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Member Code of Conduct
Coventry City Council

| e e s et r s being a duly elected
Councillor/Co-opted Member for Coventry City Council hereby declare that | will’
undertake my duties as follows:

1. 1 will represent the community and work constructively with our staff and partner
organisations to secure better social, economic and environmental outcomes for all.

2. As a holder of public office and as required by law | will behave in a manner that is
consistent with the following principles to achieve best value for our residents and maintain
public confidence in the Council:

a. SELFLESSNESS: | will act solely in terms of the public interest. | will not act in such a
way as to gain financial or other material benefits for myself, my family, or my friends.

b. INTEGRITY: [ will not place myself under any financial or other obligation to outside
individuals or organisations that might seek to influence me in the performance of my
official duties.

c. OBJECTIVITY: | will make choices on merit, in carrying out public business, including
when making public appointments, awarding contracts, or recommending individuals for
rewards and benefits.

d. ACCOUNTABILITY: | am accountable for my decisions and actions to the public and
must submit myself to whatever scrutiny is appropriate to my office.

e. OPENNESS: | will be as open as possible about all the decisions and actions | take. |
will give reasons for my decisions and restrict information only when the wider public
interest or the law clearly demands.

f. HONESTY: | will declare any private interests relating to my public duties and take
steps to resolve any conflicts arising in a way that protects the public interests.

g. LEADERSHIP: | will promote and support these principles by leadership and example.

3. As a Member of Coventry City Council | will act in accordance with the principles in
paragraph 2
and, in particular, | will

a. Champion the needs of residents - the whole community and all my constituents,
including those who did not vote for me - and put the public interest first.

b. Deal with representations or enquiries from residents, members of our communltles
and visitors fairly, appropriately and impartially.

¢. Not allow other pressures, including the financial interests of myself or others
connected to me, to deter me from pursuing constituents’ casework, the interests of
the City of Coventry or the good governance of the Council in a proper manner.



d. Exercise independent judgement and not compromise my position by placing
myself under obligations to outside individuals or organisations who might seek to
influence the way | perform my duties as a Member/Co-opted Member of this
Authority.

e. Listen to the interests of all parties, including relevant advice from statutory and
other professional officers, take all relevant information into consideration, remain
objective and make decisions on merit.

f. Be accountable for my decisions and cooperate when scrutinised internally and
externally, including by local residents.

g. Contribute to making the City Council's decision-making processes as open and
transparent as possible to ensure residents understand the reasoning behind those
decisions and are informed when holding me and other Members to account but
restricting access to information when the wider public interest or the law requires it.

h. Behave in accordance with all my legal obligations, alongside any requirements
contained within the Council’s policies, protocols and procedures, including on the
use of the Council’s resources.

i. Value my colleagues and staff and engage with them in an appropriate manner and
one that underpins the mutual respect between us that is essential to good local
government.

j. Always treat people with respect, including the organisations and public | engage
with and those | work alongside.

k. Provide leadership through behaving in accordance with these principles when
championing the interests of the community with other organisations as well as
within this Council.

4. Gifts and Hospitality

4.1. | will, within 28 days of receipt, notify the Monitoring Officer in writing of any gift,
benefit or hospitality with a value in excess of £25 which | have accepted as a member
from any person or body other than the authority.

4.2 | acknowledge that the Monitoring Officer will place my notification on a public register
of gifts and hospitality.

4.3 | am aware that this duty to notify the Monitoring Officer does not apply where the gift,
benefit or hospitality comes within any description approved by the Council for this ‘

purposec.

5. Register of Interests

5.1 T will:
a. register and, where appropriate, disclose those disclosable pecuniary interests that
| am obliged to declare under the Localism Act and associated regulations; and



b. register details of my membership of any organisation or body whose rules or
requirements of membership could be regarded as suggesting a degree of loyalty to
that organisation or body. | acknowledge that this could arise by reason of an
organisation having an obligation of secrecy about its rules, its membership or
conduct and/or a commitment of allegiance or support to that organisation or body.
| understand that such organisations or bodies may or may not be charitable
concerns and they may also have a local, regional, national or international aspect.
And

c. register details of my membership of any trade union within the meaning of Section
1 of the Trade Union and Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992.

[ will do this by completing, signing and submitting the prescribed form to the
Monitoring Officer at Coventry City Council. | will keep the register updated and
acknowledge that its contents will be published on the Council's website and will be
open to the public to inspect.

6. Disclosable Pecuniary Interests Entered on the Register
6.1 | understand that if | am present at a meeting of the Council and

a. | am aware that [ have a disclosable pecuniary interest under paragraph 5.1.a above
in any matter to be considered or being considered at the meeting: and

b. the interest is entered in the Council's register

| may not participate in any discussion or further discussion of an item of business or in
any vote or further vote taken on that item which affects or relates to the subject matter
in which | have such an interest ; and | will leave the room where the meeting is held
while any discussion or voting takes place.

7. Disclosable Pecuniary Interests NOT Entered on the Register
7.11 understand that if | am present at a meeting of the Council and

a. | am aware that | have a disclosable pecuniary interest under paragraph 5.1.a
above in any matter to be considered or being considered at the meeting; and

b. the interest is not entered in the Council's register,

| must disclose the interest to the meeting. Furthermore, | may not participate or further
participate in any discussion of the matter at the meeting or participate in any vote or
further vote taken on the matter at the meeting and | will leave the room where the
meeting is held while any discussion or voting takes place.

7.21 also understand that if an interest referred to in 7.1 above is not entered on the
Council's register and is not the subject of a pending registration, | must notify the
Council's Monitoring Officer of the interest within 28 days of the date of the disclosure.



7.31f | am a member who has the power to discharge a council function acting alone, |
understand that if | am aware that | have a disclosable pecuniary interest in any matter
to be dealt with or being dealt with by me in the course of discharging that function:

a. | may not take any steps, or any further steps, in relation to the matter (except for
the purpose of enabling the matter to be dealt with otherwise than by me); and

b. If the interest is not entered on the Council's register and is not the subject of a
pending registration, | must notify the Council's Monitoring Officer of the interest
within 28 days of becoming aware of the interest.



8. Other Relevant Interests

8.1 I understand that | have an Other Relevant Interest (which is not a disclosable
pecuniary interest) in any matter to be considered or being considered at the meeting)

where:

a.

a decision in relation to that matter might reasonably be regarded as affecting the
well-being or financial standing of me or a member of my family or a person with
whom | have a close association, or an organisation or body under paragraph 5.1.b
or 5.1.c above, to a greater extent than it would affect the majority of the Council
Tax payers, ratepayers or inhabitants of the ward or electoral area for which | have
been elected or otherwise of the authority's administrative area; and

the interest is one that a member of the public with knowledge of the relevant facts
would reasonably regard as so significant that it is likely to prejudice my judgement
of the public interest.

8.2 | acknowledge that if | have an Other Relevant Interest as described in 8.1. above,'~

a.

| will make a verbal declaration of the existence and nature of that interest at or
before the consideration of the item of business or as soon as the interest becomes

apparent; and

| will not participate in any discussion or further discussion of an item of business or
in any vote or further vote taken on that item which affects or relates to the subject
matter in which | have an Other Relevant Interest at any meeting at which { am
present and | will leave the room where the meeting is held while any discussion or

voting takes place.

Full name:

Date:
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Complaints Protocol

1. Introduction and Background

1.1 This Complaints Protocol has been developed and adopted by Coventry
City Council to deal with complaints that an elected or co-opted member
of the City Council or an elected or co-opted member of Allesley Parish
Council or Keresley Parish Council has failed to comply Wlth the Code of
Conduct for their authority.

1.2 Under Section 28(6) and (7) of the Localism Act 2011, the Council must
have in place "arrangements” under which allegations that an elected or
co-opted member of the authority, or of a parish council within the
authority's area, has failed to comply with that authority's Code of
Conduct can be investigated and decisions made on such allegations.

1.3 Such arrangements must provide for the authority to appoint at least one
Independent Person, whose views must be sought by the authority
before it takes a decision on an allegation which it has decided shall be
investigated, and whose views can be sought by the authority at any
other stage, or by an elected or co-opted member against whom an
allegation has been made.

1.4 Complaints will be dealt with as quickly as possible taking into account '
the detailed requirements of this Complaints Protocol.

1.5 In this Protocol the words and phrases used have the following
meanings:

"Complainant”  Means the person who makes the complaint that a
member has failed to comply with the Code of Conduct

"Code of means the Code of Conduct of either Coventry City
Conduct " Council or a Parish Council, as the context allows.
"the Council” means Coventry City Council

"Ethics means the Ethics Committee of Coventry City Council
Committee" '
"no" means an Investigating Officer appointed by the

Monitoring Officer to investigate an alleged breach of
the Code of Conduct

"IP" means an Independent Person appointed by the
Council under Section 28(7) of the Localism Act 2011.

"Malicious" means motivated by spite or ill will



"member" includes a co-opted member as well as an elected

member.
"MO" means the Monitoring Officer of Coventry City Coungil.
"Parish means Allesley Parish Council and/or Keresley Parish
Council" Council.
"Politically means calculated to cause political embarrassment and
Motivated” injury to reputation of the party concerned
"Subject means the elected or co-opted member against whom
Member” an allegation has been made that the Code of Conduct

has been breached

"Unreasonable" means brought without any firm factual basis, for
underhand motive, duplicating an earlier complaint
(whether or not that complaint was determined),
containing abuse or inappropriate content, being wholly
or partly irrational or immoderate

2. Initial Filter by Monitoring Officer

2.1 When the MO receives a complaint alleging that a member has breached the
Code of Conduct, they will first check the complaint to see if it identifies any
potential criminal offence under Section 34 of the Localism Act 2011. If so, the
MO will refer the matter as a first step, to the police and will not take any
action on the complaint without prior discussion with the police.

2.2 If a complaint is received by the MO which contains both the above and an
allegation which, whilst not identifying any potential criminal offence under
Section 34 of the Localism Act 2011, is still potentially a breach of the Code of
Conduct, the MO will not take any action on the complaint as a whole, without
prior discussion with the police.

2.3 In the event the initial test is met, the complaint will be reviewed under Stage
1 of the Complaints Protocol.

2.4 The MO will acknowledge receipt of the complaint within 5 working days.
2.5 The Subject Member will be informed of the complaint when the MO

determines it appropriate but without causing prejudice to the Subject
Member.



3 Stage 1: Determining how the Complaint should be dealt with

3.1 Stage 1 of the Protocol is a review to decide how the complaint should be
dealt with. Such a review will be undertaken by the MO and Chief Executive
of the Council (or their respective nominees} as appropriate in consultation
with the Group Leader of the Subject Member's party (if the complaint relates
to a Council member and the Subject Member belongs to a political group),
the Parish Clerk (if the complaint relates to a Parish Council member) and the
IP where appropriate.

3.2 The options for dealing with a complaint are:-

(i) referring the matter to an internal/external 10 for investigation,

(i) taking no further action on the complaint; or

(iii} resolving the matter by informal resolution; or

(iv) any other way deemed appropriate

3.3 The factors to be taken into account when determining how to deal with a
complaint may include (but are not limited to):-

(i)

(ii)

{iii)
(iv)

v)
(vi)

(vii)

(viii)

Whether the complaint relates to an existing member of the
Council or Parish Council;

Whether the member was in office at the time and bound by the
Code of Conduct at the time;

Whether the member was acting in his or her official capacity;

Whether the complaint is considered serious or significant in
substance

Whether the complaint would be in the public interest to pursue

Whether the complaint is vexatious, malicious, Politically
Motivated or inappropriate;

Whether the complaint is substantially similar to a complaint
already made to Standards for England, the Ethics Commitiee
(or its predecessor the Standards Committee) or any other
regulatory authority;

Whether the complaint is unreasonable;



(ixX)  Whether the complaint is about something that happened so
long ago that those involved are unlikely to remember it clearly
enough to provide credible evidence, or where the lapse of time
means there would be little benefit or point in taking action now;

(x) Whether the allegation discloses a potential breach of the Code
of Conduct, but the complaint is not serious enough to merit
any action and:-

(a) the resources needed to investigate and determine the
complaint are wholly disproportionate to the
allegation(s); or

(b) whether, in all the circumstances, there is no overriding
public benefit in carrying out an investigation;

{(xiy  Whether the corhplaint suggests that there is a wider problem
throughout the authority;

(xii)  Whether it is apparent that the complaint arises from the
Subject Member's relative inexpetience as a member,

(xiii) Where the Subject Member has admitted making‘an error;

(xiv) Whether training or conciliation would be the appropriate
response,

(xv)  Whether or not the member has been the subject of previous
complaints that have been upheld

3.4 After consideration of the above factors, and any others the MO and/or the
Chief Executive considers reasonable, the complaint will move to Stage 2.

4 Stage 2: Outcomes and Investigations

4.1 If following consultation the MO decides that no further action is to be taken,
then the MO will write to the Subject Member and the complainant setting out
the reasons for the decision.

4.2 If following consultation the MO decides that the matter should be resolved by
informal methods then one or more of the methods set out in the Alternative
Resolution Procedure will be followed. This can be found at Appendix 1 to
this Protocol.



4.3 If following consultation the MO decides that the complaint should be
investigated, then an 10O will be appointed by the MO to conduct the
investigation. The 10 will deliver a written report to the MO and will appear at
any future Hearings Panel if required. N.B. Only those complaints that are
considered serious or significant will be investigated.

4.4 When the 10's report is received, it will be considered by the MO in
consultation with the Chief Executive and IP as appropriate. The report will
then be finalised by the MO and referred to the Ethics Committee (see Stage
3 below)

5. Stage 3 : The Ethics Committee and Sanctions

5.1 The Ethics Commitiee will conduct a local hearing before deciding whether
the member has failed to comply with the Code of Conduct and, if so,
whether to take any action in respect of the member.

5.2 The Council has agreed a procedure for local hearings, which is attached as
Appendix 2 to this Protocol. The hearing will be conducted in accordance
with that procedure.

5.3 If the Ethics Committee concludes that the Subject Member did not fail to
comply with the Code of Conduct, it will dismiss the complaint. If the Ethics
Committee concludes that the Subject Member did fail to comply with the
Code of Conduct, the Committee will then consider what action, if any, it
should take as a result of the Subject Member's failure. In doing this, the
Ethics Committee will consider and take into account the views of the IP
before coming to a decision.

5.4 In the case of a complaint against a Parish Council member, the Committee
can only recommend to the Parish Council what action it should take in
respect of a breach from the list of possible sanctions set out in paragraph
5(5) below.

5.5 In the case of complaints against Council members, the Council has
delegated to the Ethics Committee such of its powers to take action in respect
of individual members as may be necessary to promote and maintain high
standards of conduct. Accordingly the Ethics Committee may—

(i) Decide to take no action;

(ii) Publish its findings in respect of the member's conduct;

(i)  Send a formal letter of censure to the member,;

(iv)  Report its findings to the Council either for information [or to
recommend censure of the member,

(v) Recommend to the member's Group Leader that the member
be removed from any or all Committees or Sub-Committees of



the Council.

(vii Recommend to the Leader of the Council that the member be
removed from the Cabinet, or removed from particular portfolio
responsibilities;

(vil Recommend the MO to arrange training for the member;

5.6 Any recommendation made under (v) to (vi) above will require the
cooperation of all parties.

5.7 Where a Subject Member does not accept a sanction which has been
imposed upon him/her by the Ethics Committee, the MO shall submit a
report to full Council which will then consider what action, if any, it should
take as a result of the Subject Member's failure.

6 General Provisions

The Monitoring Officer will have the discretion to manage the complaints
process in a reasonable and flexible way. This may require the MO to deviate

from the agreed process or requirements where the circumstances of a
particular case warrant it.



Appendix 1

Alternative Resolution Procedure of a Member Complaint

1.

Purpose of an Informal Resolution

The aim of an informal resolution is to ensure that the balance between the
interests of the Complainant and the rights of the Subject Member are
correctly addressed, in a situation where the MO at Stage 1 of the Complaints
Protocol has decided this is the manner in which the complaint should be
dealt with. It recognises the need for both parties involved to be brought to the
table and to have the opportunity to have their point of view considered by the
other party.

Consequences of an Informal Resolution

(1) If having been submitted, a complaint is referred by the MO at Stage 1 of
the Complaints Protocol for an informal resolution, it shall be a binding
decision for both parties, and at its conclusion, will result in the closure of
the complaint.

(2) The Council recognises that it has no power to force the parties to submit
to an informal resolution, but action may be taken by the Subject
Member's Political Group (where applicable) if the Subject Member does
not engage with the process.

(3) Informal resolution is intended to be a flexible, conciliatory process, which
can be adapted to be suitable for the particular circumstances of the
complaint.

Examples of Informal Resolution

Examples of informal resolution are as follows, but these are purely for
guidance and are not an exhaustive list of options:-

(i) Specialist training on the Cade of Conduct or other parts of the
Constitution as may be deemed necessary by the MO

(i Mediation by the MO between the parties, either by face to face
meeting or in the form of one to one meetings

(i) Mediation by the Independent Person or Chair of Ethics Committee,
with the assistance of the MO

(iv) Mediation by the Political Group Leaders, with the assistance of the
MO

(v) Delivery of personal apologies, either in writing or verbally, in private
or in public

{vi) Relinquishing of a role on a voluntary basis for a period of time



4, Factors to be taken into Account when considering whether Informal
Resolution is Appropriate

Informal resolution may be especially suitable where, in the opinion of the
MO, the complaint has arisen out of a set of circumstances where is likely

that-

(iif)

(iv)

(vi)
(vii)

(viii)

the parties may reach an amicable agreement if direction is given; or

the complaint was the result of a simple confusion or
misunderstanding of the principles or rules governing the Code of
Conduct either by the Subject Member or the Complainant; or

where there is another non-complex explanation for the alleged
misconduct; or

either or both of the parties would be satisfied if an explanation and
apology were offered and delivered; or

where it is apparent that the complaint arises from the Subject
Member's relative inexperience as a member; or

where the Subject Member has admitted the alleged misconduct and
expressed a willingness to engage in specialist training or other
conciliation with the complainant.; or

where both the Complainant and the Subject Member are members
of the Council and need to continue an effective working relationship
for the benefit of their constituents; or

where the Complainant is a officer of the Council and there is
therefore a necessity to continue an effective working relationship

5. Monitoring Officer’s Discretion

(1) The MO will have absolute discretion over the proposed informal
resolution, and may at any stage bring the process to a close if the
resolution is not achieving the expected result. In these circumstances the
MO will refer the matter back to Stage 1 of the Complaints Protocol and a
decision will be made as to whether the complaint should instead proceed
to an investigation, take different action or whether no further action
should be taken.

(2) The MO will liaise with the Chair of the Ethics Committee to determine
administration and process for the informal resolution as required.

(3} Informal resolution will take place in private, but the outcome when
achieved, will reported to Ethics Commiitee where appropriate.



Appendix 2

Ethics Committee Hearings Procedures

1. Introduction and General Notes

(1) The aim of the Ethics Committee Hearings Procedures is to ensure that
complaints against members are dealt with fairly and efficiently for both
the Complainant and the Subject Member.

(2) All hearings before the Ethics Committee will be in public, unless the MO
advises the Committee it must retire to consider an item in private.

(3) Given the relative informality of proceedings, it is not envisaged that legal
representatives will be required, and it should be regarded as the
exception. The Chair of the Ethics Committee will have the discretion 1o
allow legal representatives to take part in the proceedings.

(4) All decisions of the Ethics Committee are binding, and there are no rights
of appeal through the Council process.

(5) A hearing before the Ethics Committee will only be convened where an
Investigating Officer's report has been delivered to the parties and either
the Complainant or Subject Member do not accept the 10's
recommendations. -

(6) If the Ethics Committee concludes that the member did fail to comply with
the Code of Conduct, the Committee will then consider what action, if any,
it should take as a result of the member's failure. In doing this, the Ethics
Committee will consult the |P before coming to a decision. In the case of
a complaint against a Parish Council member, the Committee can only
recommend to the Parish Council what action it should take in respect of a
breach from the list of possible sanctions set out in paragraph 5(5) below.

(7) The decision will then be communicated in writing to both parties and
published on the council's website or elsewhere where the Committee
considers it appropriate.

(8) If the 10 finds that no breach has occurred, and both parties accept this,
no further action will be taken.



2. Purpose of Pre Hearings Procedure

(1) In order for the Ethics Committee to be effective, the parties must follow
the Pre Hearings procedure. The procedure is intended to encourage: -

The early identification of what is agreed and not agreed by the
parties

The parts of the |0 report which are in dispute and which may
therefore require the attendance of the 1O and any witnesses he
has utilised in drawing up his report

A speedy and efficient disposal of the complaint on the day of the
hearing

The overriding objective of ensuring complaints are dealt with fairly,
expeditiously and with due regard to the costs involved

(2) The following procedures have been agreed as a guide for the fair
disposal of a complaint, following an investigation. They are intended to
“assist all parties in understanding the process and preparing for the Ethics
Committee. The MO, in consultation with the Chair of the Committee may
alter these procedures for a single complaint, either at the start of or
during the Pre Hearing Procedure or during the Ethics Committee itself.

3. Pre Hearings Procedure

(1) The MO will circulate the final version of the |O's report to the Complainant
and the Subject Member.,

(2} Each party must produce a Response to the 10's report and deliver a copy
to the MO and each other. The response must: -

Identify any areas of disagreement by reference to the paragraph
number

State what it is the party says the correct case should be instead of
what the 1O says

Attach any evidence the party wishes the Ethics Committee to take
into account when determining the case

State whether or not the party wishes to attend the Ethics
Committee together with reasons why this is necessary

Attach a copy of the submissions the party wishes to make to the
Ethics Committee '

(3) The MO must receive the above document within 21 days of the final
version of the 10's report having been sent out to all the parties. Only in
exceptional circumstances will any late documentation be considered as
determined appropriate by the Chair of the Committee or the Ethics
Committee as appropriate in consuitation with the MO and/or IP as
appropriate.



(4} If either or both parties submits a Response, and there are areas of
disagreement which in the view of the MO merit a Ethics Committee
meeting, then the MO will arrange for the Committee to meet.

(5) Only those matters referred to in the Response will be considered by the
Ethics Committee, save in exceptional circumstances. It is vital that each
party states their areas of disagreement and sets out their case, as the
matter will only proceed to an Ethics Committee where there are real
areas of dispute. It will be exceptional for the Ethics Committee to
allow a party to raise a new issue which they have not already
referred to in their Response.

(6) Once the MO has received the Response from both parties, a case
summary and a chronology will be prepared for the benefit of the Ethics
Committee if the MO considers this would be helpful.

(7) The MO will also request a response in writing from the Independent
Person, to the 10's report, which will be added to the documents for the
Ethics Committee (see below)

4. Timetable

" (1) The Ethics Committee will be convened to consider the complaint within 2
months of the |10's final report being delivered to the parties in accordance
with paragraph 3(1) above.

(2) The Ethics Committee will have a Hearings Bundle, which will contain: -
The Investigating Officer's report -

The response of the complainant

The response of the elected member

The MO's case summary and a Chronology (if the facts are
complicated)

e The views of the Independent Person

(3) The Hearings Bundle will be delivered to the members of the Committee
when the agenda for the meeting is published.

(4) The Chair of the Committee may, on receipt of the documents, set out a
draft agenda for the day's events and circulate this to all parties.

(5) All documents will be published subject to the requirements of Freedom of
Information and Data Protection.



5. Procedure at the meeting of the Ethics Committee

(1) The procedure for the day will be in the discretion of the Chair, and may
be adapted either before the day, from the agenda sent out, or on the day
itself.

(2) Oral evidence at the hearing will not generally be allowed. The Chair of the
Ethics Committee will have the discretion to allow oral evidence.

(3) Where either the Complainant or Subject Member is not present at the
hearing, the Ethics Committee will have the option to continue to consider
and make a decision on the complaint where they have all the necessary
information needed or adjourn to a further date.

(4) The Commitiee will review the Hearings Bundie and may adopt the
following procedure: -

« Preliminary matters such as declarations of interest, quorum, public
nature of proceeding etc

s Introduction of the 10's report by the 10 or MO and statement of
areas of dispute (if any)

» Consideration of Complainant's submissions any
witnesses/evidence allowed

+ Consideration of Subject Member's submissions and any
withesses/ evidence allowed

« Consideration of the views of the Independent Person

s Advice from the MO on any legal issues raised

¢ Consideration of whether or not the disputed areas of the report are
accepted by the Ethics Committee or not

s Determination of breach of Code or not

(5) In the event the Ethics Committee considers a breach has occurred, it may
adjourn to consider what action it should take from the list of possible
sanctions set out in paragraph 5(5) of the Complaints. Protocol.

(6) It may review any documents sent in by the Subject Member, or hear from
the Subject Member on a case of 'mitigation’ if it considers appropriate.

(7) It may adjourn to require the Subject Member's attendance, if it considers
it would be just to do so in advance of any censure/ sanction.

(8) In the case of a complaint against a Parish Council member, the
Committee can only recommend to the Parish Council what action it
should take in respect of a breach from the list of possible sanctions set
out in paragraph 5(5) below.

{9) In the event the Ethics Committee determines there has not been a breach
of the Code, then it shall announce the decision accordingly and direct



that the MO will inform both the Complainant and the Subject Member as
soon as possible after the meeting.

(10) In both cases of breach and non breach, the MO will send out a note of
the decision (called the Full Decision), and the reasons for it, within 14
days of the determination, The Full Decisions must be agreed with the
Chair, prior to dispatch to the parties. The Full Decision wilt also be

published on the authority's website, on the same date that it is dispatched
to the parties.

(11) In-exceptional circumstances the Ethics Committee may adjourn the
hearing to later the same day or a future date.
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PRIVATE & CONFIDENTIAL

ACL Shareholders Meeting with GCFC and Sisu
19 Aprll 2012

Areas of agreement:

«  We all want a successful, sustainable football club - competing towards the top of
the Champlonship or bounclng back from Division 1.

+  We afl want a growlng, asplrational operating environment at the Ricoh Arena.

» We all acknowledge that the foothall club has been extramely poorly managed In the
recent past and although communicalions are now Improved and costs more under
controt ~ it remains a commerclal nightmare.

« W ail acknowledge that for any potential funder/partner, the only viable pathway it
the future is to link the football club to the operating environment and henge any
relevant revanue flows of the Ricoh Arena.

« We all recognise that the Riceh Arena without a professional sports franchise is
operationaily, commercially and psychologically poorer (and to varylng degrees
vulnerable),

« We all understand that for more btidging finance to be pumped into the football club
to sustaln this status quo is unacceptable.

+  We are all tharefore committed to finding a solution to thls incredibly ‘wicked"
problem, )

« Wo all accept that to find a way through this pretly dire scenarlo is going o mean all
'partners’ are golng to have to lake thelr shate of the paln — this should be
understood and wharever possible be a falr share!

« Woe all need to exhaust all possible options to deliver a mutually satlsfactory short-
term plan In order that a sustainable and coherent medlumfang-term plan for the
football club and Ricoh Arena can be seclred.
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Coventry City Council

e

SUBJECT TO CONTRAGT

DRAFT
IN THE

Pariles

HEADS OF TERMS FOR THE PROPERTY AND COMMERCIAL SHARE TRANSFER
RICOH ARENA AND ARENA COVENTRY LIMITED

Shareﬁolder.and Landlord lo ACL 2006: Covantry Cily Council ("CCC")

The Alan Edward Higgs Charily {“the Trustees”)

vendor of Shares :

Purchaser * : SISU Capilal Limiled for and on behalf of [s]' {"SISU")

Properly : " the Ricoh Arena described in the Lease .

Lease : Ihe lease dated 19" December 2003 made belween CCC and Coventry
North Regeneralion Limited and assigned lo Arena Covenlry (2006)
Limiled ("ACL 2006") :

Football Club : Coveniry Cily Foalball Club ("GCFC")

Details

(A) Wilh the exception of paragraph 8 which shall be legally binding, these heads of terms

are not inlended to create any legally binding obligalions. Save for paragjraph 9.they are

®)

(&)

(D}

(E)

(¥}

[ — .
! please nole we are in (he process
eniily will be known 35 SO0N 35 5

subject lo contracl. and approval of the Shareholders of Arena Covenlry Limited (ACL)

and Member approval of CcCcC

and is landlord lo ACL 2006 under the
of Ihe

graph

CcCC owns the [reehold interest of the Property
Lease and CCC intends 1o grant a long lease (o ACL 2005 as lhe exisling tenam™

Property for a lerm of 125 years, provided the Condilions Precedent sel oul in para
6 below are salislied. \

CCFC pays renl 1o Arena Coventry Limiled for the use of pait of the Propeﬂy

urchase all of lhe shares in Arena Covenlry

It has been proposed ihal S1SU shall p
"Proposed Sale and Purchase’)

Lirmited currently held by the Truslees {lhe

ential to the inlended parlies here meaning SISY. he

Thesé heads of lerms aré conlid
J Sate and Purchase and to their professional advisors

Trustees and CCC lo the Propose

posed Sale and Purchase will confain further 1erms as

The documemiation for Ihe Pro|
including addilional delailed lerms on maliers \hal are

CCC may reasonably .equire,
covered in this documenl

Shareholder in AGLILandlord to ACL 2006 :

of discussing the oplimal siruclure wilh our lax advisors. pPurchasing

fruclunng review compleled




5.1

3.2

ccc

The Council House Covenlry CV1 5RR

Buvyer

SISU CAPITAL LIMITED

Counlry of incorporalion/regisiration: Uniled Kingdom

Company number 03413843 7

Registered office address: 4™ Floor | Red Place London WIK 6L

FProperty

The gran! of a lurther lease on the Ricoh Arena Caovenlry regislered under litle number
W 821429 :

Purchase Price

The purchase price for the further lease will be lhe discharge of lhe loan secured again§l
the Properly and the under leases dated 19" Dacember 2003 and 26" January 2006 in
favour of Clydesdale Bank PLC dated 16" November 2011 {the “Mortgage Loan").

Title

The lurther lease of lhe Property will be leased subjecl to Lhe matlers referred lo in litle
nurnber WM 796974 and subjecl lo lhe following leases and lhe Marlgage Loan:

19" December 2003
26" January 2006
CCC will retain land adjoining lhe Properly knawn as the leisure and in litte Wivt 796974.

Condilions precedent to further Lease and consent from CCC to the Proposed Sale
and Purchase

Compiele negoliations and implement:

P the completion of the negoliation ol lhe Proposed Share Sale and Purchase.
including tull approval from CCC

> agreement wilh the Clydesdale Bank PLC and repayment of the Mortgage Loan
and the release of all Clydesdale Bank PLC's securily ovar lhe Properly

» agreement lo AEG andfor another stadivm operalor's proposal for income
generalion and growth of the commercial activilies carriec’ A Ihe Propery

> 100% discharge ol all culsianding renl payable for CCFC's use of the Properly

» Provision of a detailed funding ptan and 3 year fulure cash flow in CCFC by SISU
and other co-nveslors culside of ACL resources and cash llows

agreemenl on minimum renl payable by Foolball Club for use of Properly

v
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> detailed regeneration proposals for lhe furlher development of Car park C within
the Properly to include but not limited to an 85 bed hotel as proposed by the
current board of ACL. Any subsequent funding of the hotel project by SISU as

shareholder would be conditional on receiving a detailed invesiment proposilion
and assaciated plan for review, commenl and input

» proof of funds from SISU and any sladium operator as required

> reslructured business plan for ACL incorporating impact of all of the above

P the complelion of a shareholder's agreement lo the salisfaclion of both parties

wilh agreed veto nghts for bolh parties including as a minimum the binding
agreement of both shareholders [or any securilisation of any new [ulure debl onto
ACL s balance sheel and also lhal neither shareholder can use any of the
company's assels or (save for any exceplions specilically agreed belween bolh
shareholders) their shareholding in Arena Coventry Limited as security

» . conlirmation [hat lhe legal entities of CCFC and ACL 2006 and ACL continue lo
remain separale legal enlities ;

» the tax structure and proposed purchaser intended by SISU is not detrimenial 1o
or unlawful lo CCC from a public sector perspective including state aid

Miscellaneous

Due diligence by lhe parlies

CCC: to include member approval, valualion and SOLT advice; [inancial appraisal of
$I5U (including any intended lax structure) AEG or any olher stadium operalor that may
become a pant of this lransaclion. Consideralion of any slate aid and governance issues

for CCC as the public sector enlily.
5ISU: due diligence on ACL and any relaled corporale enlilies.

End date for negoliations both parlies recognise thal lime is of the essence and each
covenanl wilh the other 1o pravide such informalion and assislance (o lhe olher and to
make such atlendances and/or appearances as lhe other shall reasonably requesl in
conneclion with [heir eftorls to reach agreement on the malters contained in these heads

of lerms.

CCC declaration

Nothing contained or implied in these heads of terms or any other document will prejudice
alfect or reslrict GCC’s rights powers dulies and obligations in lhe exercise of ils functions
in any slalutory capacily including (wilhoul limilation) local planning authorily 3_”d
highways authority or lhe relevant local housing aulhorily and the rights powers dulies
and obligations of CCC under all public and privale law sialules bye jaws orders and
regulations may be as fully and effeciually exercised withoul any liability on the par of the
CCC as il it were nol a party lo these heads ol lerms or any olher document referred o 0

these heads of lerms,

Confidentlialily

Given lhal this work will involve CCC and SISY iﬁcurring cosls, this paragraph 9_“{5"
comprise legalty binding obligations. Each of CCC and SISU will kegp and maintain 1o
cwictes! confidence (a) lhe exislence and contenls of this letter, () the fact inal




Signed for an on behall of CCGC....

Signed for and on behall of SISU... £.N. I LD
)

discussions are laking place in relation to the matters referred. lo i lhis document (and

the fact and coalent of the discussions and related communications) and (c) all and any
information thal they may receive [rom the other pursuant to lhis documentl either in
relalion lo either one of them or in relalion lo lhe matters referred to in this_document, in
striclest confidence and (in each case) shall not use such information other than lo fulfi
the purpose set out in this document. CCC and SISU may disclose such information in
conlidence lo iheir respeclive advisers but shall procuie Ihal such advisers shall respecl
and adhere to lhis obligation of confidentialily in respect of such information Furlhermore
each ol €CC and SISU may with the prior wrillen consent of lhe olher disclose such
information in conlidence to Ihird parlies consulled by Llhem respeclively n Ihe conlexl of
this leller.

The restriclions sel out in this paragraph 9 do not apply ta informalion which elher of us

receives from lhe other and which’

(a) ic disclosed belween us on a non-confidential basis, is public knowledge of iS

alfeady known lo the receiving parly al the lime of discloswre; or

(b}  subsequenlly becomes publiic knowledge other than by breach of (s letler
agreement; or ' '
{c) subsequently becomes lawfully into the receiving parly's possession from 2 Ihird

parly or resource; or

on or governme_ntal or
Act 2000 wilh which
ni arises we
uch

(h is required to be disclosed by a courl of competent jurisdicli

requlatory authority inctuding the Freedom of Information

CCC must comply, provided lhat where such disclosure requireme
shall co-operate in good faith regarding the liming and contenl of any s

disclosure wherever [egally possible.

A f\\\ ...... (:'.\.".*x.r.))-.\\.\‘. A

VLA vk
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Ref 62030/6

Complaint about Councillors John Mutton and Ann Lucas, Coventry City
Council

Note of interview with Joy Seppala and Laura Deering also present Fiona
Laurence and Ramona Mehta. 12 June 2015

1.

The interview was conducted by Simon Goacher, Weightmans LLP {SG).

SG outlined the process that would follow and explained that, although ultimately if the
matter reached the Ethics Committee it could decide to hear the evidence in public, the
investigation should be treated as confidential.

Joy Seppala (J5) is the founder and Chief Executive of SISU Capital Limited (SISU). Laura
Deering (LD) is an Investment Manager employed by SISU. JS and LD were accompanied at
the meeting by Fiona Laurence (FL) and Ramona Mehta (RM}. FL and RM are Legal Director
and Partner respectively in law firm Mishcon De Reya (MdR). MdR act as solicitors for SISU
and the other complainants and have submitted the complaint on its behalf {and that of
other associated companies). The complaint has been submitted to Christine Ford (CF),
the Monitoring Officer for Coventry City Council (“the Council”) about the conduct of
Councillars John Mutton (M) and Ann Lucas (AL). 5G explained that he had been
appointed to investigate the complaint. SG explained the procedure that would be
followed.

Prior to the meeting MdR had supplied 5G with the following documents:

a) Email exchanges emanating from Weber Shandwick (WS) a PR company employed by
Arena Coventry Limited (ACL). The emails had been supplied to MdR in response to a
subject access request (SAR) made by MdR on behalf of JS.

h) An email from Lisa Commane (LC), Assistant Director Special Projects Finance for the
Council to Chris West (CW), Director of Resaurces for the Council and CF dated 7
December 2012.

¢) Letter from Yorkshire Bank (YB) to ACL dated 17 December 2012.

d) Slides from a presentation to the Labour Group of the Council dated 13 August 2012.

e) An article from the Coventry Telegraph (CT) dated 13 May 2015 about the complaint.

FL explained that documents at b), ¢} and d) above had been provided to MdR in the
disclosure for the judicial review proceedings (JR) which had been brought against the
Council - Sky Blue Sports & Leisure Ltd & Ors, R (On the Application Of) v Coventry City
Council [2014] EWHC 2089. FL explained that MdR had only supplied copies of
documents to SG which had been referred to in open court during the JR hearing.

RM went through the timeline of the matters which were the subject of the complaint and
explained the context. RM went through the WS documents in detail, highlighting various
points and in particular the references to JS. FL went though the documents which had
been supplied highlighting particular issues of concern about the way in which the Council
had dealt with JS. FL stated that the information obtained from WS showed that there was



7.

10.

11.

12.

a deliberate strategy to target JS personally. |S stated that her home had been broken into
at one stage and on another occasion sky blue ribbons had been left close to her home
which clearly suggested that it was linked to Coventry City Football Club (CCFC). FL
highlighted that one of the emails from WS referred to the fact that JS's home address
could be found via 192.com.

JS and LD confirmed that the contents of the complaint submitted by MdR on 12 May 2015
were true to the best of their knowledge and belief. JS also confirmed that her statement
dated 8 May 2015 which was attached to the complaint was true to the best of her
knowledge and belief.

JS stated that she was concerned at the way the Council had behaved throughout its
dealings with SISU. J5 stated that the Council had constantly sought to deal with issues
through the media. As an example of this JS referred to a meeting which she had agreed
to attend with AL. She stated that AL had written to JS requesting a quiet meeting “away
from the glare of the media.” JS stated that the CT then reported that a meeting would
take place. JS stated that because of this she advised AL that she would not attend the
meeting.

RM stated that the complaint had been sent by email to the Council on 12 May 2015 and
on 13 May 2015 an article about it appeared in the CT. RM and FL stated that the oniy
people who knew about the complaint other than the Council were MdR and JS and LD.
They stated that the leak to the CT must have come from the Council.

RM stated that they were surprised at the way in which the Council had used the media
throughout the course of the negotiations between 5ISU and the Council. She stated that
they had thought that dealing with a public authority, not a large aggressive multi-
national company, the negotiations would be conducted in a friendly and collaborative
way. She stated that the interests of all parties were the same, namely to achieve a
positive outcome for CCFC and the City of Coventry. She stated that this is what SISU were
trying to achieve.

LD stated that what SISU were trying to achieve was a win for all parties. A successful
stadium which would bring money into the city and help to build a successful football
team.

]S stated that at the beginning of 2012 CCFC were on the brink of relegation to League 1.
She explained that CCFC received none of the match day revenues from their home
games. ]S explained that ACL owned the Ricoh Arena which is where CCFC play their
home games. At the time ACL was owned by the Council (which owned 50% of the shares)
and the Alan Higgs Charity Trust (AHT) which owned the other 50%. SISU believed that it
had an option to purchase the AHT share of ACL which would mean it would gain access
to other revenues from the stadium. JS explained that after acquiring CCFC they found
out that the Council had not only a veto (of which SISU were aware), but alse that the
Council had a pre-emption right over any sale of the AHT share in ACL. She stated that
they did not initially think that the veto would prove controversial because they believed
that there was an acceptance that CCFC and the Ricoh Arena were inextricably linked and
that the club should have a stake in the stadium. JS stated that it had been the original
intention that CCFC would own 50% of the company which ran the stadium but CCFC had
sald its share to ACL prior to SISU acquiring CCFC.



13.

14.
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18.

1S explained that SISU presented a proposal to the Councll which would involve SISU
clearing ACL’s debt; in return the Council would grant a longer lease to ACL, also that 515U
would acquire at least a 50% share in ACL and they would bring in AEG as stadium
operator. JS explained that AEG were interested in a proposal to make the Ricoh Arena
their Midlands base which would see fantastic events brought to the stadium. JS
explained that at the time the Council was investing very little in events at the stadium.

S stated that SISU had invested a considerable amount in CCFC. LD pointed out that SISU
had continued to fund a "CAT 2 Academy” which was not a requirement in League 1. JS
stated that at the meetings with the Council, the Council representatives always referred
to the need to build trust. At a meeting in early 2012 the Council’s Chief Executive Martin
Reeves (MR) asked JS to continue to fund the club "as a gesture of good will" and that if
she did JM (who was then leader of the Council) would meet with her. ]S stated that SISU
did contihue to invest money into the club.

FL stated that the SAR response and JR disclosure shows that at the time when the
Council were talking about trust and goodwill there were meetings taking place which
suggested that the Council were engaging in a media war with SISU and were not truly
interested in doing a deal with SISU. FL referred to the slides from a presentation to the
Labour Group which had been supplied. She stated that they did not know exactly when
the meeting had taken place but the date printed on the slides was 13 August 2012, They
believed that the presentation had been made by MR {or possibly Chris West)but they were
not sure. The slides disclosed include hand written notes. FL stated that they did not
know who had made the notes. She pointed to a note which stated, “Anne - deal with SISU
when hell freezes over.” She pointed to another note which said, “could SISU sell on to
another Shister (sic)?” FL stated that they believed that the “Anne” referred to in the note
was AL. They stated that this demonstrated that the private attitude of the Council was
completely at odds with their dealings with SISU and that the Council clearly never had any
intention of doing a deal with SISU.

FL pointed to the fact that AL and JM are both admitted lifelong CCFC fans. She stated
that whilst this may not be a disclosable pecuniary interest it does give rise to potential
conflict in their dealings with SISU.

FL pointed out that the final point on the final slide of the presentation was “public
perception.”

FL then referred to the email of LC of 7 Decamber 2012. She stated that this email
referred to an informal cabinet briefing. JS pointed out that this came after SISU had met
with Deloittes (acting on behalf of YB) and provided cashflows for CCFC and data on
comparable rent levels for League 1and the Championship. Subsequently a deal for the
rent which CCFC would pay to ACL and which the bank was comfortable with was agreed.
JS stated that contrary to what had been said by the Council SISU never, ever bid for the YB
debt. She stated that SISU had had a conversation with ACL about the debt and the
chairman of ACL encouraged 51SU to contact YB in April 2012, but that there had been no
further contact with YB before Deloittes contacted SISU in November and that the debt was
not the subject of their conversation with Deloittes.



19. FL pointed out that the email stated that there was an endorsement to, "have the media
war and go on the attack with 51SU." The email stated that S had made a counter offer to
YB for the debt and stated that the members gave authority to MR to tell YB that the
council would never do a deal with SISU. FL pointed out that this was at a time when the
Council was supposedly negotiating with SiSU. LD stated that the Council were the
freeholders of the Ricoh Arena so they would have the right of entry on any administration
anyway so they did not to do all of this.

20. JS stated that she had two to three meetings with JM. LD stated there were two face to
face meetings on 1 and 18 May 2012 and there was a further meeting on 24 July 2012
which J5 did not attend in person as she was in the USA but she “dialled in”. JS stated that
JM was rude and builying at those meetings. She stated that the first 40 minutes were
taken up with JM and Councillor George Duggins (GD), the Deputy Leader of the Council at
the time, berating her for the performance of CCFC. JS stated that they also said that SISU
could not be trusted.

21. LD explained that she had attended these meetings and had taken notes which she would
provide to SG. She stated that they listened to all of the comments about CCFC politely
and apologised, saying that they had trusted the wrong people. She stated that they were
not actually picking the players or managing the team. She stated that the issue of
honesty was constantly being raised which she found strange because she had not met
either of them before the meeting on 1 May 2012. JS stated that she asked GD why he felt
that they could not be trusted. She explained that he replied by saying that SISU had said
that it would invest £20 million on the pitch (i.e. on players}. She stated that she replied
that they had invested £40 million in the club as a whole and they had not said that
£20million would all be spent on players straight away.

22. ]S stated that at the meeting on 18 May she had invited Brian Kabatznick from AEG to
attend the meeting. She stated that after the meeting he said that he had never witnessed
such a lack of respect as that showed hy JM to JS. He stated that JS should not put up with
it. JS stated that the proposals which 5ISU were putting forward would have brought
significant added value but they were misrepresented by the Council. JS stated that this
had foilowed the press reporting of JM's statement that he had been chanting, “SISU out”
with the CCFC supporters at a game. JS stated that when this was raised by Paul Barber
{PB) with Chris West (CW), the response was that CW was proud of the leader’s actions as
he was a leader who was a man of the people. JS explained that PB was advising ARVO as
an investar in CCFC at the time, he has since become the Chief Executive of Brighton and
Hove Albion FC.

23. JS stated that she also offered JM the opportunity to contact Chris Roberts, the Leader of
the London Borough of Greenwich. She stated that she did this because AEG did a lot of
work with Greenwich because the 02 Arena is in the borough. JS stated that this offer was
never taken up. JS stated that SISU told the Council about the accomplishments AEG had
axecuted in Greenwich including a Technical College for 18-25 year olds, support for the
local community and significant other activities which had helped to regenerate the area
and could also be applied in a similar fashion to the Ricoh Arena.

24. JS and LD stated that JS was not present at the meeting of 24 July 2012 but joined it via
telephone. LD stated that the Heads of Terms were signed shortly after that meeting.
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5 stated that her big concern with the Council’s behaviour was that they seemed to be
going down one path with SISU, agreeing the Heads of Terms, but in reality they were
pursuing a completely different agenda.

LD stated that she thought at the time that JM was just venting his frustration as a fan in
the meetings and in the press. The club had been relegated. LD stated that they did not
believe that what was being said in the press was actually what the Council believed.

JS stated that she could not believe how calculated, nasty and vindictive the Council had
been. She explained that she had been in business for over 25 years and had never
experienced anything like it. She stated that she could not believe that they would
rubbish someane’s reputation like that without a second thought. She stated that she
believed that they had viewed her like a political oppenent not just someone to be beaten
but to be crushed. JS stated that at the time she thought that maybe some of the
comments were just political games. They were saying one thing in the media because
they felt that was what needed to be said publically whilst negotiating with SISU ~ they had
signed the Heads of Terms which suggested the were interesting in pursuing a deal with
SISU.

IS stated that they asked the Council on a number of occasions why they did not trust
them hut there were never any specific reasons cited.

FL stated that she believed that the Council had been unable to distinguish the general
interest from the public interest and the interest of CCFC. FL stated that there was a clear
course of conduct demonstrated from the press coverage which was part of an ongoing
campaign against SISU and JS in particular. JS stated that the personal vendetta to crush
SISU was not something they could understand.

LD stated that they thought that they were working together with the Council on a deal
which would be for the good of all.

JS stated that she thought that the Council were driven by a communications strategy. She
stated that she met with Geffrey Robinson one of the MPs for Coventry. She stated that he
tried to act as an honest broker. She explained that she met with him in the spring of
2013 and she asked him what she had done to the people at the Council to make them
hehave in this way. She stated that he said that it was simple; it was sexism and jealousy.
S stated that this had not dawned on her previously.

LD stated that SISU had been told they would need a period to rebuild trust before
discussing ownership following the rent deal for the stadium to return to the Ricoh Arena,
having moved to play at Northampton. LD explained that this was shortly before the
Council agreed a deal for the sale of ACL to London Wasps Rugby Union Club.

JS stated that in August 2012 ACL and the Council did not want to agree an interim rent
because they wanted to be able to present a negative picture to YB. She stated that they
(the Council) had not told Deloittes in November 2012 that CCFC were paying £10,000 per
match to ACL. J5 stated that the Council were shocked that SISU showed CCFC’s cash flow
figures to YB. 1S stated that SISU wanted to move a rent deal forward.

She explained that back April 2012, the rent was astronomical, it was higher than most
Championship teams and CCFC had been relegated to League 1. The Financial Fair Play



35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

rules that were being introduced, in conjunction with the halving of the revenues from
relegation, the cost of player restructuring {following relegation) and the lack of matchday
revenues meant that the rent deal was not sustainable . She stated that they told the
Council that they could not keep funding the club indefinitely. She explained that MR had
asked if SISU would continue to meet the club's costs in April/May and JS had replied that
they would.

JS stated that at that time SISU had pumped millions into CCFC and liquidation was a very
real threat given the expected cost of player restructuring and compromises that would
need to be funded. However, after SISU had funded millions of pounds more from March
onwards liquidation was not mentioned further. She stated that there was an expectation
that following relegation there would be investment to enable CCFC to challenge for
promotion.

JS stated that when ACL put CCFC into administration in March 2013 the club were
challenging for a play off place but that cost a ten point deduction, and a further ten
point deduction followed the following season after ACL voted against the CVA.

JS stated that liquidation was a very real threat in March 2012 prior to having committed
significant funds to compromise players in the restructuring. She stated that the reality
was that a football club needs access to match day revenues in order to compete. She
stated that Financial Fair Play rules allow 60% of net match day revenue from sale of food
and drinks to be used for player wages. She stated that CCFC had made £1 million from
match day revenue in its last season at Highfield Road before moving to play at the Ricoh
Arena. JS stated that bringing AFG in was all about bringing in additional revenue which
could be invested in playars on the pitch.

1S explained that a non—aspirational football club might be able to cope without match day
revenues but a team which wanted to be promoted and aspired to play in the Premier
League needed access to those funds to have any hope of competing. She explained that
the Financial Fair Play rules meant that footbalt clubs needed to maximise their revenues if
they were to invest in the playing side.

JS explained that CCFC had continued to pay ACL albeit less than the £1.3 million rent
specified in the contract but that level of rent had been unsustainable. She stated that
they had paid £900,000. JS stated that the last thing they had wanted to do was to take
CCFC to play at Northampton but they had been trying to progress a realistic strategy on
rent and match day revenues.

LD stated that JM appeared to confuse his roles with the Council and the Alan Higgs
Centre Trust. She stated that at the meeting on 24 July 2012 he had stated that
CCFC/SISU should be paying for a new pitch at the centre. She explained that CCFC
rented some pitches at the centre for use by its academy but CCFC did not own it and
were not responsible for paying for new pitches there.

FL stated that JM and Council officers were wearing a number of different hats and it was
unclear in what capacity they were acting at times. She pointed out the concern expressed
by YB in their letter of 17 December 2012 to ACL about the potential conflict of interests
for Council employees who were also directors of ACL.



by YB in their letter 6f 17 December 2012 to ACL about the potentlal conflict 6f Interests
for Couticil employees who were also directars of ACL.

42. ]S stated that their plan was to go together with the Council, ACL and AHT to the YB. She
stated that their intention was they, the Council and ACL would work together on a
package to agree a reasonable rent, clear the debt and ensure that CCFC had access to
match day revenues. She stated that the deal which they proposed would havé seen them
clear the YB.debt. -She stated that they were willing to pay between £2-5 million to pay off
YB. She stated that they had agreed heads of terms to purchase the AHT share of ACL for
approximately £6mililon; this would have given them access to at feast some of the match
day revenues. She stated that they had also suggested that the lease be Iri¢reased to 125
years.

43, JS stated that in conclusion their complaint was that the Council officers and members had

pursued an agenda in which they had clear conflicts of interest, that they had never been

open t& doing a deal with SISU and that whilst they negotiated with SISU they were
pursuing an alternative agenda. 5 stated that the Council had acted in a way which was
not open, transparent ¢r accountable and that as the Leaders of the Coundil over the
relevant period JM and AL were responsible for this;

44, 5G outlined the process. that would follow including the possibility that the agreed note of
the interview would be made public by the Council's Ethics Committee.

Simon Goacher, Weightmans LLP
21 June 20158

I agree that this is a true and accurate record of the interview.

Signed ....o.ove. errens RN 5. | ¢ - ST,
Joy Seppala
Slaned ............ reererereienenrreieriavaia et eieemiaeen——————er UUSEPEIN b 1| . SO reeesesiaaess

Laura Deeérlng

Ramona Mehta



by Y8 In their fettor of 17 December 2012 10 AGL abous the potential conflict of fnterests
For Council employens who were also directors of ACL.

42. IS stated that thelr plan was to go togelher with the Council, ACL and AHY to the YB, She

stated that their intentlon was ey, the Councll and ACL would work wyether oh a
package o agree a reasonable rent, clear Whie debt and ensure that CCFC had aceess to
match day revenues. She stated that the deal which they propased would have seen them
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44,

pursued an agerrda in which they had clear conflicts of tnterest, that they had never beeri
open to-doing a deal with SISU and that whilst they negotlated with SISU they were
pursulng an alternative agenda, JS stated that the Council' had acted In a way which was
nat open, transparant or accountable and that as the Leaders of the Council over the
relevant period M and AL were responsible for this.

5G outlined the process that would follow Including the possihility that (ho agrecd note of
the interview would be made public by fhe Gotmcll's Ethics Comimltlee.

Stnon Goacher, Weightmans LLP
21 June 2015

| agree that this Is a true and accurate record of the Interview,

Sighed ......... \..... S

loy Seppala
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Laura Deering

Hony Laurence
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Ramona Mehta
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42. ]S:stated that their plan was t6 ga together with the Council, ACL and AHT to the ¥B, She
siated that their inteniion was they, the Councll and ACL would work together on a
package to agree a reasona_ble rent, clear the debt and ensure that CCFC had access to
maltch day revenues. She stated that the deal which they proposed would have seen them
clear the ¥B debt, She stated that they were willing to pay hetween £2-5 million 1o pay off
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years.
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open to doing a deal with 51SU and that whilst they negotiated with SISU they were
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Ref 62030/6
Complaint about Counciliors John Mutton and Ann Lucas, Coventry City Council

Note of interview with Lisa Commane. 3 July 2015

1. The interview was conducted by SImon Goacher, Weightmans LLP (SG).

2. SG outlined the process that would follow and explained that, although ultimately if the matter
teached the Ethics Committee it could decide to hear the evidence In public, the investigation
should be treated as confidential.

3. Lisa Commane (LS) is employed by Coventry Clty Counctl {the Council) as Asslstant Director for
ICT, Transformation and Customer Services. LC explalhed that she moved Into her current role
recently as a result of a restructure withln the Council. She explained that she was previously the
Assistant Director for Special Prajects Finance which was a past she had held since 2009 and in
that role she had been the lead finance representatlve for major projects, regeneration schemes
and the cornpanies owned by the Council. She explalned that as part of that role she provided
strategic advice and was the lead finance advisor on the projects. She stated that she originally
hegan working for the Council in 2006 as a Flnance Manager.

4, LC stated that in 2012 she was providing professional advice to the Council an Its Interasts In
Arena Coventry Limited (ACL). She stated that at that time the Council was progressing
negotiations with SISU on the Heads of Terms and the ownership of the Arena, She stated that she
was provlding advice and support to the Council’s directors, the s151 officer and members on the
strategic options for the Ricoh Arena. She stated that she also provided technlcal advice to the
Council on husiness plans and commlssioning specialist external advlsers when they were

required.,

5. LC stated that in late 2012 members were belng kept advised regufariy on an informal and formal
basis. She stated that the relevant officers tried to get together with the Labour Cabinet members
{or as many as were avallable) on a weekly basls. She stated that these meetings often took place
at the end of the formal Cablnet meetings. LC stated that at the time Chris West {CW), the Director
of Resources, was her line manager (and he still is). She stated that Barry Hastie (BH} was actlng as
section 151 officer on ACL Issues as CW was a Director of ACL. It was BH who made the
recommendation to the Council about the lean to ACL.

6. 5G asked LC about the email which she sent to CW, BH and Christine Ford (CF), the Council’s
Monitoring Officer on 7 December 2012, LC stated that she could not remember exactly the
context for the meeting which Is referred to In the email. She stated that she believed that 7
December 2012 was a Friday. She stated that at that time discusslons over ACL were at a critical
point. She stated that there was a key meeting with ACL's bank, Yorkshire Bank and SISU on 10
December 2012.

7. LC stated that at the end of November 2012 there had been some press coverage about ACL. She
stated that Tlim Fisher (TF), the CEO of Coventry Clty Football Club (CCFC) had made some
comments in the Coventry Telegraph (CT) and on the radio which divulged confidential
information about ACL and cast doubt on its abillty to trade, LC stated that ACL wanted to get Its
polnt across in the media, to make people aware that it had offered a new rent deal to CCFC and



10.

12.

13.

as shareholders the Councll were mindful of this Issue too. She stated that part of the discusslon
was about the publicin Coventry being made aware that a new rent deal had been offered.

LC stated that CW was meeting with the Bank on 10 December 2012 and 1t was important that
members understood the context of the meeting. She explained that It was important the
members understood what the consequences might be If the Council took over the debt owed by
ACL and what the options and risks were.

LC explained that on 3 December 2012 there had been a formal briefing of the full Labour group.
This had been more detalled and was about the risks to the Couricil and agreeing the strategy
which should be pursued. She explalned that there had been a lot of medla interest in the issue.
She explained that some people were saying that the Council should be more proactive in the
media, but there was an agreed comms strategy In place focussed on protecting the Councll’s
reputation. She stated that Councillor Mution macde comments in the medta around that time

‘ supporting ACL's position on rent. She stated that SISU had been withholding rent from ACL since

April 2012 - which amounted to over £Tmillion in unpald rent and this was being pursued through
the courts.

LC explatned that ACL made its rent offer public. She stated that it was difficult because ACL and
the Councl! did not want to get into a war of words with SISU but they wanted the public ta get the
full story. She stated that tifs was looked at in a lot of detall in the judictal review (R) proceedings
and the judgment of Hickinbotham J speaks for itself. '

. LC stated that she helieved that the behaviour of members and officers had been entirely

appropriate throughout. She stated that there is an audit trail shown from the briefing of
Counclllors on 3 December 2012 through to the report to Council in January 2013 which
demonstrates what the Council did and why.

LC stated that the Cauncil had slaned Heads of Terms with SISU in August 2012, She stated that It
was becoming very clear by December 2012 that SISU were not going to be able to meet the
conditions precedent set out [n the Heads of Terms. She stated that SISU had not agreed terms
with the Alan Higgs Charity Trust (AHCT) to purchase its share of ACL and had not agreed a deal
with ACL an the rent and SISU had not produced a credible, funded business plan for CCFC and
ACL as required. She stated that the Counctl did a lot of due diligence and they never came close
to belng in a position to recommend to members that they should do a deal with SISU. She stated
that the Council were open to doing a deal with SISU but It had become clear by December 2012
that this was very unlikely to happen. ‘

5G outlined the process that would follow including the possibility that the agreed note of the
interview would be made public by the Council's Ethics Committee.

Simon Goacher, Welghtmans LLP
12 July 2015

| agree that this is d true dnd accurate record of the interview.

Signed ............ LA

Lisa Commane
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Ref 62030/6

Complaint about Councillors John Mutton and Ann Lucas, Coventry City Council

Note of interview with Chris West. 3 July 2015

1.

The interview was conducted by Simon Goacher, Weightmans LLP (SG).

5G outlined the process that would follow and explained that, although ultimately if the matter
reached the Ethics Committee it could decide to hear the evidence in public, the investigation
should be treated as confidential

Chris West (CW) is employed by Coventry City Council (the Council} as its Director of Resources.
He sald that prior to taking up that role he had been Director of Finance and Legal Services
between September 2007 and August 2013, He said that he had been employed by the Council
since 1985. He was also a Director of ACL from 2007 until 2014, covering the pericd relevant to
the complaint. -

CW stated that he felt that the complaint by SISU was very weak He stated that he felt that it was
heavily reliant on very little information which was taken out of context. He said that the
information which they had focussed on did not prove very much and certainly did not amount to
a breach of the code of conduct by the councillors. He stated that the judgment of Mr Justice
Hickinbotham in the judicial review {JR) proceedings brought by SISU against the Councit validated
what the Council had done. He said that subsequent events had also validated what the Council
had done.

CW stated that Tim Fisher (TF) the CEO of Coventry City Football Club (CCFC) had told the Council
and ACL that SISU use legal proceedings to batter its opponents into submission. He said that he
thought that it was surprising that they were able to make complaints of this nature so long after
the incidents which gave rise to the complaint had occurred. He said that the timing was not
surprising just before SISU's application for permission to appeal in the JR was dué to be heard.

CW stated that Councillor John Mutton ¢(JM) is a very robust individual. CW stated that JM had been
prepared to have discussions with SISU as a demonstration of the Council’s good faith. CW
explained that at one meeting he had attended Joy Seppala {JS) embraced JM which suggested that
IM cannot have been that rude to her. CW stated that there were some fairly grumpy exchanges in
those meetings but not just from JM, He stated that at the second meeting JS said to JM, “It's good
to see you again.” He stated that again this suggested that the meeting had not been as bad as
was heing suggested in the complaint.

CW stated that at the time the meetings had taken place the Council and ACL were trying to find a
way forward with SISU. He stated that ACL only began to talk to the Yorkshire Bank (YB) when it
became clear that negotiations with SISU were not going anywhere. He stated that it seemed odd
that ACL were being criticised for talking to YB, who were their own bankers. Given the financial
pressure on ACL as a consequence of the CCFC rent strike, it was entirely appropriate for ACL to
talk to its bank.

CW said that looking back it was obvious from mid- August 2012 that SISU were not going to be
able to deliver on the conditions which they had agreed with the Council and ACL. He referred to
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the judgment of Mr Justice Leggatt in litigation which the Alan Higgs Charity Trust (AHCT) had
brought against SISU after negotiations for SISU to purchase AHCT’s share in ACL had broken
down. CW stated that it was clear from this judgment that SISU never came close to buying
AHCT's share. This was the first-component of the overall arrangement that SISU were suggesting.
He said maybe with hindsight the price which AHCT were trying to get was unreasonable but
nevertheless it meant that SISU and AHCT were never going to do a deal.

CW stated that he never saw anything at the meetings which he attended to suggest that JM had

been rude or unfair at meetings with SISU and JS. He stated that there had been robust exchanges
on both sides. He stated that he could not recall any specific complaints or references being made
to JM’s behaviour at these meetings at the time and nothing was said until a long time afterwards.

CW stated that SISU needed to get ownership of the stadium {(the Ricoh arena) and/or get the team
back in to the Premier League if they were going to get any return on their investment. He stated
that the Council only wanted to do what was best for the people of Coventry.

CW stated that much later in January or February 2013 he had shaken hands with CCFC on a new
rent deal but they reneged on it the next day. ‘

. CW stated the decision to build the Ricoh Arena was an act of enormous potitical courage. He

said that it transformed a derelict part of the north east of Coventry. He said that this was not just
about the stadium but the retail park. He explained that the Tesco store is one of the most
profitable in Europe. He said that everything had gone well on the Council side but CCFC had
falled to keep its side of the bargain which was hugely frustrating. He said that the Council’s
elected members were very cross about this. He said that the ACL directors would always have
negotiated with CCFC on rent. He said that had that been the issue they could have come to an
accommaodation. He said that CCFC are still threatening to build its own stadium.

SG asked CW about the email which Lisa Commane had sent to him on 7 December 2012, He
stated that he had no recollection of receiving the email. He stated that he would have read it at
the time but he could not remember it. He said that it was not a stand out piece of evidence in the

‘thousands of pages of evidence which had been filed in the JR proceedings. CW stated that the

email needed to be understood in context. He said at the time ACL were going to YB to talk about
its debt. ACL was unable to service the debt because of the CCFC rent strike. He said that this “lit
a fuse”. ‘He said that YB, against ACL’'s express wishes, had spoken to 5ISU and SISU knew all
abaut ACL’s financial position. He stated that TF had gone on the attack against ACL in the press.
He stated that TF had also disclosed confidential commercial information about ACL which had
been provided to him under a non-disclosure agreement. He explained that the reference in LC’s
email to a "media war" was about responding to the media attack by TF. He stated that the email
was written in shorthand by an officer with a lot on. He said that no-one expected it to have been
scrutinised in such detail as it subsequently had been at the time it was written. He stated that
ACL at the time had served a statutory demand on CCFC for non-payment of rent and had made
public its offer to reduce the rent due from CCFC from £1.3 million pa to £400,000 pa.

CW stated that the media response resulted from the attack by TF. He said that with the benefit of
hindsight using the word “war” was maybe not a good word to use but there had been an attack on
ACL by SISU. CW stated that ACL did not want to get involved in a tit for tat argument with SISU in
the press. He explained that fans and citizens did not respond well to that, He stated that up
until that point ACL had adopted a strategy of minimalistic response because arguing back made
them lose credibility. He said that by this point though things were coming tc a head and they
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20.

needed to make sure they got their point acfoss. He stated that this was effective as the Coventry
Telegraph ran a vox pop at the time and there was overwhelming support for CCFC accepting the
ACL rent offer. )

CW stated that he could not remember whether he was at the briefing which was referred to in
LC’'s email.

5G asked CW about the extracts from the subject access request which had been made to Weber
Shandwicl (WS), the PR advisers to ACL. CW stated that this was a partial lift from the email
exchanges. He stated that WS were monitoring a blog called Skyblue Talk for ACL. He said that
this was a way to monitor opinion amongst CCFC fans. He said that a lot of what is in the emails
was WS summarising what was on Skyblue Talk. He said that the contract with WS was co-
ordinated and managed by the ACL board. He said that they would want to co-ordinate PR
strategy with the Council as a major shareholder in ACL but the relaticnship with WS was managed
by ACL. He said that he did not believe that there was a suggestion that elected members had
been copied in to emails. He said that he could not categorically state that elected members had
never met with WS but he did not believe that they had. He stated that only some of the emails
were copied to council email addresses sometimes there were two council email addresses and
there were never more than three. He said that he believed that those council email addresses
would hava been his and those of Martin Reeves (the Council’s Chief Executive and also a director
of ACL) and Fran Collingham, the Councils Head of Communications.

CW stated that at the time of the emails the ACL board was pondering the best media strategy. He
stated that there was no evidence that ACL sought to adopt a strategy of targeting JS. He said that
they did want to put JS in the spotlight as the person making the decisions.

CW stated that after the refinancing of the debt was done between the Council and ACL, ACL
recognised that it must continue to try to do a deal with CCFC on the rent. CW stated that he and
Paul Harris {an AHCT appointed Director of ACL} met with TF and Mark Labovitch (another CCFC
directer) at a CCFC home game in January 2013. He said that they missed almost the whole game
because the negotiations were protracted. He said that they had a lengthy discussion which
developed into an embryonic rent deal, but at the end of the meeting TF said, “of course | don’t
know if JS will ever do a deal with the Council because of the vicious personal media campaigh
against her."

CW stated that he asked TF what he meant by this remark. He stated that TF had said that there
had ben an article in a feature in the local paper called “red button” which is a satirical piece
poking fun at local Issues. CW stated the previous Thursday there had been some mention in it of
the general where JS lived and the house prices there and made some reference to another
website, from which TF claimed JS’s home address could be discovered. CW explained that TF had
stated that this was a deliberate attempt to expose JS's address in the media. CW stated that he
told TF that he knew nothing about this. He said that he rang WS after this and said that they
knew nothing about it. CW stated that he did not believe that WS would do that sort of thing. He
said that he thought it was a conspiracy theory held by SISU.

SG asked CW about the comment made by JM on local radio that SISU had greed running through
its DNA. CW stated that was a statement which JM had made and there was not anything he could
say about it.
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25.

SG asked CW about the presentation to the Labour group and the slides which had heen provided
to SISU in the JR proceedings. CW confirmed that the slides were his and the handwritten notes on
the slides were made by him. CW explained that at such meetings the Chair invited groups of
three members to ask questions of officers at a time and then the officer would have to answer the
three questions before the Chair invited the next three. He stated that his notes were not an
attempt to take a note of the meeting but merely to take the down the gist of the questions so
that he could remember what they were, He stated that they were just an aide memoire for him.

CW stated that in relation to the note that hell would freeze over before dealing with SiSU Ann
Lucas did say that otherwise he would not have written it down but he could not recall the context
in which she had said it. He stated that he could not remember whether she had said that it was
her view that hell would freeze over before she agreed to deal with SISU or whether she was saying
that was what other people were saying to her.

CW stated that this had to be seen in the context of what was happening at the time. He said that
in the Council’s view SISU were trying to “screw the bank” by paying off ACL’s debt for much less
than it was worth while putting pressure on ACL via a rent strike.. He said that this was all well
autside of their comfort zone and not the sort of thing that happens in the local government
world. He said that SISU were threatening liquidation and it felt like they were trying to hold a gun
to ACL and the Caouncil’'s heads. CW stated that the Council was willing to continue talking to SISU
but it was becoming increasingly clear that relations were breaking down probably irrevocably -
particularly on the key issue of SISU agreeing a price to buy the AHCT shares in ACL. CW stated
that the Council would have done a deal with SISU if it had been possible. He stated that he did
not take the hell freezes over comment [iterally. He said that the decision at the end of the
meeting was to continue talking. He said that Council were always prepared to a deal with SISU on
the right terms.

CW stated that he could not recall who had made the comment “could SISU sell on to anather
shister?”

SG outlined the process that would follow including the possibility that the agreed note of the
interview would be made public by the Council’'s Ethics Commitiee.

Simon Goacher, Weightmans LLP
12 July 2015

| agree that this Is a true and accurate record of the Interview.

RAWS IS SAN Y

"

Signed Date ...... 21st July 2015

Chris West
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Ref 62030/6
Complaint about Councillors John Mutton and Ann Lucas, Coventry City Council

Note of interview with Fran Collingham. 7 July 2015

1. The interview was conducted by Simon Goacher, Weightmans LLP (SG).

2. SG outlined the process that would follow and explained that, although ultimately if the matter
reached the Ethics Committee it could decide to hear the evidence in public, the investigation
should be treated as confidential.

3. Fran Collingham (FC) is employed by Coventry City Council (the Council) as its Head of
Communications. She stated that she had been employed in that role since September 2003. She
explained that in her role she is responsible for internal and external communications and
marketing, council publications and digital and social media.

4. FC stated that she had always been very clear that there were separate communications strategies
for the Council and Arena Coventry Limited (ACL) in relation to dealings with SISU and Coventry
City Football Club (CCFC). She stated that those strategies were tied together because of the links
between the two but the Council did not necessarily follow the same strategy as ACL. She
explained that for quite a lot of the period covered by the complaint the Council were in litigation
with SISU and so were making no comment for much of that time, ~

5. EC stated that the Council’s strategy was largely responsive, responding to issues as and when
they were raised and responding to requests for interviews rather than proactively issuing media
releases. She stated that they had issued press releases at various key points such as after the
Council meetinhg in January 2013 which agreed to provide a loan to ACL but generally they reacted
to events.

6. FC stated that the Council’s approach to communications is to be honest, upfront and transparent.
She explained that the Council was seeking to explain what had happened and what it was doing.
She stated that there was no extra campdigning and they were merely responding to media
queries on what was a high profile issue.

7. FC explained that Weber Shandwick (WS) were engaged by ACL as PR consuitants. She stated that
the Council do not use PR consultants. She explained that she was kept updated on what WS were
doing and she talked to them and met them a couple of times. She stated that they had not
issued any joint media releases or done any joint publicity. She stated that she did not believe
that WS would have had any direct contact with elected members.

8. FC stated that Councillor john Mutton (M) was comfortable talking to the media. She stated that
some of his comments are made off the cuff in interviews and the majority of those quoted in the
schedule to the complaint fall into this category. FC stated that she could pravide all of the press
releases which were issued by the Council about CCFC/SISU.

9, FC stated that the whole issue of the Ricoh Arena and dealings with SISU/CCFC was massively
difficult for the Council. She explained that there was very sirong public feeling locally about the
issue. She stated that football fans are not necessarily rationale about issues they are driven by



10.

11.

12.

13.

emotions. She stated that the Council tried to stay clam and make measured responses:to issues.
She stated that individuals did have strong feelings though, including councillors.

SG had provided extracts from the subject access request made by Joy Seppala {JS) to WS. FC
stated that she did not recognise a lot of It or the issues mentioned in the emails.

FC stated that the Council categorically did not have a strategy of targeting JS personally in the
media. She stated that was absolutely not the way that the Council did things. She stated that she
was hurt and taken aback that SISU could even imply that the Council would do such a thing. FC
stated that honesty and. transparency within the context of commerciality is what they are all
about.

FC staied that people found SISU very difficult to deal with. She stated that people felt let down by
SISU, for example there had been a hand shake on a revised rent agreement but SISU did not stick
to it. She stated that there had always been a desire on the part of the Council to sort things out
and have a sustainable football club. She stated that Council officers and members tried to work
with SISU but found them very difficult to deal with but if they could have reached a solution with
them they would have done.

SG outlined the process that would follow including the possibility that the agreed note of the
interview would be made public by the Council’s Ethics Committee,

Simon Goacher, Weightmans LLP
14 July 2015

Fran Collingham
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Ref 62030/6

Complaint about Councillors John Mutton and Ann Lucas, Coventry City Council

Note of interview with Councillor George Duggins. 3 July 2015

1.

The interview was conducted by Simon Goacher, Weightmans LLP (5G).

SG outlined the process that would follow and explained that, although ultimately if the matter
reached the Ethics Committee it could decide to hear the evidence in public, the investigation
should be treated as confidential.

George Duggins (GD) is a member of Coventry City Council (the Council). He explained that he
has been a councillor for 22 years. He stated that he was previcusly the deputy leader of the
Council on two occasions, firstly from 2003-2004 and more recently from 2010-2013.

SG asked the GD about the meetings which he had attended with Councillor John Mutton (JM) and
SISU and Joy Seppala (J5) in May and July 2012. GD stated that he had not been very keen to meet
with SISU at the time. He explained that SISU were in the middle of a "rent strike” at the time and
he did not believe in rewarding what he saw as “outrageous behaviour”. He stated that he only
agreed to meet because Tim Fisher (TF) had taken over as CEQ of Coventry City Football Club
(CCFC) and this was supposed to be a new broom at CCFC with a fresh start.

GD explained that in April 2017 a person called Ken Dulieu (KD) had been the Chairman of CCFC

-and he had held a press conference in which he stated that he would be having meetings with the

Council that weel. GD stated that he was in his officé when Council officers advised him that the
press conference was taking place and what had been said. He stated that the Council officers
checked all relevant diaries and there was no record of any such meeting. GD explained that the
Council issued a press release whilst the press conference was taking place saying that it was
unaware of any meeting. GD explained that KD was asked about this in the press conference and
stated that he meant that CCFC "intended” to meel with the Council.

GD explained that SISU had then gone on a rent strike in order to distress Arena Coventry Limited
(ACL), the company which was partially owned by the Council which owned the Ricoh Arena. He
said that he reluctantly agreed to meet with SISU.

GD stated that he did not remember JM being rude to JS. He said that he did remember JS and JM
hugging when they met for the second time. GD stated that he and JM were challenging of JS and
SISU but there was a need for them to challenge them. GD stated that he and JM were “straight
talking” but he said TF was also a straight talking person. GD stated that TF said that people had
to take "hair cuts” such as a reduction in rent for ACL. GD stated that he did not believe that JM
had ever been rude ta JS.

$G asked GD about the suggestion in the complaint that JM had berated JS and SISU at the
meetings about the performance of CCFC. GD stated that at that time CCFC had just been
relegatec from the Championship. He said that there had been a dereliction of duty by the owners
of CCFC (SISU). He stated that he is a proud Coventry person and CCFC fan and he and others in
the city felt very strongly about the position of CCFC. He stated that he felt that he had a right to
make comments about the situation at CCFC at the meetings.



.10,

GD stated that the 2011/12 close season was a disaster for CCFC. He stated that nine players had

_left the club and beenreplaced by two goalkeepers and a striker. He stated that everyone knew

that .they would be relegated. - He stated that CCFC said they would bring in loan players but that

‘only happened-in January which was too late. He stated that there was major mismanagement of
.CCEC and that was accepted in the judgment of Mr Justice Hickinbotham in the judicial review (JR)

brought by SISU against the Council.

.GD stated that he did make reference to the poor manageme‘nt of CCFC and the promise that £20
- million would be invested in players. He stated that JS had challenged him on this and he had
stated that he had the article where Chris Coleman (the former manager of CCFC) had referred to

* . this. GD:stated-that councillors are accountable for what they do and to the public. He stated that

TT.

13.

he believed that they were entitled to challenge SISU about what they had done to CCFC.

‘GD stated that he was at the game against Doncaster when CCFC were relegated and there was a
ot of bad feeling towards SISU at that game.GD stated that he refused to go to Northampton when

SISU tock CCFC to play there but he had since gone back to watching CCFC at the Ricoh Arena. He
stated that he was ahgry when SISU moved CCFC to Northampton, not just as a CCFC fan, but
because of the economic impact which it had on the city.

. GD stated that TF had speken to them in very strong terms and he felt that they should be able to
: challenge in.response. :GD said that if they had been so rude to JS why would they have wanted
“another meeting dnd why did they then invite him and JM to meet with the CCFC management

team and then invite them to visit the training ground? GD stated that this took place a week
before the 2012/13 season started.

GD stated that all of the issues were dealt with in the JR. He stated that the Council had every

_reason Lo be sceptical about SISU. He said that the Council never came close to doing a deal with

SISU over the Ricoh Arena. He said that after SISU’s attempt to buy the Alan Higgs Charity Trust.

+~(AHCT) share in ACL failed in August 2012 any chance of a deal was over.

14

15.

16.

17.

GD stated that JM asked SISU if they had a business plan for the Ricoh Arena, they stated that they
didn’t but they were working on one. GD stated that at the next meeting SISU submitted a

business plan but all it contained was details of what the CCFC players earned. GD stated that this
was not a business plan.. GD stated that his view was that SISU could not run CCFC how could they

‘be trusted to run ACL? 'He explained that ACL was a much more complex business than CCFC. GD
'stated that SISU wanted. the freehold of the Ricoh Arena. He stated that the Council wanted to be
-sure that.they could “cut the mustard” but he said tat he did nat think that they even "had a knife”.

GD stated that the “nitty gritty” of negotiations would be dealt with by officers but in his view the
Council never got close to deing a deal with SISU.

GD stated that a.lot has happened in the last three years and he would have thought that they
would have made a complaint about the councillors some time ago if the behaviour had been that
bad. He stated that he would have thought that they would have complained straight away.

GD stated that SISU had been battered in court in the JR and he would have thought that they
would have left the city. He stated that TF said that SISU use the courts to batter people into
submission. He said that the compliant needed to be viewed against that background.



18. GD stated that he did not remember the comment which Councillor Ann Lucas (AL) had allegedly
said at a briefing about “hell freezing over” before the Council would deal with SISU: -GD stated
that members had to be able to talk frankly in private meetings before decisions were made:to - -
ensure that all issues are properly explored to make sure proper decisions are made. ‘

19. GD stated that It takes something for a football club to take on a Council and the public to be'on =
the Council’s side. He said that it was an achievement for 95% of the population to be against
CCFC. He said that they are aggressive and they had no plan other than to get back into the
Premier League but that failed because they did not invest in players.” He stated that they then
tried to distress ACL through the rent strike. He said that the rent was a contract which they had
taken on. ' : '

20. SG outlined the process that would follow including the possibility that the agreed note of the
interview would be made public by the Council's Ethics Committee.

Simon Goacher, Weightmans LLP
16 July 2015

| agree that this is a true and accurate record of the interview.

Signed: Date: 30/07/2015

George Duggins
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Ref 62030/6
Complaint about Councillors John Mutton and Ann Lucas, Coventry City Council

Note of interview with Councillor Ann Lucas. 15 June 2015

1. The interview was conducted by Simon Goacher, Weightmans LLP (SG).

2. 5G outlined the process that would follow and explained that, although ultimately if the matter
reached the Ethics Committee it could decide to hear the evidence in public, the investigation
should be treated as confidential.

3. Ann Lucas (AL) is a member of Coventry City Council (the Council). She explained that she has
been a councillor since May 1995, with a break between May 1999 and May 2000. She stated that
she has been the leader of the Council since May 2013. She stated that prior to becoming leader
she was a member of the cabinet with responsibility for Adults Services.

4. AL stated that she thought she had attended some training by officers on the code of conduct but
she could not remember specifically when. AL confirmed that she understood that she was
obliged to comply with the Council’'s code of conduct for members at all times when she was
acting as a councillor.

5. AL provided SG with correspondence between her and Joy Seppala (JS) at SISU Capital Ltd between
July and November 2013. This correspondence related to a meeting to explore possible solutions
to issues affecting Coventry City Football Club (CCFC) and the Ricoh Arena at that time. AL
referred SG to the letter from JS of 13 November 2013 which stated, "It was a pleasure 1o meet and
to cut through the media hype. | do believe that you genuinely want to the best for the city of
Coventry...” AL stated that if the situation was as set out in the complaint JS would not have
written to her in those terms after they had met. AL stated that the letters show a very different
situation to that described in the complaint. She stated that they showed that exchanges were
courteous and cordial.

6. AL stated that a [ot has been said about her comment that “hell would freeze over” before a deal
would be done with SISU. AL stated that this comment was highlighted in the judgment of the
judicial review (JR) claim brought against the Council. She stated that it came from a handwritten
note which Chris West (CW), the Council’s Director of Resources had made on the presentation
handout for a Labour Group meeting. AL explained that CW was taking a number of questions and
he was writing down the questions as he went along to remind himself and then answering a
humber at a time. She explained that she is a lifelong fan of CCFC and speaks to a lot of other
fans. She stated that part of her role as a councillor was to repart back the views of the public on
issues. She stated that she told CW at the meeting that there was a strong feeling against 515U
amongst CCFC fans and many were saying to her that hell would freeze over before the Council
should do a deal with SISU. She stated that the note was not setting out her views but her
question to CW when she had referred to the views of the CCFC fans generally.

7. AL stated that there was also reference in the JR judgement that she had asked whether SISU could
sell on to, "another shyster.” She stated that she did not say that and in any case that is not the
sort of thing which she would say.
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AL stated that the decision which was made at the end of that Labour Group meeting was that the
Council should continue to talking to SISU. She stated that it was never her view that hell would
freeze over before the Council should deal with SISU. She stated that she had begged JS to, “come
back to the table” to discuss the situation when CCFC were playing at Northampton because she
wanted what was best for CCFC and the city of Coventry.

AL stated that in discussions with JS, JS had always stated that she wanted the unfettered freehold
of the Ricoh Arena. AL stated that was simply not deliverable because of the other interests in the
Arena. AL stated that there are interests in the Arena held by Compass Catering, the Casino '
Operator and the hotel operator. She stated that, as a result, the request of 5ISU for the frechold
or a, “clean restriction free” long leasehold were simply not possible.

AL looked through the comments in the media attributed to her in the schedule attached to the
complaint. She stated that she accepted that she said all of those things. She stated that she
stoad by the comments and all of them had been made following advice and input from the
Council’s press office and legal officers.

AL stated that the judge in the JR proceedings, “got it." She stated that by this she meant that he
realised that CCFC stopping paying Arena Coventry Limited (ACL} the rent for the stadium was a
deliberate tactic to distress ACL so that CCFC/SISU could get their hands on the Ricoh Arena.

Al stated that as far as she was concerned the door had always been open to SISU. AL stated that
she had always been straight down the line and made it clear that an unrestricted freehold was not
something the Council could deliver. AL stated that she believed that hedge funds are run by very
clever people who are often litigious. She stated that it was worrying for councillors when they
heard about lawyers and as a result they made sure they took advice every time they said
everything. She said that the threat of legal action from SISU was such that they were frightened
to say anything.

AL explained that she was also the Chair of the ACL Shareholder Panel. She stated that this came
into being about six months before she became leader of the Council. She stated that the Panel
received regular briefings about what was happening and with the JR. She stated that it also
considered the financial aspects of ACL. She stated that officers would report back and the
councillors would give a view on the political issues.

AL stated that she did not recall meeting Weber Shandwick (WS) who were PR advisers to ACL. Sh_e
stated that she received briefings from council officers. She stated that she dealt directly with the
Council’s press officers and that they probably had dealings with WS though she later found that
was incorrect. The cantract for services was between the Council and ACL and WS and at no time
between the Council and WS. She stated that as far as she was concerned the communications
strategy was to say nothing because it was all subject to the JR and legal action and she was
frightened to say anything which could prejudice that or cause SISU to take further legal action.

SG referred AL to an email from Lisa Commane, {LC), Assistant Director Special Projects Finance
for the Council to CW and Christine Ford, the Council’s Monitoring Officer dated 7 December
2012. The email referred to a Cabinet Briefing and stated, "Endorsement to have the media war
and go on the attack with SISU." AL stated that she did not recall that being discussed at any
cabinet briefing but that if that is what the email said that must be what it meant. AL stated that
she recalled that there was a lot of frustration at that time about what was appearing in the press.
She stated that the councillors had obeyed the instruction not to comment but they felt that meant



that the public were getting a one sided story. She stated that if there had been agreement to a
“media war” it would have been agreed that John Mutton or George Duggins as leader and deputy
leader at the time would have made any press comments. She stated that this is reflected in the
comments in the schedule attached to the complaint. She said that no other councillors would
have said anything at the time because they were all terrified of being sued.

16. Al stated that any leaking to the press of her proposed meeting with JS had not come from her. Al
stated that she does not leak to the press. AL stated that she did-not tell the press about the
complaint against her and Councillor Mution which had appeared in the Coventry Telegraph on 13
May 2015. She said she would not tell the press about a complaint made about her. She stated
that she was contacted by the newspaper and made no comment.

17. AL stated that all members who were season ticket holders of CCFC were granted a dispensation
which covered decisicns affecting the club made in Cabinet and the Council. She stated that it
would be impossible to make decisions without such a dispensation because so many councillors
were fans of the club.

18. AL stated that the complaint was "balderdash”. She stated that if the Council could have found any
way within reason to stop CCFC moving away from the city then they would have found it. She
said that if they could have found a solution with SISU they would have done. She referred to the
judgment in the JR which found that SISU’s solution was never achievable or realistic.

19. SG outlined the process that would follow including the possibility that the agreed note of the
interview would be made public by the Council’s Ethics Committee.

Simon Goacher, Weightmans LLP
25 June 2015

I agree that this is a true and accurate record of the interview.

Ann Lucas
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Ref 62030/6

Complaint about Councillors John Mutton and Ann Lucas, Coventry City Council

Note of interview with Councillor John Mutton. 15 June 2015

1.

The interview was conducted by Simon Goacher, Weightmans LLP (3G).

SG outlined the process that would follow and explained that, although ultimately if the matter
reached the Ethics Committee it could decide to hear the evidence in public, the investigation
should be treated as confidential.

John Mutton (M) is a member of Coventry City Council (the Council). He explained that he has
been a councillor since 1984. He stated that he was previously the leader of the Council but
ceased to be the leader in May 2013. He stated that he is now Chair of Scrutiny Board 1. He
explained that this scrutinises a number of different areas of activity but particularly financial
matters.

IM stated that he thought he had attended some training by officers on the code of conduct but he
could not remember specifically when. He confirmed that he understood that he was obliged to
comply with the Council's code of conduct for members at all times when he was acting as a

councillor.

JM stated that he is a trustee of the Alan Higgs Centre Trust (AHCT). He stated that AHCT is
entirely separate from the Alan Higgs Charity Trust (AHT). He produced a letter dated 6 December
2006 signed by P.W. Knatchbull-Hugessen, a Trustee, which stated that the trustees of AHT, “have
no government over the Trustees [of the AHCT]. There are no commitments between the two _
charities [save for a loan made by AHT to AHCT to construct the centrel.” JM explained that he has
been very careful to identify the correct position regarding his role as a trustee of the AHCT. He
stated that he had always sought the appropriate advice and he had specifically asked for the
position to be clarified which led to the letter of 6 December 2006 being sent. He stated that he
received no remuneration at all from his role as a trustee, it was a purely voluntary position.

IM stated that he believed that the complaint against him was motivated purely by vindictiveness.
He stated that there have been a series of legal cases brought by SISU. He referred to comments
made in the judgement of Hickinbotham ] in Sky Blue Sports & Leisure Ltd & Ors, R (On the
Application Of) v Coveniry City Council [2014] EWHC 2089. JM stated that the judgment made it
clear that the judge agreed with the Council that SISU had been intent on getting their hands on
the Ricoh Arena at a rock bottom price by getting Arena Coventry Limited (ACL), the owners of the
Arena wound up.

M stated that he had quite liked Joy Seppala (JS) when he first met her and was amazed that she
claimed that he had been rude to her. JM stated that if you speak to any business person in
Coventry they would say that even if he disagreed with them he would always be civil.

JM stated that he believed that others who attended the meeling he had with JS would say that it
was productive. He stated that at the end of the meeting JS had said to him, "come and give me a
hug.” He stated that she would not have done that if she felt that he had been rude to her. JM
stated that he could only remember meeting with JS an two or three occasions. He stated that the



10.

1.

12.

13.

first occasion was in his office. He stated that on the second occasion Laura Deering attended
with JS. He started that at the end of one of the meetings, Steve Waggott and Tim Fisher (Sisu)
invited him and the deputy leader of the council at the time George Duggins {GD) to visit the
Coventry City (CCFC) training ground. He explained that he could not definitely say that these
were the only times when he had met J$ but he could not recall any others.

IM stated that he did not believe that Sisu would have invited him and GD to visit the CCFC

training ground if there had been a bad relationship between them. JM explained that JS knew that
he and GD were CCFC fans and they were introduced to the manager and the players when they
visited. He stated that after the visit parcels arrived addressed to him and GD and they contained
CCFC replica shirts. He stated that he and GD returned them to SISU thanking them for the gift
hut saying that it would be inappropriate to accept them whilst they were in negotiations.

JM stated that it was shortly after this that the relations between the Council and SISU fell apart.
He stated that this was because it was clear that SISU were not going to acquire the AHT shares in
ACL. He stated that SISU and AHT had agreed a value for the shares but SISU wanted to spread the
payments over years and that was never going to be acceptable. He stated that he also lost all
respect for SISU when he found out that they had been negotiating with Yorkshire Bank secretly.
He stated that SISU were trying to persuade YB that ACL were in trouble so that ACL would go into
liquidation and they could buy ACL cheaply. He stated that when the Council found out what SISU
were doing any chance of an amicable agreement became impossible.

IM stated that it was completely untrue to say that he had berated )S at the meetings about the
performance of CCFC. He stated that some comments were made about CCFC, mainly by GD, but
no-one was berated and they were not rude. He stated that all they wanted to do was obtain a
business plan for CCFC. He stated that the Council were concerned whether, if the AHT share in
ACL was sold to SISU, CCFC would be uppermost int their thoughts. JM stated that JS did promise
to bring a business plan to the second meeting but what was produced was not what he would call
a business plan, it merely stated what the managers budget would be and which players would
be released. M stated that his and the Council’s concerns throughout were probity and protecting
the public finances.

JM stated that as far as he could recall he had never met with Weber Shandwick (W5). WS were PR
advisers retained to provide PR advice to ACL. M stated that he did recall receiving briefings and
advice from Council officers on PR issues. He stated that he did not recall receiving emails from
WS, he thought that any emails he would have received on PR would have come from Chris West
{CW), Director of Resources. He stated that this was all some time ago so he could not say for
definite but the officers of the Council would be able to check.

5G referred JM to the contents of an email sent by Lisa Commane (LC), Assistant Director Special
Projects Finance for the Council to CW and Christine Ford, the Council’s Monitoring Officer dated 7
December 2012. The email referred to a Cabinet Briefing and stated, "Endorsement to have the
media war and go on the attack with SISU.” |M stated that he did not recall that being discussed at
any cabinet briefing. He stated that, if that is what the email said then that discussion must have
taken place but he did not recall it. JM explained that he did recall discussing the need to keep
the people of Coventry informed because a lot of things were being said by SISU/CCFC which had
been left unchallenged and this gave a one sided view of things. JM stated that he was aware of
WS and the PR advice that ACL and the Council had to, “fight their corner.”
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IM locked through the schedule of comments which had been attached to the complaint. He
stated that there was nothing in that schedule which he would deny having said. He stated that
the comments were made in the context of CCFC illegally withholding rent payments. He
explained that he had supported ACL in taking legal action to recover the rent.

IM stated that once SISU began talking to YB the advice which he had been receiving had been that
they could force ACL into administration and then get their hands on the assets.

JM stated that the comments in the Coventry Telegraph (CT) on 23 April 2012 were true and
represented his belief. He stated that there was an awful lot of anger in the city at the time. He
stated that there was a demonstration by the fans at every game against SISU. He was speaking as
a season ticket holder of CCFC not as leader of the council.

SG asked JM about his comments in the CT of 23 May 2012 about S${SU’s transparency. JM stated
that they had genuine concerns about the lack of transparency about everything that SISU did at
the time. He stated that no-one knew who the actual owners of CCFC were. He stated that SISU
got the club for next to nothing. He stated that Geffrey Robinson MP wrote off about £20million
of debt, other shareholders also wrote off considerable amounts of debt. He stated that the only
thing that SISU actually paid for was some debt owed by CCFC to the Co-ap Bank which amounted
to only a few million pounds. He stated that SISU then said that the club had £16million of debt.
He stated that accounts were not supplied to the Football League which was why the club were not
allowed to make transfers. JM stated that he felt that these comments were fairly made.

IM stated that the comments he made on 13 March 2013 on BBC Radio Coventry and Warwickshire
about SISU being a predator and having greed running through its DNA were made in response to
a fairly leading question about the nature of hedge funds and whether they should be involved in
running football clubs. M stated that he felt that the comments were justified giving the dealings
which he had with SISU. He stated that SISU knew that they could not make money from CCFC. He
stated that they wanted to get hold of the Arena to make money. He stated that the Council had
no problem in SISU acquiring the AHT share in ACL but they had years to do that and failed to do
SO,

IM stated that he has been a lifelong CCFC fan but he liked to think that this did not have an
impact on the decisions which he made as a councillor over the Ricoh Arena and ACL. He stated
that he always took appropriate legal and financial advice. He stated that when the decision was
made at the full council meeting on 15 January 2013 to make the loan to ACL he declared an
interest as a season. ticket holder. He explained that a dispensation had been granted by the old
standards committee enabling members to speak and vote even when they had such an interest
and he had been advised that this dispensation still applied.

JM stated that he completed his declaration of interest form every year. He stated that for some
reason his position as a trustee of AHCT was not included on the previcus year’s form but it
should have been. He stated that because AHCT was eniirely separate for AHT he did not believe
that his role as a trustee of AHT had any effect on the decision to make a loan to ACL. He stated
that he sought legal advice on this.

JM stated that he did not believe that he had done anything wrong or should have done anything
differently. He stated that he has a reputation in the city for being honest and saying what he
means and what he believes. He stated that even people who disagree with him say that at least
they can believe what he says. He stated that he is 67 years old and too old to change his ways



now. He also stated that he believes that this is why he is now entering his 32nd year as a
councillor. '

22. SG outlined the process that would follow including the possibility that the agreed note of the
interview would be made public by the Council's Ethics Committee.

Simon Goacher, Weightmans LLP
22 June 2015

| agree that this is a true and accurate record of the interview.

John Mutten





