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PAC RESPONSE – 11 December 2023 

Reference: S1509-PAC33 

1. Who was present for the Teams mee�ng on 7 May 2020?

The teams mee�ng on 7 May 2020 was atended by the former DG, Dee Forbes, an RTÉ Solicitor,
Mr. Noel Kelly and a member of the NK Management team.

2. How many mee�ngs, and on what dates, took place between RTÉ and representa�ves from NK
Management between January 2020 and the end of May 2020 with regard to Mr. Tubridy’s
contract? Can the Commitee be supplied with a copy of any available minutes or notes from
these mee�ngs?

As far as can be ascertained, there were four mee�ng to include the mee�ng of 7 May 2020
between the Agent and representa�ves of RTÉ between January 2020 and May 2021. There are
no minutes of those mee�ngs but the atached emails from NK Management to RTÉ (previously
supplied to the Commitee dated 16 January 2020, 19 February 2020 and 28 February 2020) refer
to what appears to have been discussed at those mee�ngs.

3. Can RTÉ confirm who took the note from the mee�ng that was supplied to the Commitee on 10
November 2023?

The note of the mee�ng on 7 May 2020 that was supplied to the Commitee was taken by the RTÉ
Solicitor in atendance. It should be noted that, as previously explained, this is not a verba�m
transcript of the mee�ng, merely points noted down during the course of the mee�ng.

4. On what basis, if any, does RTÉ believe itself to be liable for the two payments of €75,000 to Mr.
Tubridy under years 1 and 2 of the commercial agreement in the presenter’s contract, effec�ve
from 2020?

At the mee�ng on 7 May 2020, the former DG, in her capacity as Director General and Chief
Execu�ve Officer of RTÉ gave a verbal guarantee and undertaking to the Agent that if there was no
commercial sponsor during the course of the five-year contract for services with Mr. Tubridy, RTÉ
would guarantee that payment to him.  As Chief Execu�ve and an ex-officio member of the Board
of RTÉ, as provided for under statute, the former DG had the authority to bind RTÉ to such an
agreement.  The guarantee was within the capacity of the DG to provide and it is clear from
subsequent ac�ons that both the Agent and the DG (and by extension RTÉ) regarded this verbal
guarantee to be binding. However, the former DG never sought legal advice on this issue from the
RTÉ legal department.

5. RTÉ confirmed, on page 5 of the chronology of events sent to the Commitee, that the side leter,
pertaining to the guarantee that Mr. Tubridy’s salary would not be reduced, was signed by Ms
Dee Forbes. Can RTÉ please supply the Commitee with a copy of the signed leter?

Atached.
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6. The tripar�te agreement ran from 29 September 2020 un�l the end of 2021, however it was only 
signed by Renault in April 2021. 

• What nature of agreement did RTÉ have with Renault in rela�on to the commercial 
element of Mr. Tubridy’s contract? 

• Was there a writen record of this agreement prior to April 2021? 

RTÉ did not have a separate agreement with Renault in rela�on to the Commercial element of Mr 
Tubridy’s contract. RTÉ brokered an arrangement which was ul�mately the provision of three 
events for an amount of €75,000 as outlined by the former DG at the mee�ng of 7 May 2020.  
There was no writen agreement in rela�on to the commercial arrangement prior to April 2021.  

7. RTÉ’s chronology states on page 6 that Mr. Tubridy took part in three events for the commercial 
sponsor in 2022. 

• How come these events took place a�er expiry of the tripar�te agreement? 
• Were these three events directly linked to Renault’s payment for year 1 of the tripar�te 

agreement or otherwise? 
• Can RTÉ supply the Commitee with a copy of any email(s) to/from Renault in rela�on 

to any deferral of events from 2020 to 2021 and/or 2022? 
 
The ini�al proposed dates for these events were between 29 September 2020 and 31 December 
2021.  Due to Covid-19 public health restric�ons, no events could be scheduled during this period. 
The public health restric�ons li�ed in the later half of 2021 and it was agreed that the events 
would take place in 2022 (email atached). These three events were performed pursuant to the 
Tripar�te Agreement. 

 
8. Can the Commitee be provided with any notes or minutes taken during the Teams mee�ng of 

12 April 2021, and the atendees? 
 
The diary invita�on for a MS Teams mee�ng on 12 April 2021 issued from the office of the DG and 
included Mr. Noel Kelly, a representa�ve of his office, the RTÉ Solicitor and the former DG.  The 
RTÉ Solicitor has no recollec�on of this mee�ng and there are no notes or minutes of the mee�ng. 

9. Can RTÉ outline the manner in which Mr. Tubridy was remunerated for his work on RTÉ Radio 
1, from the end of his contract in May 2023 un�l the date upon which he was taken off-air? 
 
At the end of the Late Late Show season nego�a�ons commenced with Tutle Produc�ons Limited 
(Mr. Tubridy’s company that provided his services) for a radio only contract. Mr. Tubridy’s agent 
was unhappy with the fee proposed and, pending agreement, the then RTÉ CFO, Mr. Collins 
suggested a short form agreement be put in place to cover radio services un�l either the new 
season in September 2023 or a new contract was entered into (whichever was sooner).  The 2020 
contract (without the TV service) was to form the basis for that short form arrangement. The fee 
proposed was 1/3rd of the contract figure (pro-rated to 3 months for June, July and August). The 
nego�a�ons ended on the publica�on of the statement by the Board of RTÉ on 22 June. 
Subsequently, following the appointment of the new DG, a short-term agreement was put in place 
to cover payments for June, July and August at a rate of €12,500 per month.  

 
10. Mr. Kelly told the Commitee on 11 July (see page 26 of the transcript) that NK Management 

received RTÉ’s statement of 22 June 2023 half an hour before it went out, and that they said 
there were inaccuracies in it. Can RTÉ respond to the �me given for NK Management to review, 
and to any inaccuracies within the statement? 
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Mr. Kelly was interviewed by Grant Thornton as part of the Independent Review it was 
commissioned to conduct by the Audit and Risk Commitee of the RTÉ Board. Mr. Kelly would 
therefore have been aware that an independent Report was forthcoming.  
  
The Board did not release the full Grant Thornton report to anyone interviewed or to any media 
prior to its general publica�on. However, in accordance with fair procedures undertaken by Grant 
Thornton, Mr. Kelly and/or his solicitor would have received advance sight of his responses which 
were detailed in the Report prior to its publica�on. We understand these procedures would have 
been applied to all people interviewed as part of the Grant Thornton review.  
  
The press statement about the Report was shared with Mr. Tubridy, through his agent Mr. Kelly, 
a short �me ahead of its release to media as a mater of courtesy, given it referenced him. 
  
The Board fully accepts the findings set out in the Grant Thornton Report and does not accept that 
it, or the accompanying press statement, contained any inaccuracies. 

 
11. Given that the tripar�te agreement ensured that payments to Mr. Tubridy would be cost-

neutral for the sponsor, does RTÉ have a record of how the reduc�on in commercial revenue 
was treated in its accounts for the year in which Mr. Tubridy was paid by the sponsor? 
 
Was there a reduc�on in commercial revenue from the sponsor for the years in which Mr. 
Tubridy was paid by RTÉ, not the sponsor? 
 
a) A credit note was issued to the sponsor and the invoice to the adver�sing agency dated 31 July 
2020 was reduced by €88,240 Gross which is €75,000 net. The commercial income for the year 
was reduced by this €75,000. 
b) No. 

 
12. The Commitee notes the ongoing McCann Fitzgerald review into voluntary exit schemes at RTÉ. 

Mr. Lynch told the Commitee on 13 July (see page 37 of the transcript) that it is ‘absolutely 
factually correct’ that the Execu�ve Board had to sign off on the award of such schemes. 
 
Why was this not done in the case of the award to Ms Breda O’Keeffe? 
 
McCann FitzGerald is carrying out a full review of this maters and a copy of this report will be 
provided to the Commitee once completed. 

 
13. Director General Kevin Bakhurst told the Commitee on 13 July (see page 63 of the transcript) 

that emails show the voluntary exit scheme for Ms O’Keeffe was agreed between the individual 
and Ms Forbes. 

• Can RTÉ send these emails to the Commitee? 
• Can RTÉ confirm whether any other schemes of this nature were agreed without sign-

off from the full Execu�ve Board? 
 
McCann FitzGerald is carrying out a full review of these maters and a copy of this report will be 
provided to the Commitee once completed.  

 
14. The total (or most up-to-date) costs of the third Grant Thornton report commissioned by RTÉ, 

and the McCann Fitzgerald report. 
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To date RTÉ has spent €205,409.32 plus vat of €47,244.15 for a total of €252,653.47. 
15. Can RTÉ supply a copy of the RTÉ internal review undertaken by Deloite in rela�on to the under-

repor�ng of Mr. Ryan Tubridy’s salary by €120,000? 
 
Deloite did not undertake an internal review in rela�on to the under-repor�ng of Mr Tubridy’s 
fees. There was an email from the then CFO, Mr. Collins to the Chair on 18 June 2023 which is the 
‘internal review’. The findings were subsequently verified independently by the first part of the 
second Grant Thornton report which was published by the RTÉ board and which we atach. 

 
16. Due to conflic�ng evidence provided to the Commitee, can RTÉ confirm upon which date did 

Mr. Tubridy’s contract commence in 2020? 
 
The Commencement date of the Contract was 1 April 2020. The contract was signed on 20 July 
2020.  

 
17. Was former RTÉ Chief Financial Officer Richard Collins informed a�er the mee�ng on 7 May 

2020 as to what was agreed during the mee�ng? If not, why not? 
 
There are no notes or records to any conversa�ons that may have occurred between the former 
DG and the former CFO a�er the mee�ng on 7 May 2020.  

 
18. Can RTÉ provide further details in rela�on to the mee�ng on 7 May 2020, including who ini�ated 

the mee�ng, and any suppor�ng documents or correspondence to resolve the �meline around 
the mee�ng? 
 
No other documents have been discovered in rela�on to this mee�ng. As indicated above, the 
diary invite was issued by the office of the DG. 

 
19. Did the RTÉ legal team raise concerns internally about the tripar�te agreement a�er it was 

discussed on the TEAMS call? If not, why not? 
 
Did they follow up with the Director General or other management about any concerns they 
had regarding such an agreement, and did they ever do an agreement like this in any shape ever 
before? 
 
The call concerned the request for a writen guarantee by NK Management on which legal advice 
had already been given. The tripar�te agreement was not issued by the Agent un�l April 2021. 
 
No, as this was a commercial decision (and legal advice had already been given). RTÉ is not aware 
of any similar agreement.   

 
20. Evidence provided to the Commitee indicates a solicitor from RTÉ Solicitor’s Office atended a 

number of mee�ngs to discuss issues rela�ng to agreements subsequently entered into with 
Noel Kelly, who was ac�ng as agent for Ryan Tubridy. 
 
Did that solicitor who atended these mee�ngs at all �mes fully brief the Director of Legal 
Services in RTÉ? 
 
Any mee�ngs atended by the RTÉ Solicitor were also atended by a senior member of the 
Execu�ve Team, either the former CFO, the former DG or the Director of Content.   The Director 
of Legal Services was not informed of, or involved in, the commercial aspects of those 
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nego�a�ons. The Director of Legal Services was copied on the legal advice given in rela�on to the 
proposed leter of guarantee as dra�ed by the Agent in March 2020 and the tripar�te agreement 
as furnished by the Agent in April 2021 only. 

 
21. Was the Director of Legal Services aware of the dra� invoice, which was prepared by an RTÉ 

employee and submited to Noel Kelly for him to issue to Renault? 
 
No. The Director of Legal services was not aware of the dra� invoice prepared by an RTÉ employee 
to be issued by the Agent on behalf of Tutle Produc�ons Limited to the sponsor.  

 
22. Was the Director of Legal Services aware that the monies to be paid to Noel Kelly, who was 

ac�ng on behalf of Ryan Tubridy, would not go through the RTÉ accounts, and therefore aware 
that there was not full accountability in respect of the monies being paid? 

 
No. The Director of Legal services was not aware of the payment arrangements, or the nature of 
this arrangement un�l 30 March 2023. 

 
23. Did the Director of Legal Services furnish any oral or writen advice to former Director General 

Dee Forbes? 
 
No. RTÉ Legal Department would o�en be called upon at short no�ce to give oral advice on a legal 
mater however, no such advice or opinion was sought from the former DG in rela�on to this 
mater. 

 
24. Was the Director of Legal Services furnished with a copy of the briefing note prepared a�er the 

mee�ng of the 7th of May 2020? 
 
No. The Director of Legal Services first received a copy of the note of 7 May 2020 in June 2023.  

 
25. In the briefing note on the mee�ng of 7th of May 2020, an issue was raised about a side leter 

and it was set out that this could not be provided, the reason given was “that will negate what 
we’re trying to do”. The solicitor who atended this mee�ng was therefore aware that there was 
a clear plan not to make full disclosure in RTÉ accounts. 

 
Was the Director of Legal Services aware that this discussion took place? 
 
The Director of Legal Services was not aware of any discussions that had occurred, or decisions 
made at the mee�ng of 7 May 2020, un�l April 2023. 
 
With respect, the first part of this ques�on is unfair and is conjecture. The solicitor had no 
awareness that there was “a clear plan not to make full disclosure in RTÉ Accounts” nor does the 
handwriten note of that mee�ng say or indicate that.  
 
The context of this mee�ng was to progress the nego�a�ons for a contract for services which had 
stalled. RTÉ had agreed to broker a third-party commercial agreement with the Late Late Show 
sponsor. Mr. Tubridy’s agent was reluctant to sign the substan�ve contract for services without a 
broad outline of the commercial arrangement and a guarantee that RTÉ would underwrite the 
arrangement in the event of there being no sponsor. A verbal guarantee was provided by the 
former DG.  To conclude that there was an awareness of “a clear plan” by the former DG not to 
disclose any payment in RTÉ accounts made on foot of this guarantee if it was later called upon, 
is supposi�on, incorrect and not accepted.  
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26. Did the Director of Legal Services at any �me, once she became aware that certain items in 

respect of the discussions between RTÉ and Noel Kelly would not be set out in wri�ng, advise 
that at all �mes there must be full disclosure? 
 
The Director of Legal Services was not aware that the former DG had taken the commercial 
decision to provide a verbal guarantee un�l April 2023.  

 
27. The Arthur Cox note of the mee�ng states, “No issue and want to con�nue on basis discussed” 

a. Reading this note now, and in the context of its own internal review of correspondence 
and documenta�on, and the evidence presented to the Commitee, what is the 
understanding of RTÉ (to include the Director General and Execu�ve Board) as to what 
this means? 

b. Specifically, what is RTÉ’s understanding now as to: 
i. What was the “basis discussed”? 
ii. Who was aware of the basis that was discussed? 

 
Unfortunately, RTÉ believes it is the former DG who can fully shed light on this issue.   We assume 
that it relates to the commercial sponsorship and the outline of that proposal which is noted below 
that sentence with regard to the three events. We assume that the former DG had spoken with 
the RTÉ Commercial Director who was the main point of contact with the sponsor and that an 
outline of the third-party arrangement had been previously communicated to the Agent by either 
of those par�es.  However, we do not defini�vely know.   

 
28. The Arthur Cox note of the mee�ng states, “Noel, not an issue, do we know how invoices to be 

broken down; Don’t know un�l the CFO back”. 
a. Is it RTÉ’s understanding from this extract of the note that it was intended that the Chief 

Financial Officer would be involved in advising as to how the invoices were to be broken 
down? 

b. What invoices does this refer to? 
c. Arising from this extract, can RTÉ iden�fy from contemporaneous records when the CFO 

was back? 
d. Was the CFO ul�mately involved in advising how the invoices were to be broken down? 

Was the CFO aware of this arrangement prior to the mee�ng of the 7th May 2020? 
 
It is our understanding that this por�on of the note is referring to the CFO of the sponsor who was 
on leave and not the RTÉ CFO. 

 
29. The Arthur Cox note of the mee�ng states: “Query about a Side Leter – No – The former Director 

General will ensure any sponsorship of the Late Late Show would involve a por�on like they 
were talking a lot – but only oral: can’t write to confirm it as that will negate what we’re trying 
to do”. 
 

a. Reading this note now, and in the context of its own internal review of correspondence 
and documenta�on and the evidence presented to the Commitee, what is the 
understanding of RTÉ as to what this means? 

b. Specifically, what is RTÉ’s understanding as to: 
i. What was RTÉ trying to do? 
ii. How would the provision of a side leter have negated whatever it was that RTÉ was 

trying to do? 
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c. What was the understanding of the RTÉ solicitor in atendance at the mee�ng/legal 
department as to what was meant by this statement? 

d. Was it the view of the legal department that a writen confirma�on would negate what 
RTÉ was trying to do? 

e. Did the legal department have/raise any concerns about the sugges�ons that what it 
was that RTÉ was trying to do would be negated by the provision of a writen guarantee? 

 
a. Unfortunately, we do not defini�vely know the meaning of the words set out above.  From 

reading the note it appears to confirm that the inten�on was to ensure that the 
commercial sponsor and not RTÉ would be responsible for the payment to Mr Tubridy 
under this arrangement.    

b.  These ques�ons ask RTÉ to retrospec�vely interpret the mo�va�on and intent of the 
former DG which is not possible to do. Bearing this qualifica�on in mind, we answer as 
follows: 

i. It would appear that RTÉ was trying to put in place the third-party commercial 
arrangement.   

ii. We have not had, and have been unable to have, a discussion with the former 
DG to shed light on the likely meaning of these notes and the mee�ng. 

c. It is the RTÉ Solicitor’s understanding that the former DG was atemp�ng to provide 
comfort to the Agent that there would always be a third-party arrangement with a 
sponsor.  

d. We do not know what the former DG was referring to. No advice was sought or given on 
the dis�nc�on between a writen and a verbal guarantee.  

e. We do not know what the former DG was referring to. No advice was sought or given on 
the dis�nc�on between a writen and a verbal guarantee. 
 

30. The Arthur Cox note of the mee�ng states: “Refers to person from NK Management – we 
thought you’d underwrite –cannot in formal sense as that would compromise what we are 
trying to achieve”. 

a. Reading this note now, and in the context of its own internal review of correspondence 
and documenta�on, and the evidence presented to the Commitee, what is the 
understanding of RTÉ as to what this means? 

b. Specifically, what is RTÉ’s understanding as to: 
i.  What was RTÉ trying to achieve? 
ii. Why would the underwri�ng of the agreement compromise what RTÉ was trying to 

achieve? 
c. What was the understanding of the RTÉ solicitor in atendance/legal department as to 

what was meant by this statement? 
d. Did the legal department have/raise any concerns about what RTÉ was trying to 

achieve? 
 
We do not defini�vely know the answers to the above queries. RTÉ cannot retrospec�vely 
interpret the mo�va�on and intent of the former DG.  However, bearing this qualifica�on in mind, 
we answer as follows: 
 

a. Nego�a�ons on Mr Tubridy’s substan�ve five-year contract for services with RTÉ were at 
an impasse. The Agent wanted certainty about the third-party commercial arrangement 
and, failing that, a guarantee from RTÉ to pay that sum annually to Mr Tubridy.  

b.  
i. RTÉ was trying to conclude the nego�a�ons.  
ii. See responses to Q29 above. We do not know.  
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c. This appears to be phrasing used by the former DG in the context of a commercial 
nego�a�on.  

d. The legal department had given advice previously in rela�on to the provision of a 
guarantee. The legal department understood that RTÉ was endeavouring to conclude 
nego�a�ons; it had given advice on the provision of a guarantee and the DG was making 
a commercial decision.  

 
31. The Arthur Cox note of the mee�ng states that the former DG would personally ensure that a 

por�on of the sponsorship will always be appor�oned to the individual, but “rules/regs and 
sanc�ons prevented RTÉ providing a leter”. 

a. Reading this note now, and in the context of its own internal review of correspondence 
and documenta�on and the evidence presented to the Commitee, what is the 
understanding of RTÉ as to what this means? 

b. Specifically, what is RTÉ’s understanding as to what rules and regula�ons prevented RTÉ 
from providing a leter? 

c. What was the understanding of the RTÉ solicitor in atendance at the mee�ng/legal 
department as to the rules and regula�ons that prevented RTÉ from providing a leter? 

d. Had the legal department advised the Director General/RTÉ in respect of this? 
 

 
a. As stated above, we do not defini�vely know the meaning.  Further, we do not know what 

rules, regula�ons or sanc�ons are being referred to.  These queries are best directed to 
the former DG.  However, it appears to be something said in the context of a commercial 
nego�a�on and it was not based on any legal advice sought or received.   

b. As above  
c. As above.  
d. As above.  
 

32. The Arthur Cox note of the mee�ng states, “NK Management indicate that this would be a 
problem – not what was agreed.” 

a. What is RTÉ’s understanding now as to what this refers to, i.e., what had been agreed? 
b. In light of e-mail correspondence in respect of the mater, including from the 20 

February 2020 to the 8 May 2020 (inclusive) between RTÉ and Noel Kelly (or 
representa�ves), what is RTÉ’s understanding now as to why RTÉ changed its posi�on? 

c. What was the understanding of the solicitor in atendance/legal department as to what 
had been agreed, par�cularly in light of e-mail correspondence in respect of the mater 
which included the legal department? 
 
Subject to the caveats already referred to above.   

a. The usual nature of nego�a�on is there is some backwards and forwards between par�es 
before a posi�on is agreed and setled in the form of a binding contract. It appears the 
Agent argued that the underwri�ng of the commercial arrangement had already been 
agreed which RTÉ rejected. The provision of the guarantee was at issue between the 
par�es un�l the mee�ng of 7 May 2020.  

b. The nego�a�ons had come to an impasse with the Agent insis�ng that the guarantee be 
provided at the same �me as the signing of the substan�ve presenter contract for five 
years.  

c. Up un�l the mee�ng of 7th May 2020 the Agent was insis�ng on a writen guarantee. 
When that was not forthcoming and the nego�a�on stalled, it was stated by the Agent 
that nothing would be signed un�l the guarantee was given. At the mee�ng of 7 May 
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2020, a guarantee was provided to the Agent and the presenter contract was 
subsequently signed.  

 
33. The Arthur Cox note of the mee�ng states that “NK management then queried the effect of 

another Director General being appointed”. 
a. Reading this note now, and in the context of its own internal review of correspondence 

and documenta�on and the evidence presented to the Commitee, what is the 
understanding of RTÉ as to what this means? 

b. What was the understanding of the RTÉ solicitor in atendance/legal department at the 
�me as to what this meant? 

 
Subject to the caveats already referred to above.  
a. The former DG had a limited �me le� to run in her contract, therefore it may be that the 

Agent was querying whether the verbal guarantee would be honoured on the occasion of 
her departure.  

b. RTÉ understands that the guarantee given by the former DG was intended to be binding 
on RTÉ and was to be regarded as binding on RTÉ.    

 
34. The Arthur Cox note of the mee�ng states that “The former Director General then advised that 

they thought they could do it, they can’t – no way around this”. 
a. Reading this note now, and in the context of its own internal review of correspondence 

and documenta�on and the evidence presented to the Commitee, what is the 
understanding of RTÉ as to what this means? 

b. Specifically, what is RTÉ’s understanding as to: 
i.   What was it that there was no way around? 
ii. What had they thought they could do? 
iii. Who is the 'they' referred to it this statement? 
c. What was the understanding of the RTÉ solicitor in atendance/legal department at the 

�me as to what this meant? 
d. Was the legal department of the view that the former Director General was se�ng out 

legal advice that she had been given? 
 
Subject to the caveats referred to above, we answer as follows: - 
 

a. The former DG had previously been given legal advice in rela�on to the provision of a 
writen guarantee. No advice was sought or given in rela�on to a verbal guarantee. 

b.  
i. We presume this refers to a writen guarantee, but we do not know.   
ii. We do not know. This may refer to the writen guarantee. 
iii. We do not know. It may refer to RTÉ generally.    
c. The RTÉ Solicitor understood that the former DG did not want to provide a writen 

guarantee.  
d. No. 

 
35. The Arthur Cox note of the mee�ng went on to state, “The guarantee [essen�ally] says RTÉ will 

pay the talent”. 
a. What is RTÉ’s understanding now as to what this meant? 
b. What was the understanding of the RTÉ solicitor in atendance/legal department at the �me 

as to what this meant? 
 Subject to the caveats already referred to above, we answer as follows: - 
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a. The note is not a minute and is an incomplete account of some of the interac�ons. This should 
be read in the context of the previous asser�on by the Agent that it was up to RTÉ to ensure 
that the Late Late Show sponsorship would always include a separate commercial 
arrangement with Mr Tubridy. It appears the former DG made a commercial decision to 
provide comfort to the Agent and verbally commit to guarantee that arrangement.  

b. As above. 
 

36. Overall, in rela�on to all of the above extracts from the Arthur Cox note of the mee�ng, what is 
the understanding of RTÉ as to why RTÉ changed its view in respect of the provision of a writen 
guarantee? 
 
It appears to RTÉ that the former DG wanted to retain the services of Mr Tubridy and the former 
DG made a commercial decision in an atempt to remove the impasse in the nego�a�ons and 
ensure that the Agent would recommend that his client sign the contract for services with RTÉ. 

 
37. Was the legal department involved in the nego�a�on of Ryan Tubridy’s contracts and related 

arrangements, to include the 5 year contract, the tripar�te arrangement and underwri�ng 
arrangements? 
 
The RTÉ legal department was involved in the dra�ing and finalising of the substan�ve presenter 
contract for a term of 5 years.  
 
The Tripar�te Agreement was dra�ed by the Agent and sent to RTÉ already signed by the sponsor 
on 21 April 2021. This was sent to the Commercial Team in RTÉ for their considera�on and review. 
Legal advice was provided to RTÉ on that contract. The contract does not appear to have been 
signed by RTÉ.  
 
A member of the RTÉ legal department was in atendance at the mee�ng of 7 May 2020 when the 
verbal guarantee was provided by the former DG on behalf of RTÉ.  
 
The RTÉ legal department were not consulted and had no knowledge of the invoices raised by the 
Agent and paid through the Barter account. 

 
38. a.  What was the role of the RTÉ solicitor at the teams mee�ng on the 7 May 2020? 

b.  Specifically: 
i.   Was the solicitor instructed by RTÉ at that mee�ng, or had the solicitor  

been  instructed in advance of the mee�ng? 
ii.   Was it intended that the solicitor would give advice on behalf of the legal  

department either at that mee�ng or a�er the mee�ng? 
iii.   Was legal advice subsequently provided by the legal department to RTÉ  

on foot of the teams mee�ng on the 7 May 2020? 
 
a. The RTÉ Solicitor was invited to atend the mee�ng on 7 May 2020 by the Office of the DG. 

The Solicitor was not called upon to give advice during the mee�ng and took a rough note of 
some of the exchanges. It seems the solicitor was primarily there to hear the discussion in 
the event that advice was requested at a later stage.  

b.  
i.  The Solicitor was not instructed on the nature of the mee�ng either before it 

occurred nor consulted a�er it. 
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ii. Advice would not be given to a client during a mee�ng with a third party. However, a 
legal posi�on could be explained by a solicitor if called upon to do so. No such 
explana�on was sought at the mee�ng.   

iii.   The former DG made a commercial decision to verbally underwrite the third- 
party commercial arrangement. No advice was sought or given on this mater either 
at the mee�ng or subsequently.  

 
39. a.  Why is RTÉ of the view that an enforceable guarantee was given at the teams mee�ng  

on the 7 May 2020? 
b. Is RTÉ’s view that this is an enforceable agreement based on legal advice? 

 
a. The former DG gave a verbal guarantee at the mee�ng on 7 May 2020.  Mr. Tubridy’s agent 

accordingly relied upon this guarantee.  This guarantee was provided by the former DG in her 
capacity as Chief Execu�ve of the Organisa�on.  As Chief Execu�ve and an ex-officio member 
of the Board of RTÉ, as provided for under statute, the former DG had the authority to bind 
RTÉ to such an agreement.  Further, it is clear that the former DG regarded the guarantee as 
binding and acted to discharge the invoices raised on foot of the guarantee. RTÉ accordingly 
performed its obliga�ons under such guarantee.  

b. No external legal advice was sought, but it is clear that RTÉ is bound by the verbal guarantee 
provided by the former DG. 

 
40. In light of the content of the summary note provided to the Commitee of the Teams Call of the 

7th of May 2020, is there any part of the evidence previously given by RTÉ to this Commitee 
that RTÉ wishes to clarify or correct? 

 
RTÉ has used its best endeavours to address all queries raised by the Commitee.  If there is any 
clarifica�on needed by the Commitee with regard to any par�culars of the evidence provided by 
RTÉ, RTÉ will address same. 
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Index: 

 

Emails following Mee�ngs Jan 2020 – May 2020 (Q2) 

Side leter re fee guarantee (Q5) 

Email re Events (Q7) 

Second Grant Thorton report (Q15) 

‘Internal Review’ document (Q15) 
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