Report to LINk Southwark Steering Group regarding continuing Steering Group Status of S.Ravindranath

Introduction:

On 9th February, 2009, following events that resulted from  an informal meeting between the Chair of LINk Southwark and the Vice-Chairs for Health and Social Care, the Steering Group of LINk Southwark requested that I contact Shaila Ravindranath (SR) for clarification of her position in relation to her continuing role within LINk Southwark. 
Summary of actions taken so far:

I telephoned SR on 13th February 2009 to request such clarification. SR informed me that she ‘had not resigned from the LINk’ but also that she ‘wanted nothing more to do with the LINk’. I expressed confusion at these two mutually exclusive positions and SR informed me she was ‘writing a SWOT analysis about the issue’ which I could expect in the next couple of days. She said that this would ‘make everything clear’ and requested that I wait until then. 

I acquiesced to this request.

On 16th February, 2009, the document referred to by SR as a SWOT Analysis was received by Clare Gilhooly, the Chief Executive of Cambridge House. 
The document made a number of perception based statements regarding SR’s opinion of the operations of the Host organisation (Cambridge House) and a number of perception-based statements regarding SR’s opinion of the merits of the Chair of LINk Southwark. SR provided no objective evidence or details related to specific events to support the statements made within the ‘SWOT Analysis’. The document was addressed to Clare Gilhooly but had been copied to a number of members of LINk Southwark, the PCT and the London Borough of Southwark. 

Clare Gilhooly was greatly concerned that many of the statements made within it were clearly personal opinions but were not qualified as such within the framework of the document. Furthermore, she was also concerned that the statements made provided no information that was objective which could serve to qualify the opinions the statements contained. 

Fearing that the document was therefore libellous, Clare Gilhooly sought legal advice from the litigation department of MacFarlanes. The advice received back from the solicitor was that the document:

‘certainly does appear to be libellous.  What is being reported are not statements of fact, but of opinion.  In such circumstances, and where the statements are made in malice and without objectivity then a libel is committed’.
It is therefore inappropriate for me to reproduce the document here for the purposes of this report. However, the document did not in any way clarify the position of SR in relation to her continuing role within the Steering Group. 
In lieu of any written statement to the contrary, Alvin Kinch (AK) continued to send SR all papers related to her role on the Steering Group during this time. 
I wrote to SR on 20th February and requested again that she clarify her intentions at the earliest opportunity. 
On 23rd February SR telephoned me in some degree of distress to complain that AK was sending her papers related to her position on the Steering Group but that Clare Gilhooly (CG) had not yet responded to her ‘SWOT Analysis’.
I explained to SR that Clare had not responded to this document yet for purely practical reasons – she was currently away on leave and therefore had not yet had a window of opportunity to consider the views of SR, take counsel where appropriate, etc. in order to reflect adequately enough to give a considered response. The conversation on the telephone was challenging - it was apparent to me that the subject was an emotive one for SR. SR terminated the conversation before I had explained why it was fully appropriate for the host organisation to continue to facilitate her role within LINk Southwark under current circumstances. 
I wrote to SR on 23rd February by email and explained that LINk Southwark operational matters were ongoing and, although they might potentially be affected in the longer-term by any communication that occurred between SR and the Chief Executive of Cambridge House, in the present we could not simply suspend operations of LINk Southwark until such communication has occurred. 
Finally, I explained that SR was currently the Vice-Chair of LINk Southwark, that – to my understanding - she had not resigned that position and therefore there were duties that remained incumbent upon her as the Vice-Chair which Cambridge House must therefore continue to support at an operational level. 
SR acknowledged the letter and apologised for terminating the telephone conversation.

CG wrote a response to SR on 27th February, 2009. In this response she invited SR to substantiate the serious allegations that she raised.  In relation to the more personal allegations raised in the ‘SWOT Analysis’, CG offered to undertake a mediation exercise if necessary, to resolve the disputes.  Before doing so, however, CG invited SR to withdraw the statements which are libellous and issue an apology to those persons directly implicated by her SWOT Analysis for the approach that she had taken and for any offence that the SWOT Analysis had caused.  Finally, CG offered the hope that by doing this ‘we may be able to take these matters forward in a professional manner’. 

On 3rd March 2009, SR responded. Regarding the issue of withdrawal or apology, SR wrote:
‘…I do not wish to continue to explain myself or take a defensive position, or apologize for my analysis…’
However, she did not choose to clarify her position regarding her status within the LINk Southwark Steering group. 

On 24th March 2009, I wrote to SR again asking for clarification and suggested to her that if I had not heard from her regarding her status on the Steering Group by 6th April 2009 I would suggest that the Steering Group consider deeming this as a resignation from the Steering Group. This would allow the Steering Group could move forward with its agenda to improve health and social care provision in Southwark. 

Conclusions:

I am sure we all agree that the LINk Southwark Steering Group needs participants whose primary focus is on improving health and social care provision for Southwark residents. Southwark residents deserve no less. 
To add to this, I am also sure that we can all agree that The LINk Southwark Steering Group requires that its’ Vice-Chair for Social Care works with the Chair together in an atmosphere of mutual respect and cooperation – even if they do not always agree on all issues.

Therefore, the unwillingness of the current incumbent of the post of Vice-Chair for Social Care to withdraw statements that our solicitors litigation department have indicated in no uncertain terms to be libellous, or to apologise to those injured by these statements, is problematic in the extreme. 

Should I receive notification from SR before April 6th that she wishes to remain on the Steering Group, the Steering Group will then have to ascertain whether the almost certain libels within the ‘SWOT Analysis’ document constitute a breach of the Code of Conduct and the refusal of SR to withdraw comments made or apologise to injured parties constitutes continued breach of Code of Conduct. 
Should I receive notification from SR before April 6th that she wishes to resign from the Steering Group then re-elections may be held for the vacant position of Vice-Chair for Social Care.

- Kris Hall
