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Statement 
 
As many of you will be aware, the Trust has recently received the Employment 
Tribunal's Judgment in the case of Dr Raj Mattu.  
 
This is a matter which is still subject to legal proceedings and I am therefore properly 
limited as to what can be discussed in public. 
 
However, the Board would like to make it very clear that, contrary to the way this 
matter has been portrayed in the media, Dr Mattu was categorically NOT dismissed 
by this Trust's Chief Executive, Mr Hardy, for raising issues related to patient care i.e. 
whistle-blowing. This was the central allegation made by Dr Mattu in his claim and on 
this issue, the Employment Tribunal, unanimously found in favour of the Trust.  
 
The Tribunal held that Dr Mattu was dismissed in 2010 for matters of conduct, 
entirely unrelated to his whistle-blowing, which is what the Trust has always 
maintained in this matter.  
 
Dr Mattu also argued in his claim that the Trust had treated him less favourably 
because of his race and victimised him for raising complaints of race discrimination. 
The Tribunal judgment also makes it very clear that ALL of these claims were without 
foundation and they were all dismissed. 
 
The tribunal DID however find that the dismissal of Dr Mattu in 2010 was "unfair", as 
defined by employment law. It believed the process followed was flawed and, in 
addition, that through that process the Trust did not make sufficient adjustments to 
the disciplinary process to accommodate Dr Mattu's disability. 
 
The Trust has not "pursued" Dr Mattu through the Courts, as has been alleged in 
certain media reports, but has simply responded to the various legal proceedings 
launched by Dr Mattu. These included an initial claim to the High Court for damages 
based on his dismissal, which the Trust defended successfully and a subsequent 
appeal, in 2012, to the Court of Appeal in which the Trust was again successful.  
      
The Trust is currently seeking legal advice as to whether there are, or not, grounds 
for appeal against those aspects of the Employment Tribunal judgment in which it 
was not successful.  
 
The Board is conscious that very sadly this may prolong this matter, which has 
already cost the public purse far too much. However, the Trust equally has a 
responsibility, as a public body, to ensure that compensation is only paid out of the 
public purse when it is legally due.  
 
Clearly with this being an ongoing case I can add no more at this stage other than to 
repeat that I am pleased that the judgement has at last laid to rest the notion that Dr 
Mattu was dismissed in 2010 because he was a whistleblower some 10 years earlier. 
 



It also puts significant distance between the matters that occurred then, in a hospital 
that ceased to exist 8 years ago, and under very different management.  
 
I want to stress to all our patients, staff and the people of Coventry and Warwickshire 
that this hospital Trust is wholly committed to transparency and continuous 
improvement in all matters relating to patient care.  
 
I can add nothing further at this time and, in the "questions from the public" session 
at the end of this meeting, I will not be responding to any questions on this matter. 
 
Ends 
 


