spent large sums gaining
international patents. The University was happgdm from this during the good years, but
isolated Courtney by its false statements, whemnnfiartable problems emerged. Courtney
has had to run down these patents as they agetheanash out of funds. Things could have
turned out very differently, if the University hatlosen to treat Courtney fairly.

4 The complaint

The VUM letters to Mr. Brady, the SBS (and possiBixersheds) created additional false
records about Courtney, by presenting an impreghismrhe was an external client who hag
commissioned the CrashSALi research from the Usityer

The University had no right to create false recahads unilaterally switched its relationship
with Courtney from a contractually agreed profiaghg partnership to that of a client and
service provider.

It had no right to use these false records as emsexfor pursuing Courtney for the total cos
of a failed joint enterprise.

—

The University should correct the records by inforgrthe relevant parties that Courtney had
entered into a profit and risk sharing partnerstith the University and that it was
unjustified in pursuing Courtney for the full costsa failed joint enterprise.

Further details
CrashSALi was proposed to Courtney by MIL, the caraial arm of the Victoria University
of Manchester, as a means of saving PedSALi.

The MIL thinking, which seemed logical at the timgs that if Courtney had financial
control over at least some of the University SAdésearch, this would strengthen his hand in
his role as the lead partner for the PedSALi ptojec

10 March 2000 11 July 200 11 September 2001 11 Dece rber 2001

Foresight vehicle Trreatto PedSALI The Uriverdty research  The del ays get warss,

give technical project rriake s a delay ed stat ACTION

approval for Car makers MIL suggest Crash3aLI,

PedSALI propasal start lobbying EU This concems oo, to give Courtney more
for so fter pede strian Courtney and MIL, leverage averthe
safety reguati ons, the business arm of the Univers ty research
claiming bumper Wictoria Univer sity of

profl em cannat Manc hester \ \
he solved
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Figure 5. The business arm of the University suggested thslt3ALi project to Courtney,
to solve a staff problem that nobody within the \émsity was prepared to tackld\s Lead
Partner for the PedSALi project, Courtney agreed when the plan went wrong, the records
were falsified to give the impression that Courthegl proposed CrashSALi to the
University.
Courtney'’s real role was that of an internal cli¢te had stewardship over the public funds
for the CrashSALi work done by his VUM colleagues.

% Courtney’s contact at MIL, Dr Michelle Cooper, lagkd professionally at all times. No criticism of
MIL is intended. Dr Cooper left the University farPost in North East England shortly after
amalgamation. The wording of the Formal Enquiry &&puggests that the Panel did not contact Dr
Cooper.
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5 Background

Research into Courtney’s patented SALI technologg @one at VUM under licence from
him. This licence ran out in November 2006.

In April 2008, Courtney was surprised to receiyghane call from a baffled Manchester
student. He told Courtney he was working on SALéhrelogy, but the guidance he was
receiving from his research supervisor did not nsese.

The reason for the student’s bafflement soon becdeae. He had been given a project that
could only have worked if it defied the laws of glos.

At the time of the phone call, Courtney’s priontas to protect the career interests of an
innocent student. From his own experience, he waseathat the student would be the
subject of revenge, if he dared to expose his sigmeis illogical thinking. So he advised the
student to do whatever was necessary to humowwupisrvisor.

Using the Fol Act, Courtney subsequently obtainedgy of this students report, plus three
earlier reports on the same theme. It was clearstbdents were wasting time creating
misleading reports about Courtney’s invention.

For details see E folder / Nobel Folder / CD ROM.

In the world of academic research, undergraduatieqts are fairly modest investigations.
So, to an outsider, Courtney’s objections may apgeher “pernickety”.

However, he has good reason to be worried. Fousyaslier, Courtney had received a tip-
off that another misleading undergraduate repastiaBALi Technology was circulating in
the business community. Courtney ended up havingstotwo business premises and an EU
funded business advice centre, to correct thedfadmnation about SALi Technology that
was being circulated. The Panel was provided withrieferences to this earlier problem:

1. d" Challenge, page 17, Document C1 / Nobel folder/RIIM.
2. Item 19, page 9, Nobel Laureate Letter / Noblkeldr/ CD ROM.

All of these bad learning experiences for studantsthe generation of false documents about
SALi Technology could have been prevented if thévehsity had addressed Courtney’s
complaints at an early stage.

5 The complaint
The University has allowed a research environmzeblve in which undergraduate
students have carried out flawed experiments oni FAthnology.

This has led to the creation of misleading repaltsut the complainant’s intellectual
property.

The Research Governance Office was supplied widildef this poor research practice, but
the problem has not been addressed.

Further details

Courtney is committed to stimulating an interess¢rence in young people. He spent twenty
five years as a physics teacher and has a SALestymtoject page on his web site,
www.cheshire-innovation.com

Consequently, the way in which SALi Technology hasn misused at the University of
Manchester to create bad learning experiencessgageanst his lifelong professional values.
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6 Background

Courtney licensed the University to carry out reseanto his patented SALi Technology
until November 2006. The incident discussed in Clamp5 above took place eighteen
months later.

In attempting to legitimise research beyond thenae period, the University claimed that it
was other people’s inventions, not Courtney’s thate being investigated.

Someone at he University had created an unsigneshaent which appeared to justify this
claim. But this “legitimisation” document did ndasad up to close scrutiny.

Courtney sent an annotated version of the doculveek to the University. This explained
why their unsigned “legitimisation” document wdsgjal. (The annotated “legitimisation”
document is reproduced as Document E5/Nobel F&@eROM.)

The University did not respond to Courtney’s reqdesthe “legitimisation” document to be
withdrawn. So, in effect, the University has forgelicence allowing it to continue research
ion SALi Technology, by passing it off as investigas into other people’s inventions.

This “licence” to continue SALI research is partarnly worrying because on the final page of
their Report, the Panel recommends,

“That the University should seek to ensure thatg#eers blocked by Mr
Courtney are duly submitted for publication and anpublished results are
allowed to be published without such blockagesienftiture.”

So, at a time when good quality SALi research imiog out of China, (Complaint 15),
Courtney has been gagged, allowing future mislepdigearch, “legitimised” by a fake
licence, to emerge from Manchester.

Towards the end of Complaint 14 below, Courtneylarp how the publication of bad SALI
research works against the national interest.

6 The complaint
Courtney objects to the existence of a documentaears to give the University the legal
right to carry out research into his patented itieen by passing it off as research into other
people’s inventions.

If the research was sound, Courtney would treat#se as trivial. But the problem is, the
work is flawed and in one instance, a student baarésent misleading results, in order to
please his tutor.

Courtney has presented the University with cleatence to support this statement, but the
Enquiry Panel did not address it.

Courtney asserts that to protect the good namesafhvention and ensure future students do
not have an unethical learning experience all pfeahis “legitimising document”, created
by the Head of Engineering and the Records Offibeiuld be collected up and destroyed.

* It was over a year before Courtney learned theutinamed authors referred to in Document E5 were
Professor Bailey, (Head of the School of Enginegrifice-President and Dean) and Alan Carter,
Records Officer.

® Courtney is keen to promote University researth 8ALi Technology and five Universities

(including one in Ireland and two in the USA) haigned licensing agreements, allowing their
undergraduates to carry out small projects. Whatljects to is “secret” research being done, where
the students are led astray because their reseapehvisor has failed to emphasise the importahce o
regular contact with Courtney, to assist them, wifiery hit problems.
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7 This complaint is different to the others.
It refers to the denial of the complainant’s rightgler the terms of the
Freedom of Information Act.

Background

The University received its public funding for tRedSALi project via the Engineering and
Physical Science Research Council (EPSRC). Thigpkont relates to the manipulation of
records presented to the EPSRC, concerning CoustimeAention.

After learning of how Graham Brady MP had been deck Courtney had grounds for
suspecting that the University may have also mdaipd the research records about his
invention, to trick the EPSRC into paying for thegsearch. He also received a confidential
tip-off supporting his suspicions.

But his attempts to obtain a copy of the EPSRCntdpam the University, using the Fol Act
were evaded. (See Figure 4 /page 20/Document Ci¢INflder / CD ROM for details.)

7 The complaint

Under the terms of the Fol Act, the complainantdegal right to copies of all documents
submitted to the EPSRC by VUM/UoM, relating to BedSALI project for which he had
been appointed Lead Partner by the Departmentremisport.

Withholding this information caused the complainamhecessary delays in attempting to
clear his good name.

8 Background

The University researchers held a Technical Rewimeting on § September 2003. Neither
Courtney, nor a Dow representative attended. ThetingeMinutes (Documen€ 10) show
that the researchers took a deliberate decisistatd doing misleading research which
suggested that that SALi based bumpers would ndt.wo

To ensure that the SALI bumpeid not workthey packed the SALi in several layers of
elastic material. This stretched under impact, @néng the SALi from being compressed.
It also made the SALi bumper filling expensive, eand complex to make.

References:
Technical details about this cheating can be fanppendix 1, page 25,
Document C1/Nobel Folder/CD ROM.

Details of how the University researchers attempoezhift the blame on to Dow
can be found in Section 5, page 29 of Document C1.
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Here is how this cheating follows on from Complairdabove:

In 2008, Courtney overcame the University evasipwplitaining a copy of the EPSRC report
directly from the EPSRC. His suspicions were coméid. The University’s wilfully bad
research using heavy, complex and inappropriatkaggieg was used to advantage. The
report to the EPSRC explained the commercial faibfrthe PedSALi project on the
fabricated grounds that,

“Dow Automotive had made a review and concluded 8%l based bumpers would be
too expensive, too heavy and too complex to make.”

PedSALi Final report to EPSRC, 20fége 5.

An annotated version of this page of the EPSRCrtépenclosed in two formats
(1) DocumentC .11
(2) Pages of Document A1/Nobel Folder/CD ROM.

8 The complaint
The University created a false record for the EPSR( unfairly suggested that Courtneyls
invention was not commercially viable, becausedswtoo expensive, too heavy and too
complex to make.”

The only experimental “justification” for this ctaiwas misleading research carried out under
protest from Courtney and a Dow Chemicals represert This misleading research was
later published, but valid research which did ngiport the claims relating to expense,
weight and complexity was withheld.

The University should write to the EPSRC informthgm of its misleading statements abgut
the complainant’s intellectual property.

Further details

The misleading claim was later repeated in the BbEnquiry Report. The relevant section

reads,
“There is no direct evidence from Dow as to whyytpalled out of the research. The
Panel has requested this information from Dow last lat yet, received no response.
The witnesses present at the time told the PaaeDtbw was considering alternative
technology and running another project parallé?@dSALi. SALi based bumpers were
heavy, complex to make and expensive. Dow hadda&sacerns at a technical review
meeting about the commercial value, including piageourity, of SALi technology.
The Panel was satisfied that in their opinion tméversity had not breached the terms
of the contract with Dow and Cheshire Innovation.”

This claim by unnamed witnesses is contradicteBdy.

In February 2010, a Dow engineer, Dr Toccalino,testo Courtney confirming the real
reason why Dow had lost commercial interest,

“from our end we saw a shift of the market towardsimbent/available solutions like
ePP due to a softening of pedestrian safety regulatfon

® ePP is shorthand for expanded polypropylene, @ ¢fplastic foam commonly used inside car
bumpers.
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The wording of Dr Toccalino’s email also suggebtt he sent this information to the Formal
Enquiry Panel several months earlier, in plentgiraé for them to consider it.
Dr Toccalino’s email is reproduced as Docunié€ni 2.

Courtney has copies of all the technical reviewtingeMinutes. These confirm that Dow did
not send a representative to any of them. This m#wt the statement in the Enquiry Report,

“Dow had raised concerns at a technical review imgetbout the commercial value,
including patent security, of SALi technology.”

has to be falsé.

The Commissioner should also note that the Panebrgsed. It recorded the University
witness claims, but airbrushed out all of Courtsegvidence. For example, evidence in
Document C1, which mirrored Dr Toccalino’s explaoatfor why Dow pulled out of the
PedSALi project.

9 Background
This complaint also relates to the manipulationeabrds presented to the EPSRC.

In April 2004, a freshly appointed project coordorgproposed arbitration between VUM,
Courtney and Dow Chemicals (Dow would have madg#uestrian friendly bumper if the
project had been successful.)

The DfT cancelled the meeting at 24 hours notifter ¢he new coordinator realised that Dow
had lost its business opportunity when the EU seflidts pedestrian friendly bumper
requirements’

Even so, Courtney and the Dow representative had keen to attend, in order to set the
record straight.

The University documents withheld by UoM and sulbsely released by the EPSRC tell a
different story. The following extract from the Wersity Report to the EPSRC shows how,
by skilfully crafting their words, the Universitgsearchers were able to twist their own
failings, so that they read as a failure by Dow &adirtney.

“At the 11" Quarterly meeting in January 2004, the Managén®fVLP Secretariat
who had taken over PedSALi project monitoring fritve FVLP Director asked why
the industrial partners had not made any presentbf their work at the two meetings
he had attended. To redress this situation, a neeetas scheduled to take place in
April 2004 at the DfT in London. Whereas the Ungigrteam was prepared to attend
the meeting it was called off the day before beeaishe reluctance of the industrial
partners to attend.”

The highlighted wording suggests that Dow and Gaayrthad been called to account for not
contributing to the PedSALi project, but had refliseturn up to explain their lack of action.

" During the first two years of the PedSALi projédgw sent a representative to each quarterly Formal
Review Meeting. But the University research did piiduce any useful technical data, so Dow
representatives did not attend any of the Techiteaiew Meetings.

8 “Softening” is a motor industry euphemism. It adly means that the industry could continue using
its existing stiff expanded polypropylene (ePRgflicar bumpers. These are ideal for keeping minor
collision repair costs down, but harmful in pedestraccidents.
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However, the reality was:

1. The London meeting was not an investigation in®l#ck of input from Dow or

Courtney. It was an arbitration meeting. It is de#sd as such on page 1, of the
Formal Enquiry Report.

Dow’s role was to carry out computer simulationsdzhon the University research
results. But, because the University had not preduy meaningful results, Dow
had nothing to present.

Dow stopped sending representatives to the forregitimgs after the University team
created a document falsely blaming a Dow emploge@sisting on bad research.
(Complaint 8 above.)

Likewise, Courtney had nothing to report becauserd¢isearch had become
meaningless. In the absence of a witness from Dewyas also afraid of saying
anything at meetings, for fear of being misquo@tis did happen and is the basis of
point 6 below.)

After earlier complaints from Dow and Courtney, @yadiji and his line manager
Professor Wright introduced a new University repraative, Dr Turner. They
claimed Dr Turner had been selected by the Unityetsiact as an “independent
chairman” to see fair play between the three pestaemeetings. Dow and Courtney
took this statement on trust and agreed to hisiappent.

But he did not act impatrtially. It was only latamen Dr Turner was discovered
marking an exam paper with Dr Oyadiji that doultésted to emerge and Courtney
checked his background. He was in fact a closeaglle of Oyadiji and Wright,
currently collaborating with Dr Oyadiji on two exially funded research projects.
The Dow representative stopped attending meetngsas Lead Partner, with
responsibility for reporting back to the DepartmimtTransport (DfT), Courtney
continued attending.

Courtney called for the chairman to step down engitounds that he had gained his
post by false pretences. He refused and remaingldde until the end of the project
because he was backed by his VUM colleagues.

After Dow ceased its attendance, the chairman &etéeting (31 July 2003),
attended by two PedSALi researchers, Courtney arekirnal consultant from
UMIST. Courtney testifies that at the end of theetimgy, the chairman escorted the
UMIST consultant from the room, and then returreeohtimidate him.

Later, in the presence of a DfT official and oth&sTurner claimed he had let
Courtney off lightly.

“I was not intimidating. When | give people a réallocking, they don’t know
what'’s hit them for two days.”

(See pages 9- 11 /Document C1/ Nobel Folder / CIMRIOr details of the tricks
and intimidation.)

For supporting evidence that Courtney and Dow Wesn to attend the arbitration meeting
see Page 6 of Document Al / Nobel folder / CD ROM.

For evidence that Courtney purchased his Manchestayndon train ticket to attend the
arbitration meeting see Documd@t 13.

9

The University created a false record for the EPSR( unfairly suggested that Courtney
(and Dow Chemicals) were responsible for the breaidof arbitration following the
collapse of the publicly funded PedSALi project.

The University should write to the EPSRC informthgm of its error.

The complaint
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Further details

The false statement about Courtney’s refusal emdtthe arbitration meeting is also recorded
on page 1 of the Formal Enquiry Report.

David Rowe, the DfT coordinator, “moved on” aftbetarbitration fiasco. The wording of the
Enquiry Report suggests that Rowe was not contdmtdde Panel.

10 Background

In 2008, the University set up an Institute of &cie Ethics and Innovation and appointed a
Nobel Laureate as its Chairman.

Courtney thought that this Institute would treahHairly.

So he wrote to the Nobel Laureate, detailing himgaints over the previous four years.
The Institute handed Courtney’s complaints oveh&University Research Governance
Office, who conducted an enquity.

The enquiry system used to examine Courtney’s caimgl is a three stage process:

) A short pre-screening stage, where the complais&@vidence is considered.
(i) A more detailed screening process involving subiomssof evidence from the
respondent(s).

(iii) A detailed Formal Enquiry.

The three stage process for examining Courtneyigptaints took about fourteen months.
This is about eleven months longer than the timles@uggested by the relevant UoM Code
of Practice

The end result was a Formal Enquiry Report writigthree Panel members.

The Report starts with a detailed Background se@ugainst which the contentious issues
were investigated.
The innocent reader is entitled to trust the Bagkgd description as being honest.

But the reader has been deceived. The Backgrouidséncludes a number of
demonstrably false statements that damn Courtnéyisrinvention, before the Enquiry even
begins.

Here are the Background statements, and detaidwpiCourtney claims they are false;
10.1 The Background states,

“Mr. Courtney signed a confidentiality agreementha¥ UMAN.
VUMAN'’s mail shot to potential business partnersuléed in interest from Dow
Automotive (a subsidiary of Dow Chemicals.”

Yes, Mr. Courtney did sign a confidentially agreet® protect his invention. This was
essential to avoid breaching the disclosure rulgmtent law.

But, VUMAN, the (1996) business arm of the VictoriaitBrsity of Manchester, had nothing
to do with the recruitment of Dow to the PedSALbject.

Courtney established the Dow partnership at his expense, as a result of his own
enterprise. Courtney won prizes for SALi Technolagynternational Innovation Fairs,
resulting in international media coverage. The Cdéssianer can see from Documé@t14
that one such article in Auto Express attractecdattention of Dow.

° Courtney accepts that handing the case over tRéisearch Governance Office was the correct
course of action. Nothing in this document or elsesg should be interpreted as a criticism of the
Institute of Science, Ethics and Innovation.
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However, by running this false statement togethdr veference to a confidentiality
agreement, the Report sets the stage for thefédser statements about Courtney breaching
confidentially, as discussed below in Complaint 12.

10.2 The Background states,
“In June 2000 the University of Manchester togethigh Dow Automotive and
Cheshire Innovation (the Complainant’s company +whbich he was sole trader) bid
for funding through the DfT Foresight Vehicle LINKtogramme to investigate the use
of SALi Technology in car bumpers.”

This statement is false. The true dates are shelawb

27 Gept 1999 10 March 2 000 F abricated 11 Juy 2001 11 Septe mber 2001

PedsA Li funding Fa resight ¥ ehicle Record Car makers Uriversity ressare h
bid sub ritted v & technical Clairms Pedsal SetiobyindBU e dojared stant
ap proval far ' : for softer pedestrian
Pedsalipropossl (U NOIND DIt Was  safety regulations,
submitte d in claiming bumpe
June 2001 problem canno

he sav ed

bt T

I
T
1stSeptog Ast Jan 00 Etdan
Figure 6. Shifting the recorded funding submission date bdackine months helps to hide
the problems caused by the University delayingsthe of its research by over a year.
By the time the delayed PedSALi research begarhdltite for a pedestrian friendly car
bumper was being lost because the powerful Europgamakers were lobbying for softer
(i.e. weaker) regulations that would allow thentémtinue using stiff bumpers.

Evidence for the Commissioner to check:
m The false statement is highlighted on page onkefbrmal Enquiry Report (CD
ROM.)
® DocumentC 15 is an extract from the PedSALi application formethg "
September 1999.
m DocumentiC 16 is a copy of the technical approval letter for BetlSALI project
dated 18 March 2000.

10.3 The Background states,

“In November 2001 Mr. Courtney signed a 5 year SA&chnology Licensing
Agreement with the University of Manchester.”

Courtney wished to donate half of the future ragalfrom SALi based products to his local
University to help fund higher education.

The 1996 agreement had to be rewritten to reflést To be accurate and record this
goodwill on the part of Courtney, the above stateins@ould read as,

“In November 2001 Mr. Courtney signed a 5 year SA&chnology Licensingnd
50:50 Royalty Sharing Agreement with the University of Manchester.”

The difference is crucial. The contractual realigs that Courtney had entered into a benefit
and risk sharing partnership with the Universityt Boy omitting this inconvenient truth, the
Panel sidestepped the difficult issue raised in glamt 6 above.
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10.4 The Background states,

“In June 2003 Dr John Turner of the University cahdéhester was appointed as an
independent person to assist to resolve the difiiisubetween the University of
Manchester and the industrial partners.”

As pointed out in Complaint 11 above, this stateneefalse. Courtney and Dow were tricked
about Dr Turner’s independent status.

He was a close colleague of the respondent, nbhdaependent person”.

But, manipulating the Background statement in way allowed Dr Turner to appear as a
credible witness in the Panel’'s Report.

10.5 The Background states,

“At this meeting Mr. Courtney proposed the trangfeoutstanding research work to
UMIST.”

This statement suggests that the initiative camm f€ourtney. It is false and airbrushes out
an important truth.

Professor Reid of UMIST, who was an advisor to@hashSALi project, suggested the
transfer of the PedSALi project to UMIST. It hagstior testing equipment and his Impact
and Explosives (IMPEX) research group that ProfeBsdd had built up over many years
had the skills to solve the outstanding problemeswids worried that if the PedSALi project
failed it would damage the international reputatbiis research group after amalgamation.

In the event, PedSALiI did fail. Professor Reid nibt@ Aberdeen University shortly after
amalgamation. Dr John Harrigan the IMPEX group memniho originally made contact
with Courtney moved with him.

The Panel should have been well acquainted witlfieitts. For example see Page 9 of
Document C1/ Nobel Folder / CD ROM.

10.6  The Background states,

“An arbitration meeting was scheduled for 27 ARfI04: this was cancelled because
Mr. Courtney refused to attend.”

It is difficult to describe this statement as amytfless than a blatant lie. Courtney was
desperately keen to attend, to set the historezaind straight and terminate the misleading
PedSALi research referred to in Complaint 8 above.

See Complaint 11 above, for evidence that the Ramied aware their statement was false.
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10.7 The Background states,

“On 6 July 2004 Mr. Courtney wrote to DfT requegtiermination of the PedSALiI
project.”

This statement deceives by omission. Here is hourt@ey would have recorded it:

After the arbitration meeting was cancelled, th@&rement for Transport contacted
Courtney as Lead Partner, asking him what shouldblpe next. Courtney discussed
the matter with Dow, who advised termination of BexISALI project because they
had lost their commercial opportunity. He also wrtat Dr Turner at the University to
sound him out, but Dr Turner did not reply.

Consequently, on 6 July 2004, Mr. Courtney wrotBfid requesting termination of
the PedSALi project.

Thetruncated Background statement, running on fronfalse statement about Courtney’s
“refusal” to attend a meeting, suggests that Ceyrtmas sulky or awkward.

10.8 The Background states,

In March 2004 Professor Harris wrote to Mr. Couytoéfering to refer the research
report to an independent arbiter, with the Univwgref Manchester and Cheshire
Innovation paying 50% each of the costs. In theabts of a response from Mr
Courtney, Professor Harris wrote again on 29 J@ 2nentioning the debt of
£20,000 that Cheshire Innovation owed to the Umsiteof Manchester for the
CrashSALi project.

The false statement “In the absence of a respooseNr. Courtney” contradicts Courtney’s
evidence to the Panel as discussed in Complaiatsl 2 above.

10.9 The Information Commissioner should also baravthat the Background statement
pulls off a major act of deceit by omission.

It fails to mention that the commercial arm of VUivbposed the CrashSALI project to
Courtney because it could not think of any othey wisolving the PedSALI mismanagement
problems. (See Complaint 6, above, for details.)

This omission is likely to mislead the innocentdesainto thinking Courtney was an external
client of VUM, not a profit and risk sharing busasepartner.

10.10 There is a second serious omission fronB#ukground statement. There is no
reference to the fact that the Department for Tparthad appointed Courtney as Lead
Partner for the PedSALi project. He had a contaauty to inform the DfT if the project
moved towards failure. It was Courtney’s determorato do his duty in the face of
accusations of “disloyalty” from his Manchesterleabues that isolated him and eventually
destroyed his good name at the UniverSity.

For an example of the long term consequences ofigstruction that the Panel were aware
of, see Exhibit 17/Nobel Folder/CD ROM.

191t was very difficult to ignore peer pressureati unethically, “for the greater good of the
University.” The problem is, once this practice bagun, it creates its own “ethical” justification.
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10.11 Was Courtney the subject of another injustice in theppration of the Formal
Enquiry Report?

Courtney made it clear that he was happy for hisptaint literature to be shared with the
people he was complaining about. However, it ideardrom the Formal Enquiry Report, if
this actually happened.

One thing is certain: during the fourteen monththefEnquiry process, Courtney was not
sent any of the evidence submitted by the opppsitty.

If this had been done, it is possible that allnef eérrors recorded as points 10.1 to 10.8 could
have been avoided.

10 The complaint
Courtney claims that the University of Manchestemial Enquiry process did not treat his
complaints in a fair and balanced manner.

The Report begins with a Background section cangistf a series of statements which read
as though they are established facts. But, intyediey are demonstrably false claims that
unfairly discredit Courtney.

—

The damaging falsehoods in the Background stateprepudice the innocent reader againg
Courtney before the Investigation section of thpdrebegins.

Consequently the reader is less likely to sponthay errors that discriminate against
Courtney in the main body of the text.

In order to maintain accurate records, all copfak® Formal Enquiry Report should
therefore be retrieved and destroyed.

Why the destruction of all copies of this Report is important

At the time of writing, it impossible to say whettbe threat to “British” SALi emerging
from Nanjing in China is trivial or will blow up to a national “scandal” about Britain
throwing away yet another wealth generating invamti

If it does become a national issue and the Unityeesits according to form; it could choose
to release the Formal Enquiry Report, “to set dword straight”.

Anyone reading the Report at a future date wowdwaably conclude that Courtney was
stupid by university standards (Complaint 13), wpmrative, and had behaved
unprofessionally.

Courtney is 64 years old and has serious visiohlpnas. This has caused him to be knocked
down once by a car and he has had several neaganiss

Each time he starts to cross a busy road or hasasual pain, he fears that he will not have
time to clear his name.

This corrosive fear is not something he should havee with.



23/44

SOCIAL SERVICES ACT 1966

This is o certify that;

Name: William COURTNEY
Date of Birth: 26/06/1246
Address: 17 Vale Road
Timperley
Cheshire
WAITS TTQ

Was ragistored as a partislly sighled person on 07:04/2008 in the area of the
Borough of Traffard.

[
\_\T/ Mrs Brenda Hamlis

1 Team Managor
SENSORY SERVICES TEAM

Figure 7. Evidence that Courtney is partially sighted.

Courtney is, of course, exceptionally aware oftibgific traffic accidents pedestrians can
suffer, because of his involvement in road safesgarch during the last fourteen years.
For example, see Page 8/Exhibit 10/Nobel FolderdRTIM.

Courtney will now present some specific examplesl@monstrate that Formal Investigation
stage of the Enquiry was unfair. These will nosbebvious to the innocent reader, because
of the prejudiced background which precedes them.

Courtney emphasises that these are only examptiesaran exhaustive submission of
complaints.

11 Background

As part of the Formal Enquiry process Courtney reasiested to sign a “Summary of the
Complaint” document. He refused to sign becaudeaasof a fair investigation, the Principal
Investigator for the University research, Dr Oyadiipd been singled out as a “scapegoat”.
(A hard copy of Courtney’s refusal letter to ResbaBovernance Office is enclosed as
DocumentC 17.)

The creation of a “scapegoat” and misleading Sumredirer only served to create new
problems for Courtney.

) If he had signed the document he would have begilyecompromised, because
blame for the discriminatory nature of the Enquirquld shift from the
University to the complainant.

(i) Courtney’s early expectations of this enquiry wia it would clear the name of
himself and his invention. But many of the falsearels he complained about
were created higher up the University chain of camd
So, his name would not have been cleared, evée ifScapegoat” had been
found guilty on all counts.
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(iii) But, by not signing, Courtney also created diffiiad for the Enquiry Panel.

It only required the Panel to find the “scapegantilty on one charge, for them
to be exposed to accusations of discrimination.

(iv) Courtney provided evidence that Dr Turner of thé/drsity had mismanaged his
role as “independent chairman” on SALi matters had expected his conduct to
be investigated. (Point 5, Complaint 11 above.) Blgav, by not investigating
him, the “independent chairman”, was free to appsaan “independent” witness
before the Panel, to speak against Courtney.

In the event, the Enquiry proceeded without themlamant’s approval and cleared Dr
Oyadiji on all counts. But in doing so, it createsiv false records about Courtney and his
invention. An illustrative selection of these nealsk records will be submitted as Complaints
below.

The Panel also gave Dr Oyadiji permission to phhtisw papers on SALi Technology,
which from Courtney’s experience, are likely torbisleading. For example, see Complaint 6
above.

In order to counter this potential threat, Courtiseyow obliged to make frequent Fol
requests to the University, to check what Dr Oyasligloing with SALi Technology. Then,
where necessary, make follow-up complaints.

11 The complaint
The University Formal Enquiry process went throtlgthmotions of investigating Courtney|s
complaints, but in reality, it failed to addresertin

It offered Courtney a “scapegoat” instead of adslngshis wider concerns. This has only
made the inaccurate record problems worse instesal\ong them.

It also allowed a person who Courtney claims bdlliém, (Complaint 9) to appear as a
“credible” witness against him.

A matter of particular concern is that the “sca@oow has the Panel’s approval to
continue damaging the national interest by publigtiiad research. This opens the door for
researchers in competing countries to use badsBniésearch as a springboard for winning
funding to do good SALi research in their own coynt

Further details

In January 2009, Courtney wrote to the Researcltefdance Office, expressing concern at
the narrow approach that the Enquiry appeared takieg. This was nine months before he
was requested to sign the “Summary of the Comgldimtument. (The January 2009 letter is
referred to on page 2 of Docume6€t17.)

The Commissioner should also note that the Sumahaecyment which was sent for Courtney
to sign did not include the misleading Backgroutadesnents that set the tone of the Formal
Enquiry Report. So he was kept ignorant of its auaacies until he received his copy of the
Report in January 2010.
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12 Background
This complaint relates to a serious and deeplynsite statement of unprofessional
behaviour being recorded against Courtney, soalkdround will be described in detail.

In 1986, Courtney’s primary aim when he invented_SPechnology was to protect people
from injuries caused by violent impacts. As a pbyteacher, he was also keen to inspire
young people to better themselves through highecattbn. With this second aim in mind,
Courtney voluntarily signed a 50:50 royalty shardggeement with VUM in 2001. This was
a five year agreement, so UMIST would have bergftiéer amalgamation.

This agreement also made life as an inventor sinfipieCourtney because the lawyers at
MIL, the commercial arm of the Victoria University Manchester, provided the legal
agreements for working with third parties.

For example, in the aftermath of 9/11, when MILdm®e interested in anti-terrorist
applications of SALI, the lawyers drew up a thresywollaboration agreement between
VUM, Cranfield Royal Military College of Science @&ourtney.

During the build-up to amalgamation between VUM #adister University UMIST,
Courtney received an expression of collaborativerest in SALi Technology from the
Impact and Explosives (IMPEX) research group at BMI

Courtney asked MIL if a three way collaborationesgment, similar to that signed with
Cranfield was needed. The MIL response was thatigiv of the commitment to
amalgamation, insisting on a legal agreement wkHSJI was not only unnecessary, but
could be seen as tactless.

The IMPEX group leader, Professor Reid, was annateonally noted expert on crash
protection. He had the skills and status to progideuch needed boost for the flagging
PedSALi project!

As the researchers at UMIST pointed out, theirttegertise was balanced by VUM’s
vibration expertise. And since SALi offered neweash opportunities in both fields,
working together to develop SALiI Technology woulldgood team building exercise.

Professor Reid should have been a significant &ss¢bé SALi research. He was an advisor
to the CrashSALi project, offered joint Universitytorials on crash protection (but only
Courtney turned up from VUM), and gave the Manatrestsearchers copies of his own
research findings.

Crucially, UMIST offered the use of better test ipguent than that available at VUM, but the
VUM researchers rejected it.

The UMIST professionalism and superior researctumeiiexposed the technical and
management weaknesses of Dr Tunde Oyadiji (thenelgmt), who resented this

He became very secretive. For example, when theeShiresearch assistant for the PedSALi
project, Dr Zhu, resigned, this was kept hiddentfiar months until Courtney discovered him
booking his flight back home to Chinfa.

1t was an unfortunate twist of fate that causedr@®y to start his SALi research years at VUM
instead of UMIST. Manchester Business Link cardetla keyword search of its higher education
research skills database. This suggested thatfzematician working on gaseous volcanic lava at
VUM was the ideal Research partner for Courtney.tBet mathematician soon fell out with his
engineering opposite number because he felt henistguiding Courtney. This left Courtney stuck at
VUM, when UMIST would have been a better optioredpage 34 / Document C1 / Noble Folder /
CD ROM for details of the fallout.)
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The Panel was aware of this secrecy problem. (8bibits 7 and 43 in the Nobel folder on
the CD ROM.)

The Panel was also aware that MIL was frustrateairee Dr Oyadiji's lack of
professionalism was doing harm that spread beyed&RLi. For example, MIL had put in a
lot of good work attracting interest from defenesinesses after 9/11.

This frustration can be seen from an email Dr Milgh€ooper at MIL had written with
regards to the CrashSALi project;

“It would be good when we get the money to sit davith Tunde
and try and make it blatantly clear what the Ursitgis obligations
in this project are”

(Exhibit 5/Nobel folder/ CD ROM)

Unfortunately, in spite of the best efforts of @ooper, Professor Reid and Courtney, the
PedSALi project failed to produce any sensible ltssMeanwhile, the EU Commission gave
in to pressure from the car makers and the pedadtiendly bumper regulations were
softened (weakened), allowing them to continunfitstiff, ePP filled bumpers.

19Feh 2003 - Wstoo | ate.

Car makers 10 bbying su cceeds.

11 duty 2001 11 Septermber 2001 December 2002 Mew, softer pe dedrian sarey

_ regulations issued.
UM IST expertise Dowe loses its business
offersa !ae chance_ oppo Hurity.
ofrescuing F edSALI Eut, the partnersare bo und
by contractual agreerme nt,
=0 th e project corntinues.

Ca makers FedSA L researc h
start lohbying EL rmakes avery late
farsofter pedestrian  start

safety  regulations,

cldming burrper
problem cannot
he solved

cl 1la

Figure 8. Inter-university rivalry caused VUM researchersighit hard against the benefits
of cooperation with UMIST. Meanwhile the car makenan their battle for softer pedestrian
safety regulations.

Instead of giving Courtney and Professor Reid tifeditrying to save the PedSALi project,
(and possibly save many lives), the Enquiry Pamisitéd the truth to create a record that
condemns Courtney for working with Professor Reid athers at UMIST.

Here is the relevant extract from page 8 of therfabEnquiry Report.

“The Panel was satisfied that in their opinion tha@versity had not breached
the terms of the contract with Dow and Cheshir@l\mtion. It was concerned,
however, that Cheshire Innovations had breacheddh&act on two counts:

12 (i) Written testimony states that Dr Oyadiji'sdéimanager, Professor Wright, agreed to keep this
secret.

(i) Some baffling events preceded Dr Zhu's restgma large boxes of materials, supplied by Dow for
Dr Zhu to work on went missing and his family wéightened, when his house, close to the
University, came under attack. But despite Courthegmplaints, Oyadiji and Wright failed to call in
the police and the incidents were quietly covengd u

Courtney informed the “independent chairman” okthenatters, but Dr Turner also refused to take
action. (Item 6.3, page 32/Document C1/Nobel FeEierROM)

As Dr Toccalino of Dow remarked, “It's like livingn one of your famous Agatha Christie novels.”
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The Complainant discussed the PedSALi project withdemics at UMIST
and from December 2002 he circulated data fronPE@#SALI project to them

without the permission of the Respondent.
The Collaboration Agreement defines “Confidentiahformation” as

“information relating to the Project and/or its ukts”. Clause 5.3 makes it

clear that the partners should “avoid disclosurgonffidential information] to

any third party unless the third party must be giaecess to confidential
information for the purpose of furthering the aiafighe project or to facilitate
exploitation of foreground IPR in accordance wittiidle 4 provided the third
party has executed a confidentiality agreement witHess onerous terms as

are contained in this Article 5.”

It should also be pointed out that the Formal ErygRieport records Dr John Harrigan from

UMIST as being appointed as external consultantifeiPedSALi project.

The Panel can not have it both ways: claiming Gayrtvas breaching project confidence by

speaking to people from UMIST, while condoning VUMise of UMIST expertise for the

same project.

ThePanel record Courtney as breaching
the PedsAlL contract with the
Yictoria University of Manchester

on two courts for discussing PedSali
with UM IST

But, The Panel alsorecord the
Yictoria University of Manchester
as using UMIST as a consultant
for the PedSali prgect.

Vol A7 )
Vit )
Basiiiiiaiinney]

Figure 9. The Panel interpreted the law of contract diffégewhen applying it to

VUM and Courtney.

In contrast, contract lawyers at the commercial afMUM treated both parties the

same. They saw no problem in Courtney talking tol&M

12 The complaint

Courtney acted correctly by obtaining legal adwod approval from the Victoria University

of Manchester before discussing the PedSALi projéitt UMIST employees.

He acted ethically, in the best interests of thdrtaxpayer and European pedestrians.

But the Formal Enquiry Report twists the truth bgarding his discussions with UMIST as

breach of trust and a breach of contract.

The Report is also unjust and discriminatory beeatignores the fact that VUM had itself

hired a UMIST engineer as a PedSALi project coasult

The University should not be holding a record flaégely gives the impression Courtney had

acted disloyally, unethically or illegally.

a

Further details

A search of the Microsoft Word version of the ForBaquiry Report on the attached CD

ROM suggests the Panel made no effort to contadessor Reid or Dr Cooper. This

precaution should have been taken before makiedplils statements about unprofessional

conduct.
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13 Background
The Formal Enquiry Report unfairly implies that Gy acted in a stupid and incompetent
manner.

Page 12 of the Formal Enquiry report includes tlieding statement,

“Mr Courtney had promoted SAL1 technology as sh@narstress/strain curve of
an “ldeal Shock Absorbing Material” and stated thatre were indications that
SALi behaves like that. Prior to PedSALi and CrashiSno tests had been carried
out using displacement sensors, so stress stramaateristics could not have been
obtained.

The results that were generated by the PedSALCaadhSALi projects did not
back up the Complainants beliefs about the idelaher of SALi. The results
were scrutinized by the Technical Committee of §ireeers (Professor Jan Wright,
Dr John Turner, Dr Eugenio Toccalino, Dr Xinqun ZBu George Georgiades and
Dr Oyadiji) of more than 120 man-years of enginagexperience.”

To the innocent reader, this statement about Ceyigrimistaken beliefs “appears to be both
convincing and damning.
But it does not stand up to scrutiny.

Here is evidence to contradict the false hearsay finnamed sources, that is recorded as
fact in the Report.

® In general, the concept of a stress/strainetiov an “Ideal Shock Absorbing
Material” that meets all impact criteria does natke sense. There are there are too many
different types of impact for this to be possilfleurtney is well aware of this. The record
implying that he believed otherwise makes him lowompetent or academically stupid.

(ii) The following statement in the reportasred herring.

“Prior to PedSALi and CrashSALiI, no tests had besmied out using displacement
Sensors, so stress strain characteristics couldavet been obtained.”

Experienced engineers such as those named inghg (and, indeed, the mathematician and
physicist on the Panel) would be well aware thatenes can be deduced as having different
stress-strain characteristics by indirect meth®dsgive two examples, the cushioning
material used sofas and arm chairs has a sofssttesn characteristic, but a block of
concrete has a very stiff stress-strain charadieris

In the case of correctly packaged SALi materidis,reinge of stress-strain characteristics is
virtually infinitely large. In fact, one of the clenges of SALi research is to bring the wide
range of stress-strain characteristics down to mageable level. Documel@ 18 is extracts
from papers by Courtney and Oyadiji, showing soffrth® variables involved.

(iii) The statement about Courtney’s “belief” cadicts his description of SALi Technology
in his 1998 research thesis and in many public ausathereafter.

(iv) Courtney describes his invention as “SALi Teology” rather than “SALi material” to
emphasize the fact thatis nota material. It is a way of blending different maés in

different forms of packaging. Each produces a oiffé shape of stress/strain curve. Courtney
would have been undermining the merits of his awwention by promoting SALi as a single
curve material.

(v) The rationale behind the PedSALi project preg@ good example of why any belief in a
single, ideal stress-strain curve would be acadaiyistupid.
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The aim of the project was to design a car buntperwassoft for25 m.p.h. pedestrian
impactsbut stiff for5 m.p.h. car parking bumps with concrete pillard ather non-pedestrian
collisions.

The Panel included a physicist and a mathematidibey would be well aware that a stiff
bumper corresponded to a steep stress/strain and/a soft one to a gently inclined curve.
Here are two sketch curves to illustrate the défifee.

Curve for a  Needed to minimize vehicle
stiff impact damage and insurance costs
absorber in non-pedestrian impacts.

Stress

Curve for a Needed to reduce the risk of
soft impact  crippling injuries in
absorber pedestrian impacts.

Strain

Figure 10. PedSALi won public funding because it offered lton to the “conflict of
stiffness” problemWhen correctly packaged,SALi behaves like a “smart” material, being
either soft or hard depending on the type of impact

Please see Figure 3 above for an explanation ofthisvis achieved.

(vi)The suggestion that Courtney believed the Peéd@Ad CrashSALi projects would yield
identical ideal stress-strain curves makes him g more stupid.

Here are the key differences:

PedSALi:For car bumper impacts, whether involving peopleancrete pillars, the aim is to
try to design a bumper that provides flaenestiffnessthroughout the impact. This ensures
that for a given safety level, the bumper is as #3 possible.

CrashSALi:One of the aims of CrashSALi was to design a ryg& bf suspension system
that would increase car safety by improving roalding.

The ideal suspension system graduadtreasesn stiffness.It would besoft for gentle
impacts, to provide a smooth ride on most roadsstifti for rough roads and occasional pot
holes, to prevent jolting. By using a different SA&hrmula and packaging the SALi in a
different way to that required for car bumperss #ft to stiff change can be achievd.

(vii) Courtney’s patents explain how these coningsPedSALi and CrashSALI stress-strain
requirements might be met using different formolagi of SALi. (DocumenkC 19.)

13 Designing a reliable, lightweight, low cost susgien unit that meets these criteria provides a
considerable challenge for engineers. The researettdlanjing University were enthusiastic aboet th
SALi suspension design because it met all ther@itén particular, they demonstrated reliability b
carrying out multiple vibration tests on their unit

In contrast, the Manchester researchers used thegwnaterials. But they hid reliability problems by
carrying out a single impact test, by dropping avyeweight on to the test suspension unit.

Any competent and honest Technical Committee whalge recognised the Manchester research was
flawed. For further details see thevw.cheshire-innovation.conitem 10 on the site menu.
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(viii) One of Courtney’s main complaints to the ¥i€hancellor in 2004 was thilie wrong
SALi formulation giving thewrong type of stress/strain curwas investigated in the
CrashSALi project. This inconvenient complaintibeushed out of the Formal Enquiry
Report.

(vi) The articles about SALi published in enginegrmagazines show that Courtney was
promoting SALI as a “smart” Technology that offeditferent stress-strain characteristics for
different types of impact. (e.g., Docume&@20.)

Conclusion to this section
The above evidence makes it clear: Courtney’sligliefs are the polar opposite of the belief
statement archived in the Formal Enquiry Report.

13 The complaint
The Formal Enquiry Report records hearsay from mathsources, so that it reads as fact.

This hearsay suggests that Courtney held beliatsntlake him look stupid by university
research standards. Apparently, he believed teat tlvas an ideal material that was suital
for providing maximum protection against any typénapact.

e
The Panel should have checked the provenance s tiearsay statements, before recording
them as fact.

The University should not be holding a record falgely gives the impression that Courtney
is stupid by University research standards and doeanderstand his own invention.

14 Background
The Report refers to the existence of a 6 man Tieeh@ommittee so that it reads as a fact.

“The results were scrutinized by the Technical Caoite® of 6 engineers
(Professor Jan Wright, Dr John Turner, Dr Eugeroochilino, Dr Xinqun Zhu,
Dr George Georgiades and Dr Oyadiji) of more thad than-years of
engineering experience.”

Page 12 of the Formal Enquiry report

However there is no evidence to support the exister this committee and a named
member, Dr Eugenio Toccalino denies any associatitnit.

() For this Report statement to be justified, Beemal Enquiry Panel must have seen at least
one reference to the existence of the Technicalr@itiee in the PedSALi or CrashSALI
records.

But, this is not possible. Courtney holds copiealbbf the documents presented at PedSALi
and CrashSALi meetings including Formal Minuteseyrdo not include any reference to a
“Technical Committee”.

(i) Dr Eugenio Toccalino has provided Courtneyhgtwritten denial of his membership
(DocumentC 12).
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(iif) The Commissioner’s attention is drawn to tiemes of three members of this “Technical
Committee” in particular:
Dr John Turner, Dr George Georgiades and Dr Oyadiji

The University records will verify that these pemplso met on'9September 2003 and
agreed to carry out wilfully misleading researchdescussed in Complaint 8 above.
Courtney describes this research as “wilfully naslieg” because it contradicts the definition
of SALi Technology laid down in Courtney’s pateatsd was done under protest from
Courtney and Dr Toccalino of Dow. The misleadinggi@ch produced very poor results
because inappropriate packaging was used.

So, if some of the engineers named in the Reparntet and called themselves a committee,
they would have been examining wilfully misleadnegearch, generated by themselves.

This type of circular nonsense has no place incaest report about Courtney and his
invention.

14 The complaint

The Formal Enquiry Report describes how a Techi@cahmittee of 6 engineers, “of more
than 120 man-years of engineering experience” tigaged Courtney’s supposed beliefs and
found them to be mistaken.

But,
) There is no evidence in the records to sugtedtthis committee ever existed.

(i) One named member, Dr Eugenio Toccalino of Bokemicals has denied any
association with it.

(iii) Four other named members were not in a vadidition to pass judgment because
they had previously been involvedanrying out wilfully misleading research,
generating the evidence supposedly examined bgaimenittee.

(iv) The sixth member of the committee went hom€lina in 2003.
The University should not be holding a libelous &gphat belittles Courtney by first making

ridiculous statements about his scientific belagig then claims a non-existent committee
had examined these “beliefs” and found them tddoeed.

Further details
By examining this complaint in its historical coxttethe Commissioner can gain a feel for the
general theme of Courtney’s complaints.

Here are some key historical milestones:
1. 1986.Courtney invents an impact protection device csiitg] of a composite fluid

inside a stout package. He calls his invention SPeghnology.
To work effectivelythe packaging must not stretch significantlyduring impact.

Stout, flexible Close packed Liquid or grease

packaging cushioning capsules. fills the gaps
E.g.,Expmded between capsules
polystyrene beads
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10th March 2000.Dow, Courtney & the University of Manchester winbia
funding to construct a prototype SALI filled carbper.

Car manufacturers are looking for a bumper of type to meet pending EU
pedestrian safety regulations. The European makeorth $(US) 90 million/year.
Dow’s hollow plastic bumpers are an ideal forma#Istretch packaging.

11th September 2001Under the supervision of Dr Oyadiji and his linamager,
Professor Wright, the University research makesry late start.

The research makes no useful progress, the resassigtant resigns in puzzling
circumstances, Dow & Courtney are not informed, ey submit a written
complaint. Courtney informs the Department for B@ort of the problems.
University colleagues accuse Courtney of “disloyalt

19 February 2003.Dow loses its business opportunity when the EU C@sion
softens (weakens) its pedestrian safety requiresn@uiurtney and the University
lose an opportunity to earn million dollar royadtid®ut the real losers are Europe’s
pedestrians.

9 September 2003University researchers agree to restrict researefastic
packages that will be ineffective because it stresaunder impact. The meeting
record falsely claims that Dow want this reseattéinge.

Six years later, the three University engineemnaling the meeting Dr Turner, Dr
Georgiades and Dr Oyadiji, will re-emerge as memoér “Technical Committee”
that investigates the effectiveness of SALi Techgyl

29 September 2003PedSALi Formal Meeting.
Three government transport officials attend bec#usg are concerned that PedSALI
has missed its prime opportunity and is now failing

No Dow representatives attend in person, but Dec@lbino of Dow phones in,
objecting to invalid research using elastic padkgdieing done. Courtney is present
at the meeting and explains why he agrees with Dow.

The Manchester researchers forget that the phaswitished on when they falsely
blame another Dow employee for insisting on elgstickaging being used.

(For details see Section 5, pages 29-31 of Docu@éfitiobel Folder/CD ROM.)

The following University engineers who were presarthe Formal Meeting ignore
complaints of invalid research from Dow and Couwytne

Dr Turner, Dr Georgiades, Dr Oyadijd Professor Wright.
From this time on, they work exclusively using @tapackaging for SALi. They
ignore Courtney'’s alternative research, using otiyrgpackaged SALI.

2004-5Turner, Georgiades, Oyadiji and Wright presenit tinealid research results
at two conferences in America. Courtney is notrimfed, so he is unable to protest.
Their conference papers are used to justify clagnpimblic (EPSRC) funding.

November 2008 After four years of confidential tip-offs from iige the University
and detective work by Courtney, the above infororaits presented to the University
of Manchester Research Governance Office.



10.

33/44

January 2010.According to the Formal Enquiry Report, a Techh@@ammittee has
investigated the research evidence concerningfteetigeness of Courtney’s
invention. It concluded that Courtney was deludedis beliefs about the benefits of
his invention.

But the “committee”, if it ever existed, includedoRessor Wright, Dr Turner, Dr
Georgiades and Dr Oyadiji These engineers woule ba&en investigating their own
wilfully misleading research into SALi Technolodgyo they were guaranteed to find
against Courtney, even before their investigatimegan.

Courtney had known since 1986 that the elastic packaging used for the wilfully
misleading research did not work.
There was no ethical or scientific reason for doing research using it.

Thesefour conducted the Deniesheing a Wenthome to
wilfully misleading research member of the Chinain 2003.
under protest from Courtney Commitee.

and Dow Chemicals.

results were scrutir the Technical Cominittee of 6 engineers
rofessor Jan Wright, Dr J umer, Dr Eugenio Toccalino, Dr Xinqun
Dr Geoge Georgiades and Dr Ovadiji)

ofmorethan 120 man-years of engmeering experience.”

Dr Oyadiji is investigated during the Enquiry, it Turner, Dr Georgiades, and
Professor Wright are not.

This allows them to give testimony as witnessesr@ey is unaware of what they
said, because he was not given a copy of theires#tistatements.

The Enquiry clears Dr Oyadiji of academic miscortduc

11

12.

. 5" February 2010.Courtney obtains strong evidence that the “Technica

Committee” never existed. Dr. Toccalino of Dow, wkas named as a member of
the committee writes to Courtney denying his mersitigr (Document 1A.2)

The future. The Enquiry Panel has given its permission fomtlieading research
to reach a far wider international audience by d@uablished as journal papers. This
is very worrying because it gives overseas reseesdln particular) the excuse to
“improve” on the flawed research by doing the corresearch and claiming it as
their own innovation**

This has happened already, with researchers atiidgddpiversity, financed by the
Chinese Government, doing the CrashSALi researcduspension units correctly.
The work has been published using the name “SALMth the authors Teng and
Chen claiming to have improved on Courtney’s ini@mtCourtney presented the
Panel with evidence that Charay have obtained his knowledge of SALi directly
from Dr Oyadiji, but this was not investigated ardorded in their Report.
(Complaint 15 below.)

14 Courtney spent a large fraction of his retiremsaings obtaining international patents to protect
SALi Technology. But these had to be abandoneddutie years of dispute with Manchester
University, because his savings ran out. Our irtional competitors can now use “tricks of the ¢#fad
to shift
formulas, design rights on specific package shapdsgain patents covering methods for blending
SALi and bagging it up. By overriding Courtney’satiectual property rights, the Panel has acteahas
invisible exporter of British industrial wealth taur competitors.

intellectual property rights abroad. Faample, they can claim copyright on specific SALI
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Important caveats

Dr Georgiadesiame has been included in this complaint for #iee ©f factual accuracy. At
the time he was involved in SALi research, he wasng up his Doctorate thesis under the
supervision of Dr Oyadiji.

Courtney knows from personal experience that “NBeorgiades would have risked being
victimized, if he had stepped out of line to sphakestly.

If the future records show anything about him, thershould be recorded as an incidental
victim of the SALi research problems. Certainly,v&s not a prime cause of them.

Dr Zhu also had a difficult time while working at Manckes(See Complaint 12
Background). However, Courtney has absolutely agaa for linking his return to China in
2003 with the subsequent SALi research at Nanjiniyérsity.

15 Background

Courtney’s evidence to the Panel makes the positenr: he persistently complained that his
University colleagues were doing invalid experinsei@onsequently, no committee, whatever
its expertise, could make logical deductions al8Aiti from the results.

In contrast, valid SALi research is currently bedune at two Universities, Cardiff and
Nanjing.
Both universities are publishing results that sup@ourtney’s true beliefs.

Cardiff University

Preliminary results were published at an intermati@utomobile engineering conference in
Stuttgart, Germany.

Here is the title:

FEDESTRIAN PROTECTION USING A SHOCK ABSOREING LIQUID (SALi) BASED BELMPER
SYSTEM

HuwDavies

Karen Holford

Cardiff University School of Engineering
United Kingdom

Alexandre A ssoune

Bastien Triculier

L’irstitut Frangais De Mécanique Svarcée
France

Eill Courtney

Cheshire Irtination

United Kingdom

Paper Musmber 050027

The UoM Enquiry Panel was informed that the PedS#&dik is now being done correctly at
Cardiff. They were also supplied with a full copiytlee above paper, so that the Panel could
compare and contrast the UoM and Cardiff resedErhail to Mrs. Lockyer, Research
Governance Office,"8July 2009, reproduced as Docum#t21.

Nanjing University, China
In the same email, UoM was informed that the Cradh8/ork is now being done correctly
at Nanjing University. The Panel was supplied waittull copy of the following paper:
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Contents lists available at ScienceDirect

Journal of Sound and Vibration

journal hemepage: www.elsevier.com/locate/jsvi prasral

Study on vibration isolation properties of solid and liquid mixture
H.D. Teng, Q. Chen*

College of Aerospace Engineering, Nowing Untversity of Aerorautics and Astrorautics, Naing 210016, Ching

ARTICLE INEOD ABSTRACT

Article fistory: Thiz paper describes a new type of vibration izolator which is baszed on zolid and liquid
Received 14 October 2008 mixture {SALIM) and has ocutstanding performance in vibration isclation and shodl
Recelved in revised form abscrbing. The SALIM mixture consists of incompressible liquid and a number of
10 April 2008

cempressible elastic solid elements, When under shocl: or vibration, the incompressible
liquid can ins@ntly pass the pressure on te all the selid elements in the container of the
isolater, which cauzes all the sclid elements te compress and deform simultanecusly. As
a result it could greatly abserb and dissipate the energy of vibraticns and shocks. With
preper design the isclater could have an excellent performance cn both vibraticn
isolation and sheck absorbing. In this werk hollow rubber spheres are used as elastic
elements, and the dynamic properties of the isclater is investigated numerically and

Accepted 24 April 2009
Handling Editor: ). Lam

In contrast with the scornful conclusion of thdiboal “Technical Committee of 6
engineers”, the Chinese were very positive abouti'SArospects.
Here is their conclusion:

The energy transmissibility of a test rig and a simulated isolation system shovws that the SALIM isolation system has an
outstanding performance and a good prospect in engineering practice.

Aclknowledgement

The authors acknowledge with great appreciation that this worl is supported by the Natural Science Foundation of
China under Grant no. 10772080.

Teng and Chen, page 12.

The Chinese work was done without Courtney’s knogte so he cannot be accused of
biasing their conclusion that SALI offered “outsiarg performance and a good prospect in
engineering practice”. For further details of thar@se work, see the Appendix of the
attached copy of a letter to Graham Brady MP, daé®dViarch 2010.IC 9)

These papers provided powerful technical evidensaipport of Courtney’s claims that the
Manchester research was flawed, but the Formal iBnBanel has ignored them.

The Commissioner can check Courtney’s allegation:

A Microsoft Word version of the Report is includexd the attached CD ROM. This will
allow the Commission to do an electronic searcthefdocument, to check for references to
Cardiff and Nanjing Universities.
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15 The complaint

The Panel was presented with third party evidendbe form of published research results
from two Universities. These had the power to jusfiourtney’s complaints and to clear his
name.

The research published by Nanjing University wasig@alarly convincing because the work
was done without Courtney’s knowledge, had been esewed and came to a very
optimistic conclusion.

By ignoring this independent evidence, misleadeggearch records generated by Manchester
University researchers were allowed to stand.

Also, by ignoring the evidence, the Panel left wanjing University said was SALI’'s “goof
prospect in engineering practice” to be exploitecbad.

This is a national loss because Britain needsdatermanufacturing jobs as we move out ¢
recession. We also need good examples of Britighnearing success, in order to inspire our
young people to take up careers in science anceagng.

=h

Courtney objects to being cheated of opportuntbedear his name and to help his country
recover from a deep recession.

Further details

Courtney wrote to the Research Governance OffigeJilly 2009, providing evidence that
the Nanijing researchers may have learned abouh&£ds type suspension systems directly
from Dr Oyadiji. A copy of this email is attachesl page 2 of Documeht 22.

16 & 17 Background
In January 2008 Courtney discovered that reseamdmfs emerging from the PedSALI
project had been published in an American enginggdurnal.

Characterization of the Core Properties of a Shdxdorbing Composite,

G. Georgiades, S.O. Oyadiji, X.Q. Zhu, J. R. Wrjgtmnid J.T. Turner,

Journal of Engineering Materials and TechnologyM&S October 2007, Vol. 129,
pages 497-504

The work was flawed and its publication breachedabnfidentiality terms of an agreement
Courtney had signed with VUM.

Courtney had previously written to the authorsysefg them permission to publish this
work. (Document D5/Nobel Folder/CD ROM.)

Courtney followed established practice by comptairio the editor, who passed his
complaint on to the publisher. Following an exclenfjemails, Courtney sent
comprehensive details of his complaint to the paliar for peer review.

After some months of deliberation, the publisherszdted its lawyers, who said that the
problem needed to be sorted out by an enquiry peoegthin the University of Manchester.

As a result, the evidence ended up being placemtéddie Formal Enquiry Panel.
The Panel was given:
(i) A Written statement from Courtney explainingtithe publisher wanted the Enquiry Panel
to examine the evidence before they would tak@ac{DocumentC 23)
(if) A copy of the evidence on headed paper, asteethe publisher in America.
(Document D1/Nobel Folder on CD ROM)
(iif) Additional evidence. (Document folder D/Nokeblder on CD ROM)
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The Panel responded by reprimanding Courtney fopasedly acting unprofessionally, by
not submitting his complaint to the journal.
The Panel wrote,

“If Mr Courtney disagreed with the results, he ddcwave pursued the
accepted practice in the academic community ofingrito the editor of the
journal and presenting a rebuttal”

Formal Enquiry Report, page 12.

The innocent reader would reasonably conclude ftosnstatement that Courtney had not
taken the trouble to contact the journal concerned.

In reality, the Panel evaded any responsibilitynfi@intaining research standards by inviting
Courtney to trap himself a circular path.

Courtney discovers .

Editor hands
flawed SALIresearch Court it regl,p%ns%r?nty
hasbeen published eurthey Sdbmits ;
in an American jounal complaint for complalnt
This breaches the termls editor in USA. 'to SéJi“Sher
of alegal agreement. n '

1 2 Does 3 *
.

agan?

Manchester Formal
Enquiry Parel igncares PUblisher hands

the problem,
It creates ared hering * B:;\Ejeerg t\t,ootfhe
by blaming Clogrtr“e\{ Marches ter
for not submitting his

complaint fo the editor,

5 4

Figure 11.The Panel effectively gave Courtney two options.cHeld abandon his complaint
about flawed research, or take it round in circles.

Courtney submitted a serious complaint to the Raellting to pedestrian safety research
funded by the British taxpayer. This project héld prospect of developing a soft car
bumper, which could have saved lives and preveeripgling injuries.

The Commissioner should note that the Panel’'s eeasss has serious implications for
Britain’s reputation as a scientific nation.

)] Cardiff University has prepared a research psgpthat Courtney has approved. This
would be in the same research area as the ManciRest8ALi work, but use a more sensible
experimental design.

The big worry is that because Manchester has ainesxived £212,000 tax payers funding
for the published work, Cardiff's funding bid wble rejected.

(i) In spite of its inaccuracies, the paper stiatatl international interest in SALi
Technology. Here is the evidence from an Americagiedy for Mechanical Engineers web

page:
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ASMEDL.ORG » Journals = J. Eng. Mater. Technol. » Top 10 Most Downloaded Articles » Cciober 2007

JOURNAL INFO

Journal of Engineering Materials and Technelogy
Purpose and Scope
Top 10 Most Downloaded Articles -- October 2007

Masthead

Citation Format The 10 research articles with the most full-text downloads during the month, in descending order
Abstracted & Indexed In Ereviois Moeths ||| List Bicese

Subscribe to Journal

Announcements ¥ | Choose Adtion for Selected Artides | ¥ | [Go | ? wiewcan

Call for Papers

Authiors Fesouces B Characterization of the Core Properties of a Shock Absorbing Composite
Submit Papers G. Georgiades, S. O Oyadiji, X Q Zhu, J. R Wright, and J_ T_ Turner

J. Eng. Mater. Technol. 129, 497 (2007) (8 pages)
Abstract Full Text: [HTML PDF (428 kB) ] [seusmms

PROGRAM INFO

Fig 12.The flawed research paper on SALi Technology cans number 1 in the journal's
top ten downloads in October 2007.

Copies of his flawed paper are still being soldhmy British Library. But the Library declines
to withdraw the paper until Courtney sorts the eradut with the publisher. ........ Who have
passed the problem on to the Formal Enquiry Panel.

DocumentC 24 is a copy of an email on the matter from The Bhritigrary.

(iii) By refusing to examine difficult and inconviemt evidence, the Panel has acted
against Britain’s national interest.

Any reasonably intelligent researcher will spot fllagvs in this paper and will be in a strong
position to bid for funding in their own countrygaing that they can improve on the poor
British work. It is thirty two months since the gaipvas published, so this may have
happened already.

Manufacturers in their home country will then haeseral routes for legally taking future
SALi based intellectual property from Britain: tiedaclude claiming copyright protection for
specific SALi formulations they develop, obtainipgtents to protect blending techniques
related to these formulations, and gaining SALigoilsnow-how.

(iv) The impressive SALi research done by Nanjimgvdrsity, and funded by the
Chinese Government, serves as a warning that @rseas competitors will not stand idly
by, while Manchester tries to hide its researclufes.

(v) The Formal Enquiry process plays a key rolmaintaining our reputation as a
trusted research nation. For example it was caipenh to re-establish the truth after the East
Anglia climate research and the MMR vaccine cordreies attracted international attention.

The Manchester Formal Enquiry Panel had a natidmig to maintain our reputation, by
examining the evidence of poor British researclegdicbefore it.
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16 The complaint
The misleading data referred to in this complaiasywublished in a best selling journal

paper.

Instead of addressing his complaint, the Panetetesn excuse for ignoring it, by twisting
the truth against Courtney.

Here is how they twisted it:
Courtney presented the Panel with evidence of atlitg research about his invention being
published in an American research journal. Thislence was a copy of a complaint letter he
had previously submitted to the journal’s publishée also provided a statement that the
publisher had passed the problem on to the Uniyersi

The Panel responded by ignoring the facts andmepriling Courtney fanot submitting his
evidence to the journal.

Twisting the truth in this way denied Courtney ti&a protection rights by allowing a
misleading research paper about his inventionrtane on sale.

This dereliction of duty also has national proggearmplications. The Nanjing University
case study should have alerted the Panel to thékicits actions risked invisibly exporting
British manufacturing jobs and wealth to overseampetitors.

The University should either,

(a) Minimize its damage to the national intergswithdrawing this paper as soon as
possible.

or

(b) Provide a full scientific rebuttal of Courtrieybjections to the paper, as set out in
Document D1. (Document folder D/Nobel FoldarCD ROM)

17 The complaint
The Formal Enquiry process lies at the heart afassh quality control, maintaining public
trust in British science.

For the sake of our international scientific repiots the system should not be abused by
undermining a complainant’s good name, insteadairéning his complaint.

The University should recall and destroy all com&a Formal Enquiry Report that damages
Courtney’s good professional name by pretendinfaihed to contact a journal publisher
when he discovered evidence of suspect Britismseie

Further details

On a close reading of the documents, especiallyjubeat F1/Nobel Folder/CD ROM, the
Commissioner will note that in his role as Leadtiar, Courtney made a written complaint
to the University Head of Engineering, in Febru2®p2, seventeen months before the
wilfully misleading research began. The paper refito in Complaints 16 and 17 relates to
University work done during this period. Courtnegerts hat this early work was also
misleading, but for a different reason.

During the early months of the project, “Mr.” Caugly realized that his “Dr” and “Professor”
University colleagues had made a serious and eagsang error. They had designed an
experiment based on good maths, but bad physicsdbr to work according to plan, it
would require the re-writing of two fundamental Bef physics: the Law of Conservation of
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Energy and the Law of Conservation of Momentum. Eesv, rather than admit their errors,
the researchers preferred to save face, by ign@mgtney’s objections and bluffing a way
through their research plan.

These apparent violations of the laws of physicajgsd the notice of the peer review system,
so the scientific nonsense ended up being publiShEte Formal Enquiry Panel included a
physicist and a mathematician. They were in a gtpsition to support or refute Courtney’s
arguments, but they chose to pass the problemtbable publisher.

In contrast, researchers at Cardiff University hanagle no such errors and have come up
with a sensible experimental design. Unfortunatidgy may not be able to obtain public
(Engineering and Physical Science Research Couoaitling to do their work, because the
money for this type of research has already beaddwhout to Manchester.

The Panel was aware that back in 2003, ProfessdisRMPEX group at UMIST had
offered to do this part of the PedSALi researcheasty. But, using one of his “tricks”, Dr
Turner had blocked the transfer of funds to UMI§Har details, see pages 9-12/Document
C1/Nobel Folder/CD ROM.)

18 Background

In 2004, the University created an excuse for pogsCourtney for debt recovery for the
CrashSALi project, by falsely claiming to GrahanaBy MP that Courtney had not
responded to an arbitration proposal from the (théce-Chancellor.

It strengthened this excuse by failing to mentiwat Courtney had signed a 50:50 royalty
sharing agreement with the University and was foeeea profit and risk sharing commercial
partner.

It further strengthened its case by failing to nm@mthat the commercial arm of the pre-
amalgamation Universitigad approached Courtney with the CrashSALi proposal becaltise
wanted good SALi research done, but it did not w2aiirtney’s research supervisor, Dr
Oyadiji, to hold the purse strings.

Five years later, the one good thing that appetaredme out of the Formal Enquiry process
was a recommendation that the misleading lett&frtBrady should be corrected.

But, when Courtney obtained a copy of this “colimttletter to his MP, IC 25), it was clear
that the University had made no effort to spell thigt true relationship between Courtney and
the University. Also, by selectively mentioning elsitit created the impression that Courtney
had been careless in attempting to correct anysemade by the University.

® Recent hhistory teaches us that people are easilgd by impressive looking maths. At about the
time the Manchester researchers were deluding #leess the world’s cleverest bankers were falling
into a similar trap. They were making vast summohey, gambling sub-prime housing market credits.
They did not think they were taking risks becalme“tocket scientists” had supplied them with
impressive looking mathematical models, which predi how markets behaved. The snag was, the
maths was impeccable, but the information abouketarwas wrong. As a result, the world had a
recession. For an explanation of how the Manchess&archers used good maths, but bad physics, see
pages 15-16 of Document D1/Nobel Folder/CD ROM.
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The two timelines below compare reality with tHaslon created in the misleading letter to
Graham Brady MP.

Theletter to Mr Erady suggeststhat
(I7 Courtney made a single belated e-mail

response tothe Vice-Chancelor, e
(i) He waited five yvears befare painting “\x@;a‘g.
out a derical error to the University. 2 &

(i} The University responded promptly,
to comect this error.

04 s 06 a7 s uke] 10

Figure 13.The “correction” letter that the University seatMr Brady suggests that Mr
Courtney was a rather sluggish professional, whitedidive months before responding to a
letter from the Vice-Chancellor, then waited foeays before getting round to notifying the
University of a clerical error.

In contrast, it suggests that the University haddlved promptly, in respecting Mr Courtney’s
rights under the Data Protection Act.

But, as the timeline below shows, reality was #werse of this. Courtney had acted promptly
and professionally. He wrote five letters to thed/Chancellor, where he University claimed
one. Then, when he had the evidence, wrote eigbtdecalling for his Data Protection rights
to be respected, where the University suggestedard.

Fovyal Mal letiers
sernt "Fecorded” delivery

04 i3] 0g a7 0g g 10

Figure 14. Courtney wrote to the Vice-Chancellor on five aioas, but, he only has
absolute proof that three of his letters were rambiand kept on file. (He obtained copies of
these three letters using the Fol Act.)
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18 The complaint
The University created an illusion that it was nmagits obligations under the Data
Protection Act. But, in reality, it acted in revers

The “correction” letter drawn up by the Universitynstitutes a new false record that has
misled Graham Brady MP.

It falsely suggests that:

(a) Courtney had responded to the VUM Vice Chancsllarbitration proposals in a rather
lackadaisical manner, following a delay of five rtitm

(b) Courtney had been careless in defending hisrayiats under the terms of the Data
Protection Act, by waiting four years before infangnthe University of Manchester of its
letter writing errors.

The “correction” letter fails to declare that Caway was not an external client of the
University, but a royalty sharing partner, who leen requested to control the finances fq
an internal research project, from which the Ursitgritself had anticipated generating
royalties.

=

The University should correct the records by wgtio Mr Brady and telling him the truth.

Further details

The University of Manchester Research Governangiegdent this misleading “correction”
letter to Graham Brady MP. This Office has respuaifii for protecting research standards
within the University.

19 Background

Courtney knows for certain that, in addition totimg to Mr Brady, the University also sent a
misleading letter to the Small Business ServiceSSB may also have misled its solicitors
Eversheds. However, in spite of an earlier appetie Information Commission

(Case Reference Number FS50165264) this is not ikriomcertain, because of the
limitations laid down by the Fol Act.

What is known for certain is that Courtney requeskait the University correct its shared
records with the SBS, and if necessary, with ExetlshBut these Data Protection requests
were ignored by the Panel.

19 The complaint
The Enquiry Panel ignored Courtney’s evidence asddyuest that records shared with th
Small Business Service and (possibly) Evershedsldhe corrected.

1]

The University should acknowledge this omission, avitere necessary, correct its shared
records.

20 Background

Two University Professors expressed interest incekmy different ways in which SALi
Technology could be used to protect service perlamgainst explosive, sharp object and
blunt trauma attack.
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1 Professor Horsfall of Cranfield was interesteg@riotection against buried explosives.

In 2000, Major Clarke of the Royal Engineers, wogkunder the supervision of Professor
Horsfall at Cranfield Royal Military College of Srice, demonstrated that SALi had
potentially outstanding blast mitigation properties

Major K. J. Clarke

Investigation into the use of a Novel Shock Absorbing Liquid, for
Military Applications

No. 4 Defence Technology course (MSc) 2000
The Royal Military College of Science
Cranfield University

2 Professor Steve Reid, who ran the Impact anddSkm@s research group at UMIST,

suggested using SALI as a trauma protection laypratective clothing. (Bullet proof Kevlar
can stop a bullet, but the resultant blunt trauamastill kill.)

Kevlar is expensive and heavy, but by placing a iSAishioning layer behind it, the IMPEX
group predicted that the thickness of Kevlar regflifior stab and bullet protection could be

reduced.

In the aftermath of the 9/11 attacks on Americas¢hpossibilities seeded a number of

overlapping collaborations between the pre-amalgam&lanchester University, UMIST,
Cranfield and Courtney.

Pre 9/11.
Cranfield University
Foyal Military College of Science.

Major Clark and Professo Horsfall
demanstrate SALI has good blast
mitigating properties,

Post 9/11, UMIST
he Impact and Explosives (IMPEX )
Research group under Professor Reid
wanted the post-amalgamation University
todevelop SALI based body armour,

Post 9711,
Cranfield, WM
and Courtney start working
on anti-terroris applications

of SALL Working with Courtney and a LUK
Docurentary proof was body armour manufacturer, they
wbmitted to the Panel. ‘ drafted a bid for Home Office
research funding. Documentary
. proof was submitted to the Panel.

Poet 9411,
Courtney introduces Prof Horsffall (Cranfield)
to Prof. Reid. The thres teach together
on Prof Reids IMPEX course,

Figure 15. Courtney worked hard over a number of yearsgommtogether expertise that
could have protected British troops and made aaldducontribution in fighting terrorism.
However, the problems caused by the cover-up oféseharch at VUM poisoned the inter-
university collaborations. This denied Courtneyogportunity to help his country fight
terrorism.
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Professor Rod Coombs( Vice-President), Albert Mchtan (Registrar & Secretary) and the

Formal Enquiry Panel were all sent details of theier collaborative work on defence
applications of SALi.
(See DocumenC 26, hard copy of Exhibit 21/Nobel Folder on CD ROM.)

Fig 16. Cranfield University, 2002.

This photograph from Exhibit 21 shows SALi Techngldoeing investigated as vehicle
protection against buried explosive attack.

Buried Improvised Explosive Devices (IEDs) havestaknore lives and maimed more
soldiers in Afghanistan than any other form of glta

Cardiff University are interested in reviving thiast mitigation research, so it is important
that Courtney can clear his name and move on. (DeatiC 27)

20 The complaint
The misleading records created by the Universityidie its research failings have hampere
research on anti-terrorist applications of SALIi fiiealogy.

We still do not know how effective SALI protectioould be in counter-terrorist
applications, but early research results were eagng.

Courtney has been denied an opportunity to helpdustry fight terrorism. He has also beg
denied an opportunity help to protect British tre@gainst the threat of improvised explosi
devices.

Courtney’s name should be cleared so that he cae mo, instead of wasting time trying tg

2N

re-establish his professional reputation, and dhais invention°

The complainant anticipates feeling a great sehsglief when he receives an
acknowledgement for this letter from the Commissiort least he will know by then, that
the truth about him is stored somewhere in theiagsh

Yours sincerely,

Bill Courtney

18 For the last five years Courtney has been partiaghted. He struggles to read, write and type.
Producing documents such as this letter to therimdtion Commissioner are very time consuming.



