Interview at (PRODUCTION COMPANY NAME) Productions 19 July 2017
I = Interviewer
P1 = Participant 1 and P2 = Participant 2
I: Please introduce yourselves.
P1:  I am (senior executive role) for (PRODUCTION COMPANY NAME) and I have overall operational responsibility and for all of our programmes and very broadly it’s a mix of commercial, legal, production management, operational resources. It’s the interface between all those disciplines and the creative part of the business. One of my key functions is the line management of production management staff and I also spend a lot of time running commercial negotiations with broadcasters, federations, resource providers and other third parties. Stuff like that.
 P2: I’m one of the (senior manager role) here. I’m broadly responsible for the operational and commercial management of a wide portfolio of projects. And, in my case, I run projects both out of the (multiple locations), which we might come on to a bit later on. Report to P1 but otherwise day-to-day responsibility from an operational perspective with the projects I work on in conjunction with an executive producer for each of those projects who will oversee the creative and editorial aspects of that project. People reporting to me will be production executives, senior production managers or production managers.
I: Thank you. To start, broadly how would you describe the strategy of the organisation and you can refer to that at whatever level you feel is appropriate; corporate, business or even operational.
P1: Well, I suppose it is best that we are candid and honest especially as most of this is confidential. I wouldn’t have said that the corporate strategy is particularly well-formed or articulated. So, I couldn’t say definitively what (PRODUCTION COMPANY NAME) or (organisation name), their owners what the corporate strategy is with any degree of authority. Other than we are broadly tasked with making great programmes for distribution and sale and broadly tasking with increasing our year-on year returns. But even that is not defined in any great degree of detail, so sometimes we might be talking about our turnover, sometimes about our net profit, sometimes about gross profit sometimes about EBITDA. So, I don’t think it’s as well defined corporately as one might think. I think that when you drill down into the business unit, there’s a better sense of what the direction of travel is. Whether we are trying to grow international business, whether we are trying to grow some domestic broadcasters, whether we are trying to grow our own IP. I think we have got a better handle at what the strategy is at business level than what we have at corporate level. I’ve worked for the BBC and ITV and I don’t think they are any different quite frankly; I couldn’t definitely say at ITV for example “Oh, I know what our strategy is”.
P2: I think that is absolutely spot-on and I think that is one of the consequences of the industry we work in. Whatever its size (and I’ve worked for miniscule indies and huge indies like this one) a lot of the focus is on getting work in and getting it produced. So, the idea that one can actually look to the horizon, which seems that is exactly what one should be doing, particularly at senior level, often one does get drawn back down to the project level to delivering that project. And without making us look better I do think that is an industry problem. Of all the places I have been, perhaps, I don’t know many other industry sectors, but I think the production, distribution and media side of the industry is probably poor at doing strategic thinking.
I: It sounds like you have financial objectives which flow down, and you talk about international, what is your strategy in terms of the products, markets and the areas, geographical, that you might be looking to operate in?
P1: I say we have financial targets but I would day that they are not really articulated. It’s not like someone says look you’ve got this number. I mean I would say broadly we are looking to grow year on year, as most companies are. But it’s not like we are set a say 5% year on year growth target or for EBITDA. It’s nowhere near as scientific as that. But we know when we are doing well and if the business is growing. In terms of the key markets, we have no strong view as to which one can grow, So, we are considering dipping our toe in all of the markets. But the key one for use in the UK, North America, because obviously we have North American owners, and it’s a big market, and we have production offices in Scandinavia, Singapore and Australia. We are 80 – 85% UK focussed. So the rest is really at the margins. I suppose the glaring omission for a sports and TV producer, which is what we are, is that we are not more active in North America, and not especially active in France and Germany, which are the big TV markets.
P2: Two things to say; one is that drilling down into the detail of finances, I guess there are targets in terms of our margins, our production overhead and what production fee we need to get, but that is really at an atomised level. One things that is interesting about this company that is very different from any other production company I have worked for is the relationship between production and distribution. Here, I suppose, we are broadly by birth a management company and distribution company. And production sits in a junior role to those areas. Whereas everywhere else I have worked production sits in the front seat and distribution is a supplementary part of that relationship. You might want to come on the that later on, but I think it is quite a critical part of things. That is probably as a result of the way the company has been set up historically.
I: let’s move on one of the areas I’m interested in which is collaboration and collaborative strategies. And as Is aid earlier collaboration can very much anything that you see it as, when you hear that word, because it covers a lot of things. How important are collaborations to the organisation and to the strategies that you are following?
P1: I suppose it’s how broadly you define collaboration. In our world you could argue that we are looking to establish, and I use the word joint ventures in its loosest sense, we are looking to establish joint ventures or federations with broadcasters. So, typically, our most important one and our most profitable one is with the Premier League. So, we have a joint venture between the Premier Leagues and (PRODUCTION COMPANY NAME) called Premier League Productions which means that we in partnership with the Premier League produce all their international offering in the crudest sense. So, the domestic coverage of the PL is done by Sky, BT and the BBC. We take those pictures here into the building and we do all kinds of weird and wonderful things including a wrap-around studio show and then we push that out on behalf of the PL around the globe. We get a fee for that and so we are a partner of sorts, but we are not a big commercial partner. So, whilst we get a management fee for the work we do we do not get any share of the incremental revenues that accrue from pushing that material out. That’s probably our most important one and then we’ve got 10, 20 other ones that might be described as a relationship with a third party to develop IP to exploit. It might be that we are talking to a federation to be their approved production partner and that might mean we are just a gun for hire for them. Or it might mean that we go and do stuff for them to partner in their business. We might be going to a broadcaster and saying you should be working more fully with (PRODUCTION COMPANY NAME) and we will spend some development money developing a range of programmes for you. You provide us with the airtime, we’ll provide you with the production muscle and the IP to put that stuff to air. We’re likely to be talking to a sports company and saying we’d be interested in working with you more deeply in exchange for something on exclusivity and then we’ll have a collaboration of sorts. I guess we are saying to the market that we, (PRODUCTION COMPANY NAME), are great at production. This company has great resources and you put the two together and you have got a compelling offer to viewers. We are doing a lot but not necessarily in the sense that you are asking about.
I: Well I don’t know, there are quite a few forms of collaboration there. JV, equity participation, gun for hire. You know a supply relationship. There are a few different forms there, so it was interesting to hear. 
P2: Two other ones to consider. I do not think we could survive without collaborating with our freelance workforce. Compared to staff and freelance, we have more in the latter. The other thing is that we are a global company with any divisions, so we are often collaborating with our licencing, sales partners. So, that is another key area, internal rather than external, of collaboration. To add to what P1 says there is quite a big picture there, I think.
I: So, let’s talk about some of the drivers for those collaborations, perhaps with reference to a collaboration, perhaps a PL JV or any other one. What are the drivers for these collaborations?
P1: the main driver in our world and this is possible a criticism of (PRODUCTION COMPANY NAME) is the turnover and profit from the work that we would perform as part of the collaboration. So, we are not necessarily about collaborating with you to generate IP and generating long-term value in a collaboration, so like when Levi’s partner with Nike. We’re not really thinking long term. It’s more about going to the PL and offering a compelling set of stuff we can do for them. They pay us, tick. They give us 10% more than the cost of what we do, tick. And we get locked in with them into a relationship on an ongoing basis where they come to us and say could you provide the production expertise and muscle to do this. So, typically I would say it’s born out of the immediate top-level returns. So, profitability and turnover, as opposed to generating some kind of IP and value from a long-term relationship.
P2: Which sets us apart from most other indies whose raison d’etre is to create IP which they then exploit. Again, I just think this is probably historical precedent that we have had here. Like a lot of the other English and UK indies we do little for the terrestrial broadcasters, such as the BBC. A lot of our relationships are with brands such as the All England Club, the Open Golf, which is quite different. There is often a work hire rate relationship going on. In fact, in terms of sport, any IP for when we produce the snooker coverage for the BBC is either the federation’s or the BBC’s.
I: Would you describe those as transactional relationships where you are a supplier with those organisations? It sounds different to me.
P1: By and large, and I’m not doing ourselves a disservice, but we would really struggle to convince the PL that we should get a cut of the incremental revenues that we assist them in generating. So, they would say we are asking you to do this; we know that has got a value of “X” and we will pay you that value plus a production management fee is the model.
I: Is that the management and distribution model that you mentioned earlier or something different?
P2: yes, it is probably that. Yes exactly.
I: What about the forms of agreement that you strike – formal, informal? How are they structured?
P1: they tend to be reasonably formal. So, there is certainly a contract in place that captures that. But again, it would be capturing the transactional elements rather than you, (PRODUCTION COMPANY NAME) and the PL, say bumping into this amazing… Say for example that the PL was broadcasting in the UK and the US and they came to (PRODUCTION COMPANY NAME) and say that we are massively active in Asia. So, could you push the offering out there and why don’t we partner and generate a model that we push out to all round Asia. And (PRODUCTION COMPANY NAME) and the PL will share in the revenues streams. We are not really in that area. They might say to use, quite like your idea, how much would it cost to work in Asia? X millions of pounds. OK we will pay you that plus a management fee on top. So, we are not really incentivised by, what is the expression, the long tail of the rights. We don’t tend to make money from the exploitation of IP.
P2:  Correct. We do own, I’m thinking of Transworld Sport as one example, companies that we own lock stock and barrel. I’m not sure how much that we are flogging out of it frankly. 
P1: Our media expert will know this but a lot of companies have made a lot of money out of exploiting an idea on multiple platforms and in multiple areas. But we are not that really in that space.
I: How did you identify these partners? What is the process of getting together?
P1: it’s not arrogance, but we are the biggest by miles in UK sports production. So, someone will come to us. That’s good and bad because it means that we are not necessarily looking. If you are a federation looking for a partner who can support in producing stuff across the globe then (PRODUCTION COMPANY NAME) is probably going to be the first port of call.
P2: My experience of the rest of the indie ?, which is very wide as that is where I come from, a lot of work does appear to come in, either because of our reputation or from one of the other divisions. Or because our marketing is so much bigger than just the UK terrestrial side. That really does help in the long term.
P1: We have thought at various times, and I’m using these terms very loosely, to strategically partner with Channel 4, the BBC and to go to them and say why don’t you get rid of your in-house programming divisions and we’ll be your partner of choice for all sports production. We can do it better and cheaper than you. Why don’t you not go to some of MG’s competitors and partner exclusively with (PRODUCTION COMPANY NAME)? But we sort of know that all of our competitors are having the same conversations and I don’t think there is a compelling reason for one of those partners to partner exclusively with (PRODUCTION COMPANY NAME). They’ll take the meeting and be interested in what we had to say, but they are not likely to kick everyone into touch just to come with us. 
P2: It’s not in my portfolio, so P1 may know more about this. What about partnerships with ET and ETM. Those are quite instructive?
P1: again, they are a little bit more about exploiting longer term value. They are where federations have come to (PRODUCTION COMPANY NAME) and said can you can you 1) come and be our production partner and 2) can you be our distribution partner. So, can you make the golf for us or with the federation and then sell the golf on behalf of the federation – that’s very crude again – we’ll all dump our costs into a pot and we’ll put all the revenues into a pot and we’ll carve up the profit at the end of that process, is a model that we’ve worked with reasonably within a couple of areas. 
I: moving on to the second area, what guides strategy in your organisation? Strategy focus? Guiding principles?
P1: Our owners will set strategy to some extent but again it will be loose in terms of we expect you to grow revenues, to break into new markets, new formats. So, that will part of the guidance as it were. I think that the tenacity and leadership of the MD of the company saying that we should definitely get into Asia, we should definitely hoover up all the host broadcast work, because that is very profitable or we should not bother too much about entertainment because it is high risk. That will inform the strategy to some extent and there’s staff that he employs who will establish partnerships and relationships with federations and broadcasters and, again, that will help to direct the strategy but we don’t have like a strategic medium-term view or away day where we all work on strategy.
I: You mentioned the people who help or contribute to the strategy. What did you mean by that?
P1: Well, there may be a producer or an executive producer that says that you, (PRODUCTION COMPANY NAME), haven’t been particularly active with (organisation name) . So, I’ve got a relationship with the commissioning editor at (organisation name)  why don’t I write up some ideas and send them in to them or you might have someone who previously worked at a federation that now works at the company, who says that when I worked at FIFA or EUFA I know they have been looking for x, y and z so you should develop and pitch stuff for them  or you might have the other option where a former (PRODUCTION COMPANY NAME) employee goes to work for FIFA or EUFA and know that we can deliver in certain key areas and they say to us I know that there is tender coming out in this area and you should actively engage in the process. I think we are never gifted any work simply because they used to work at (PRODUCTION COMPANY NAME) but I know they will steer us and say this is coming up, I know you will be really good at it, it’s right in your sweet spot, why don’t you get involved?
I: And just to follow on from that, there was a question there, you said that (PRODUCTION COMPANY NAME) had a great reputation and a strong position. What is that built on?
P1: I’d say it is built on historical track record in delivering live sport primarily. That is what we seem to be known for first and foremost. It’s what we are very, very, good at. So, live sport where its complicated internationally. For example, getting the first signal out of the West Indies or covering the IPL in India or doing big host broadcast work around Asia. (PRODUCTION COMPANY NAME) will be seen as the kitemark of respectable and consistent delivery of the signal. If you are sitting there watching the Cup Final they want to know that it is robust and it is going to get to air. I think that is probably the area where we would be considered the most successful. Other companies particularly outside the genre are more about creativity, different ideas.
P2: Creativity isn’t necessarily a thread but we have been very well known for live broadcasts. I think one thing that we have had to develop is sort of on the digital side. It is quite easy to stay where you are and say that you have got these large infrastructures to deliver big live projects. Then when you want to grow something like what we call our preditor, we’ve got producer-editors on the ground, with basically the work of five people on one person. That’s been quite an interesting cultural change that we have been able to deliver so that we have been able to market ourselves saying we can do those huge jobs, also those things which are potentially much lower margin value. That has been something that has happened really quite successfully over the last five years or so, where our reputation for delivering those really big projects has changed that we can deliver low cost digital projects as well. You have to be careful that the one doesn’t cannibalise the other but I think we have been quite successful. 
I: I read about an interesting development at Wimbledon this year with this IBM Watson looking to create highlights using AI. Is that an (PRODUCTION COMPANY NAME) development?
P2: That was a machine that was used first on the French Open to automatically cut highlights. So, feed goes in highlights go out. There is some form of human interaction there, not least at a QC point. Potentially, that is quite damaging for our business. If you can have a machine that can do the work of whatever. And it has worked to some extent but I think there will always be a need for customisation which a machine at this stage might not be able to do. If that can be done what do you need to do to develop business beyond that? Take the example of Wimbledon, not only do we provide the world feed and the highlights, but we have developed a product that used to be called live Wimbledon, which is now called the Wimbledon Channel, which basically provides colour – everything you do not see on the broadcast. So, it’s all those ideas about if you’re not there what is it like. In some ways that is where we have been able to use human creativity to develop something which goes beyond just cutting, which at the end of the day may be just machines that just cut all this.
I: To what extent do these capabilities e.g. reputation etc. have a role to play in where you see yourselves going in terms of strategy?
P2: I suppose that is chicken and egg in terms of what the strategy is and what skills we need to deliver that strategy. In terms of the digital that is something that we identified that we needed to improve, because that is where more and more of our clients are starting to demand projects in.
P1: I think we are more active in that space. We are starting to push out opportunities in those areas, so the live app is an example and we are now pitching that model to other federations. National should do live at the IPA cup final. 
P2: What is clear is that where you might have had four or five people going out on a? shoot. On preditor he or she can shoot that and edit it and then technically play that out to the internet. Where there was quite a bit of resistance was that happening live with multiple camera broadcasting and clearly if one part of the industry is being affected by technology so will the others. We are seeing that and it is a real challenge for us going down the track. 
I: Where collaborations have worked well, and you have given several examples of those, why is that. What are some of the factors that make a collaboration work?
P1: Arguably one of the reasons it works well is, without doing (PRODUCTION COMPANY NAME) a disservice, we are not a highly creative organisation. In other areas where I have worked there is more creativity and you get huge creative tension so that you might ask who is taking the creative lead on this project: is it producer x or I might be a piece of talent – who is in control creatively. (PRODUCTION COMPANY NAME) is very good at the delivery side of things, so a federation may come to us or a rights holder or someone who has got a programme idea. And they know we will deliver on all of the production muscle and we necessarily have a strong view on the creative direction. That is one of the reasons. It surprised me that there is so little friction on the creative side of things. It’s like we are told what to do and we are very compliant (P2 agrees). We deliver well. We don’t overpromise. We are reasonably conservative – we are the Ford motor car of this industry. We aren’t going to set the world on fire but we aren’t going to drop anything. We are going to get to air we are, more or less, going to be on budget. We are going to get decent feedback from our clients. We aren’t likely to come up with the most amazing bit of technology that move the whole broadcast model on. But we will do all the things we said we would do. 
P2: To take an example. Producing clips for a bigtime platform. Rather than thinking about a VR/AR type of approach for this client. We do very well in volume working on big projects. I guess the area of change over the next few years where we have started to move more into entertainment. That is the area where this creative bounce will change. In terms of the people we will need here and in terms of the people we are working with. That is quite a big genre to move to.
I: Moving into entertainment sounded like a strategic decision. How would you describe it?
P1: We did hire an entertainment exec about 6 – 9 months ago with a view to kickstart the area on non-sport and entertainment or sport/entertainment business. So, that was a strategic, that’s a little bit grand, but it was a decision that we took where the MD and a number of us felt that the sports market was reasonably full, so that if we won something on one channel we would lose on another so our direction of travel would be a slows 4-5% growth year-on year at best. So, OK what do we do? Let’s get into entertainment. So, we have done that and hired an entertainment executive and it’s gone reasonably well so far. He’s only being here 9 months and he’s already got two shows away and the two are for the UK network. That is considered a big success. What we don’t have as a company is involvement in a show or franchise that has been completely game changing. I don’t think anyone within the organisation sees the potential yet because it’s the one guy running it. It would be an amazing achievement to get one of those massive franchises away and change the whole direction of the UK network frankly. A quiz that sells in 25 territories around the world. Something like that. We don’t have that in the organisation, that doesn’t run in our DNA as it does in lots of other production companies. But it might do. The guy who is running that area might get one or two ideas away which are truly game changing. They might massively impact on our numbers and provide a proper spike rather than just general growth.
I: A moment ago you described yourselves as the Ford Motor company, let’s talk about the brand a little bit. What are the values of the organisation that leads you to say we are like the Ford Motor Company?
P1: We are quite conservative. An anecdotal example, when we moved to this building we spent a lot of time working out what we were going to call these meeting rooms. It seems a trivial example but it shows what runs through our veins as it were. There was very small group of people who said the meeting rooms should be called light and sunshine, inspiration, water and rain and all that stuff. There was a much bigger group that said, no let’s call them Wimbledon, the Open, Centre Court, Strawberries and Cream, like very traditional names. I sat in the meeting thinking God surely everyone will go with the crazy names because aren’t we are a funky TV company. No, they said let’s go for Wimbledon etc. Here we are in the Wimbledon room, So I think we are strict, straight, conservative (P2 agreeing). Lots or middle-aged men in suits, unfortunately. 
I: When you think about the culture here – the names of the rooms are very evident here – and the underlying things. How would you describe the culture?
P1: there are lots of bits to the organisation so there are different pockets of culture. As a management group we are alive to the differences in culture and there is hell of a lot of work going on to address that. There is a big piece of work going on around diversity and inclusion. We are conscious of putting more creativity into the process, but it takes time. The other challenge for the company is that is has been very successful with its lightly staid and conservative approach. Its revenues have grown so what is the need to change it? There are groups, increasing numbers of people who think that it is important to try and energise and develop your culture a bit more fully, because it might make you more creative; it might bump you into one of those break-out hits as it were. I’m doing the company a disservice when I say it is exclusively conservative, it’s more than that. But it does take time to address the culture of an organisation particularly when it is successful. 
P2: It’s a very flat culture. No offices. The idea being that if you are the (senior executive role) or a runner you can go and approach anybody at any time. Whether that happens in practice is another thing. Which has its advantages and disadvantages. I guess that is true of most media companies I think. 
P1: It’s a nice place to work, despite it not being the most vibrant. It’s not the most creatively charged. Most people are quite nice.
P2: yes, and it’s very uncorporate for a corporate company, compared to any other indie.
P1: the (senior executive role) is a very decent popular man.
I: thinking about the set of values and behaviours of the way things go on round here, what influence do you think that has on the types of partners you work with and types of opportunities you explore?
P1: It has a heavy influence. Because when federations and third parties come into (PRODUCTION COMPANY NAME) they quite appreciate the rigour and conservativeness, because the want to know that they are going to get their show to air. They do not need a load of great ideas because there is a great idea in the sport area is the federation or the game itself. So, you are not coming and saying can you think of an 11-a-side sport that might work between this sort of size pitch. You have got all that in football – that is the game. So, you are looking for someone to say, look we’ve got this brilliant game, PL, is a great example. We want to make pretty damn sure that if we are selling it all round Asia for billions of pounds that the signal is going to get there. So, when they come in and they are met by a conservative group of engineers, techies and managers and they get comfortable that their product is going to get out. That is what they are looking for. I think it influences the types of relationships we have with potential partners. They are not coming in going can you give me 25 ideas – should be paly football with a square ball, should we have 15-minute quarters rather than two halves. They are not asking for that.
P2: The other thing that the conservatism means is that we are quite risk adverse. Where other companies might dive into something we would probably err on the side of caution. Most of those external relationships are longstanding- some have been around since 1964 and growing since then.
I: So, thinking about that nature of things there. When you sit down and talk with these partners what are the sort of mechanisms you use to get things moving along. How do you actually conduct the relationship?
P1: Nine times out of ten they are publishing or bringing to us a tender of some sort of and asking us to provide summary information about how we might cover this in the budget. That’s normally the approach with some? federations. With others where we have a long-standing and deeper relationship they come to us first and say we are thinking of taking this to the market, can you give us a quick up-sum of what it might cost and whether to take it to market. And we might say, no you should do it with us and we can do it really well and cheaper than the market. Nine times out of ten that is the genesis of the relationship and very occasionally we will be specific and will go to a broadcaster with a portfolio of ideas and this is the approach with the entertainment exec. He had 30 ideas and he did the rounds. He did it entirely speculatively and he did the rounds of the big commissioning editors and networks to see if they would work on their channel. 
I: And that entertainment idea is that all in-house, or are you working with anyone that you see as a collaborative partner?
P1: it’s mainly in-house, but we have got a third-party developer and producer that we licence. We’ve probably got ten license agreements in different stages of discussion with companies to develop IP. So, he has got an idea of why he’s working with a Japanese format deviser; ideas about drone-racing; another one we are the champions and handicapping major sport stars and then competing against a member of the public. And he’ll go to the underlying rights holder and say can I license your idea and for a period and I’ll take it speculatively to a group. We’ll agree terms and an option fee and we’ll take it round the broadcaster and see if there’s any merit in developing it further.
I: Last question in this section on strategy. Leadership. What role does leadership, your CE of MD or management team, play in collaborations?
P2: Two key people, the MD and the boss of our section who are quite forceful, larger than life characters. Both of whom are setting an agenda for our part of (PRODUCTION COMPANY NAME) or for the whole organisation. Since (PRODUCTION COMPANY NAME) was bought by (organisation name) there’s been a relentless drive to bring more business, to innovate, those sorts of things. That sort of leadership is critical and I’m sure they would say something about it themselves.
I: Conscious of time. Is there anything else you want to add as we think about branding collaboration and strategy?
P1: It’s an interesting area to see how other organisation do it. ITV was highly conscious of its strategy. I worked at ITV for seven years and we had numerous strategy away days and we had new MD come and say here is the strategic view for the next four years or whatever. I’m not sure it got us to anywhere different to where (PRODUCTION COMPANY NAME) has got to. We would send out these brochures of the seven-year plan and you would know that a year later it would be superseded. I do wonder where all the strategising gets you. Seeing some organisations that do it a lot and some that do not it all, I end up in sympathy with the latter. 
P2: To add an example about leadership and how organisations fit together well, just before P1 and I joined, about three years before that, (PRODUCTION COMPANY NAME) had done a collaboration a strategic partnership with Tiger Aspect, which is an entertainment media company and Dulcis Smithson, which is a factual expert. Without blowing our trumpet, looking at it, it didn’t work. The reason probably was that there weren’t like-minded people on both sides. If that was proposed today, I think that because of the makeup of the management here now it might be quite different. It was a shame because that was a player, a pretty big cross genre player. But having seen this in other indies, it’s always quite difficult because one genre will not get on with another one and they’ll also be pitching to different commissioners and so on. I think that was what was happening in that case. The very fact that it didn’t succeed and the fact that both of them have joined Endemol and it has succeeded, probably gives you an answer. (P2 agrees) And that is why one would pick the organisations that we choose to work with. But we do need to thing outside the box. Rather than two conservative organisations, ones that give us something different and that we can really work with. In some ways that is (name) who has come in as a quite different character to the rest of us, who has come in to start the entertainment side. It probably gives you a bit of kick to the way your produce the sports work as well. 
I: Thank you very much. I'll stop the tape at this point.
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