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Reading Stadium strategy group, second meeting

Present: CRS, BG, NS, DH

Date: Thursday 16th October 2003

Circulation: CAO, SPH, CRS, BG, NS, DH,

NS had been asked to join the team to give advice on the legality and risk element involved in various courses of action. A copy of previous minutes had been distributed to NS earlier.

The discussion exclusively covered Martyn Dore and no other staff member. CRS asked for an overview of the methods by which MD can be taken out of the stadium.

NS – Redundancy, Compromise agreement or disciplinary.  Only the compromise route held no risk post-event.

In the case of redundancy, we would need to be very careful of the position which we have set-up with Peter Geeves in situ, he must not appear to be moving into the redundant post. There is a risk that it could be seen as a fabricated redundancy. If no senior manager is continually present, Peter Geeves would naturally take control, which would then look as if he has been groomed for the post.

Payment could be at the basic rate, which is not substantial, but payment for the notice period is, and with car benefit in lieu, plus £240 per week at the long service capped level could be around £15,000

DH – Split the responsibilities between Admin (Teresa), Racing (Dave Stow), Other (Peter Geeves)

BG – who would any ‘authority’ (police, fire, Health & Safety etc)  view as being in charge in the event of an incident during stadium operation? 

NS – that would be a problem, we would need a higher authority figure to be present, such as CRS.

CRS – There are at least clear reasons for redundancy, the figures and other cut-backs do back it up? 

NS – Yes, but there would be other selection criteria such as ‘last in first out’ to be wary of, plus the possibility that in the event of a tribunal the company’s policy on management structure at the other stadia could be questioned and it is inherently difficult to link performance with selection for redundancy although it is not impossible.

All – Compromise agreement unlikely to be acceptable either to MD or the company and doesn’t seem worthy of continued discussion.

Moving on to the possibility of disciplinary action, historical problems can be referred to, but not used as a part of a new process. Clearly there have been specific historical issues which have been identified, and addressed formally. Equally, there are current performance issues which are often quoted but remain un-documented and no formal action has been taken.

Basically, the process would need to be handled correctly and carefully, with the overall performance of the Stadium built in at an early stage by outlining the poor performance as being linked to his performance. The earliest that a draconian set of measures could be expected to come to fruition would be around January 2004.

CRS – his performance is very poor, doesn’t run the stadium, does he still drink etc.

BG – Have we ever given him any formal training, is it documented? He never actually asked for the job in the first place? How can we prove that he knows what to do? Have we by-passed him since Peter Geeves has been there?

CRS – No he hasn’t been by passed.

NS – No, but he has been quoted as saying that he knows Peter Geeves was put there so he could be removed. That is a dangerous situation and again would mean that we handle the disciplinary route perfectly.

Opinions

BG – agreed that there is only really 2 choices, redundancy and disciplinary. The former is cleaner and does seem to me to have less risk, (fabrication elements acknowledged). The latter requires a constant upper management presence, but with this, could be done by the book. BG view however was that despite this MD could have a strong case if it went to tribunal.

CRS prefer the ‘quick fix’ of redundancy but the amount of money generated by the lieu of notice period is a sticking point.

DH - yes, but we would pay the next three months on the disciplinary route or more so there’s no difference except his contribution over that period.

