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WARNING

This Report contains accounts of child sexual abuse. Those who have given
accounts of child sexual abuse are not identified in the Report, save where
explicit consent has been provided for this purpose. The identities of those
who have given accounts are protected by law. It is a criminal offence pursuant
to the Sexual Offences (Amendment) Act 1992 to publish the identity of those

who have given accounts of sexual abuse.

Survivors can access information about the support that is available to them at:
www.thefa.com/football-rules-governance/safeguarding/section-9-support-for-survivors
as well as directly from the PFA at:

www.thepfa.com/charity/survivor-support-advocate.

Helplines outside of football are: NAPAC on their support line: 0808 801 0331
or NSPCC on their helpline: 0800 023 2642.

(These details are correct at the time of publication. Anyone wishing to access support
services in the future should refer to the safeguarding page of The FA’s website to check

for up-to-date details).
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Chapter 1. Introduction

1. Iwill generally refer to those who
have suffered abuse in this Review as
‘survivors’, as that is a term that many
of them have asked me to use and which
reflects their experiences.

2. Inthis Report, I shall refer generally
to the term ‘child protection’, rather than
‘safeguarding’. ‘Child protection’ - the
protection of children from harm - was
the term commonly used during most

of the period considered by this Review.
‘Safeguarding’ encompasses both the
protection of children from harm, but
also action that is taken to promote the
welfare of children. It was a term which
started to be used towards the end of the
Review period.

3. Brackenridge, C. etal (2007) “Child
Welfare in Football”

4. Operation Hydrant is a coordination
hub established in June 2014 to deliver
the national policing response, oversight,
and coordination of non-recent child
sexual abuse investigations concerning
persons of public prominence, or in rela-
tion to those offences which took place
within institutional settings.

1.1. On November 16th 2016, Andy Woodward’s interview with the sports jour-
nalist Daniel Taylor was published in The Guardian newspaper under the headline:
“The former professional footballer, who is now 43, is finally able to talk publicly about
the horrific abuse he suffered from the age of 11 by one of his coaches, in the hope
that others will come forward too.” Andy Woodward’s hope that others would follow
his lead was realised. Within days, the news media was filled with stories from other
former football players, informing the world of the horrific sexual abuse that they suf-
fered during their involvement in our national game as teenagers and pre-teens. Greg
Clarke, the former Chairman of the FA, described the unfolding story as one of the
biggest crises in the history of the governing body.

1.2. The FA decided that it was necessary to investigate what had happened in
football, and how sexual abuse of children was allowed to take place within the sport.
I was privileged to carry out that task. This would not have been possible without
the tremendous support and commitment from my team of barristers from 11KBW
Chambers: David Bedenham, Zoe Gannon, Leo Davidson, Jen Coyne (and at an earlier
stage in the process: Katherine Eddy and Natalie Connor); the sterling administra-
tive support of Sport Resolutions who served as the Secretariat for the Review (with
particular thanks to Kylie Brackenridge and Matt Berry); and the expert assistance of
Professor Mike Hartill, Director of the Centre for Child Protection & Safeguarding in
Sport (“CPSS”) at Edge Hill University; as well as the many other individuals who gave
their time and assistance to the Review through their interviews with me and other
members of the Review Team, or who provided the Review with relevant documents

or possible lines of inquiry.

1.3. I would particularly like to thank the survivors' who met with me or members
of my Review Team or who otherwise permitted me to hear or read their accounts. I
know how hard it must have been to recount these awful events, but their accounts
have formed the bedrock of this Report. Their bravery in coming forward and speaking

out has finally shone a light on an issue that has, for too long, hidden in the shadows.

1.4. I also wish to give specific mention to the assistance provided to me at the
outset of my Review by Professor Celia Brackenridge. From the late 1980s, Celia Brack-
enridge studied and then campaigned for greater child protection®in sport. In the early
2000s, she carried out a research project for the FA. In 2007, along with other authors,
she published the book “Child Welfare in Football”*. Sadly, and after a long illness, Celia
Brackenridge passed away on May 23rd 2018.

1.5. In addition, I would like to thank Operation Hydrant' (and its National Co-Or-
dinator, Richard Fewkes), and various officers working for the different constabular-
ies investigating allegations of non-recent football-related child sex abuse for their
assistance in liaising with survivors and ensuring that the Review had access to their
accounts. In particular, I am grateful to Sarah Oliver who has recently retired as a De-
tective Inspector from Cheshire Constabulary for the time that she spent answering
the Review Team’s questions and serving as a conduit to many of the Barry Bennell
survivors, as well as to Detective Inspector Gemma Hunter of Hampshire Constab-
ulary who provided similar support with respect to Bob Higgins, and Andy Taylor of
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Greater Manchester Police who provided similar support with respect to Frank Roper.

1.6. It has taken me four years to complete this Review. I know that for many peo-
ple, and some survivors in particular, the process has taken too long. They wanted me
to provide answers and give them a greater understanding of what took place within
the sport far sooner. I appreciate their disappointment at the delay and share their
frustrations. The amount of work involved in carrying out the Review has been consid-
erable. Many hundreds of thousands of pages of documents have been examined. More
than two hundred witnesses have been interviewed; some more than once. Significant
amounts of time have been spent ensuring that the club investigations into what took

place were as thorough and comprehensive as possible.

1.7. The delay was a result of my desire for as many of the clubs as possible to
conclude their investigations, and for me to speak to and read the accounts of as many
survivors as possible, so that their evidence could be considered and investigated fur-
ther, and their voices and experiences could be placed at the heart of my Report. It was
not possible for me to consider some of their evidence, or hear some of their voices
whilst criminal investigations and prosecutions of a number of perpetrators of abuse

were ongoing.

1.8. Following the recent sentencing of Barry Bennell to a further four years of
imprisonment, the team carrying out an independent review for Manchester City has
now been able to complete its investigation into Bennell and his connection to the club,
and I have therefore been able to include the findings in this Report. Southampton has
not yet completed its investigation (carried out by Barnardo’s) into Bob Higgins and
his connection with the club. I decided that it would not be appropriate to await the
outcome of that investigation before finalising this Report. The survivors have waited
too long already, and I have told the FA that I am willing to update my report once

Southampton has concluded its investigation.

1.9. The process of conducting this Review has not been straightforward. The pas-
sage of time, since many of the incidents of abuse took place, has meant that individu-
als who could have assisted in helping me understand what occurred have passed away,
or for health reasons are unable to assist. Some of the documentary material which
might have evidenced the knowledge and decision-making of clubs and the FA is no
longer available. Even where witnesses are available, many of them have faded memo-
ries of the events in question, some have recollections which are no longer wholly reli-
able, and others have been reluctant to be involved for a variety of reasons. The effect
of all this is that it has not been possible to produce an exhaustive account of sexual

abuse in football and what was known and done about it in the period 1970 to 2005.

1.10.  Nevertheless, I have had access to sufficient material to describe and analyse
much of what occurred during that period. There are many individuals whose memo-
ries are still clear, especially some of the survivors of abuse. There are large numbers
of documents still available: within the archives of the FA, within the archives (held at
Brunel University) of Celia Brackenridge, as well as within the archives of the English

Football League, Sport England, and of various football clubs.
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5. IICSA Glossary: https://www.iicsa.
org.uk/sites/default/files/glossary.pdf
(accessed 17 October 2020)

1.11.  During the course of the Review, I have received full co-operation from the
FA, the Premier League, the English Football League, the National League, as well as
the County FAs and professional clubs that I have engaged with. The FA has allowed
the Review Team unimpeded access to its extensive archive of documents, as well as
to current and former personnel. A large number of individuals have also made them-
selves available to speak to the Review Team, in their own time, to share their knowl-
edge and experiences and to suggest lines of inquiry for me to investigate.

1.12. It is clear that a great deal of sexual abuse did occur within football from
1970 to 2005. Operation Hydrant informed me that as at August 7th 2020, the Holmes
database (a live database) showed that - based on Operation Hydrant criteria - there
were 240 suspects within football, with 692 survivors: the vast majority of allegations
involved the period of the Review.

1.13.  In carrying out the Review, I have used as my definition of child sexual abuse,
the definition employed by the Independent Inquiry into Child Sexual Abuse (“IICSA”):
“Sexual abuse of children involves forcing or enticing a child or young person
to take part in sexual activities. The activities may involve physical contact
and noncontact activities, such as involving children in looking at, or in
the production of, sexual images, watching sexual activities, encouraging
children to behave in sexually inappropriate ways, or grooming a child in
preparation for abuse including via the internet. Child sexual abuse includes
child sexual exploitation.”

1.14.  Given that disclosing child sexual abuse is so difficult for so many individuals
- many have put the abuse away in a ‘box’ and have not wished to open it for fear of
what that will do to them and their families - it is likely that the actual number of cases
is far greater than the amount reported.

1.15.  Each act of abuse is despicable. Not only was the conduct criminal, and de-
serving of opprobrium and sanction, but it was devastating for the victim. Football was
supposed to be a safe environment for young people: a place where they could have
fun, develop their talents, make friends and for some to pursue the dream of being a
professional player. That was all sullied by the abuse by those who took advantage of
their positions and power for personal gratification.

1.16.  The impact and importance of hearing from survivors cannot be overstated.
I also cannot overstate how difficult it must have been for survivors to come forward.
Hearing directly from the survivors was harrowing for me and other members of the
Review Team, and all members of the Review Team were offered counselling support
to prevent ‘secondary’ or acquired trauma. We also directed the survivors that we
heard from to various counselling services, if they were not already in receipt of such
support.

1.17.  So asto recognise the centrality of survivors of sexual abuse to this Review, I
have included in the Report ‘voices’ of survivors. These are short extracts, approved by
survivors themselves, of their experiences. There are 20 of them. They convey some of
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the pain and suffering experienced by the victims of abuse, whose dreams were shat-

tered by the actions of their abusers.

1.18.  Iacknowledge that these summaries cannot do justice to what survivors ex-
perienced and how this has affected, and continues to affect, their lives. More detailed
and very personal accounts are set out in the autobiographies recently written by sur-
vivors: Andy Woodward (“Position of Trust”), Paul Stewart (“Damaged”), David White
(“Shades of Blue”), among others. I commend these books to the readers of this Report.

1.19. I have also provided for the FA in confidential annexes some detailed de-
scriptions of the sexual abuse suffered by 159 survivors. I consider it to be important
for the FA to read about the abuse that was suffered by those involved in football,
so that the true extent of the harm done to individuals can more easily be under-
stood by the FA, but do not wish to cause any further anguish to survivors by in-
cluding that material in a document that might be made public. At the request of

the survivors, the material in the confidential annexes has been anonymised.

1.20.  The structure of the Report is as follows. First, there is an Executive Summary.
This sets out in summary form the key findings of the Review. To understand the de-
tail of what the Review investigated and the explanation for its findings, it is necessary
to read the full text.

1.21. The Report then contains a section on the Context of the develop-
ment of child protection within sport, and more generally, so that the FA’s ap-
proach to dealing with child protection can be understood and evaluated
against the social and legislative structures at the time. This contains materi-
al derived from interviews with a number of individuals involved in the sport-
ing world, as well as documents contained in the Celia Brackenridge and Sport
England archives. It draws on research carried out for the Review by Mike Hartill.

1.22.  There is then a section which provides an overview of Child Sexual Abuse in
Football. This includes how abuse was perpetrated in football and the nature and ex-
tent of the sexual abuse. It records the effect of the abuse on the survivors and their
loved ones; and how the abusers committed abuse and groomed the boys and their

families. It also covers in broad terms how the abuse was allowed to happen.

1.23.  This section also includes 20 Survivor Voices. These are anonymised accounts
of the abuse that was experienced by survivors in football and the effect that the abuse
had on those individuals’ lives. I am grateful to those survivors who agreed to have

their account included in this Report.

1.24.  This section also contains a description of some Crown Court Case Records.
Many cases of child sex abuse during the period of the Review occurred outside of the
professional game. A number of these resulted in convictions for child sex offences and
were reported briefly in the media. With the assistance of the Ministry of Justice, the
Review obtained the Crown Court files for some of these cases. In this section, I set

out a sample of these cases to highlight the different ways in which abuse in the grass-
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roots game took place. Football was an activity which enabled the abuser to gain the
trust of the abused and provided opportunities for abuse. In some of these examples,
it can be seen that football was only one of the arenas in which the abuse occurred, as

the abusers also befriended young boys in other settings.

1.25.  This section also includes a brief discussion of an allegation of assault at a
professional club, which falls within the definition of child sex abuse, and was allegedly

designed to intimidate, rather than for sexual motivation.

1.26.  The section also covers Sexual Abuse of Girls. The most high-profile cases of
child sex abuse in football, and the bulk of the material referred to in this Report,
concern boys who played football. This does not mean, however, that there was no
abuse of girls within the game. There was. In this section, I highlight a number of such

cases and seek to place the abuse of girls within football into the broader context.

1.27.  There is then a Methodology section. This describes how the Review Team
went about its work, the nature and scale of the documents that were reviewed, and
the interactions that the Review Team had with the FA, football clubs, sporting bodies
and other organisations and individuals, including the many survivors that were spo-
ken to or whose accounts we read. This also sets out the process that we carried out

before finalising the Review.

1.28.  The FA. There are several sections dealing with the approach of the FA to
child protection and to allegations of abuse. The longest text is a chronological nar-
rative, describing the FA’s consideration of child protection issues, the FA’s imple-
mentation of a child protection policy and the introduction by the FA of safeguard-
ing measures during the period covered by the Review. So as to make the narrative
easier to read, but also to emphasise some key points, I have included a number of
sub-topics as insets or ‘boxes’ in the text: the FA Programme for Excellence; the
FA’s National School; the Martial Arts Development Commission Conference in
1993; the Home Office’s Safe from Harm guidance in 1993; the Amateur Swimming
Association; the National Coaching Foundation’s publication in 1996: “Protecting
Children: a guide for sportspeople”; the Sports Council Conference 1996; Channel 4’s
Dispatches documentary “Soccer’s Foul Play” which was broadcast in January 1997;
responses to the FA’s letter of January 21st 1997 about child protection sent out to
various stakeholders; the “Charter for Quality” approved by the FA in 1997; the Foot-
ball Association Coaches Association established in 1997; implementing the Charter for
Quality in the professional game; developing the Charter Mark; the NSPCC Helpline;
the FA Child Protection Policy of 2000; the Case of EE; the Tours and Tournaments
Policy; the Child Protection Working Group established in 2000; communications and
conferences about child protection; the Celia Brackenridge Research Project; and the

Independent Football Commission Report 2005.

1.29.  In addition, there are further detailed sections describing the FA’s approach
to the introduction of a Screening or vetting regime; and the FA’s approach to Disci-
plinary and Referrals throughout the Review period. The latter section addresses the

various referrals that were made to the FA of allegations of sexual abuse, and the way
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in which the FA’s disciplinary and case management regime operated. The analysis of
the case management regime was based on a sampling of cases dealt with at the time
by the FA.

1.30.  Ithen set out the FA’s knowledge of, or dealings with, three of the key perpe-
trators of abuse: Barry Bennell, Bob Higgins and Chris Gieler.

1.31.  There is also a short annexe dealing with one particular alleged perpetrator
of child sexual abuse in football. This material is currently confidential to the FA only,
as criminal proceedings involving this individual are still pending, and I do not wish
in any way to prejudice those proceedings. I can say, however, that the material con-
tained in that annexe does not change my conclusions about the FA’s handling of child

protection matters during the period covered by the Review.

1.32.  The County FAs. There are 51 County Football Associations affiliated to the FA.
These are the local governing bodies for football, with responsibility for administer-
ing club and player registration and promoting the development of clubs, players and
referees. This section contains a summary of the material provided by the County FAs
(or CFAs) as to the complaints or concerns that they had about child protection in the
period covered by the Review. (The material provided by Guernsey CFA is included in
a confidential annexe so as to maintain anonymity, given the size of the footballing

community on the island).

1.33.  There is then a section dealing with complaints or concerns that Clubs affili-
ated to the FA, and in particular professional clubs, had about child protection matters

during the period covered by the Review.

1.34.  The major part of this section contains detailed information concerning the
most prolific of the sexual abusers that are known to the Review - Barry Bennell, Bob
Higgins, Frank Roper, George Ormond, Ted Langford, Chris Gieler, Eddie Heath, and
Kit Carson. There has been no criminal conviction against the latter three individuals,
or any finding by a court in a civil action that they were responsible for any child sexual
abuse. Nevertheless, the evidence that they did sexually abuse children is compelling,
and I shall refer to them as perpetrators and abusers in this Report. It is not my role,

however, to make findings that any particular allegation of abuse occurred.

1.35. I regard my descriptions of these individuals and the relevant clubs’ knowl-
edge and responses to the abuse as “case studies”. It is likely that there were perpetra-
tors involved with other clubs during the period of the Review, but detailed informa-
tion about them has not been provided. The “case studies” should shed some light on
what probably happened at those other clubs.

1.36.  Ipreface this material with an overview of the abuse committed by the named
perpetrators. This summarises the key points that I have found about how these abus-
ers operated. For each of the perpetrators of abuse, I set out their backgrounds, their
links with particular clubs, the abuse that they perpetrated, and the knowledge that

clubs had to allegations of abuse or circumstances that may have caused them to sus-
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pect that there could be a problem of abuse and how those clubs responded. I also de-
scribe the investigation that was carried out by the relevant clubs into the allegations

of abuse, and explain whether or not I consider the club’s investigation was adequate.

1.37.  Ithen set out the evidence received by the Review as to whether the abusers,
or some of them, were working in concert (i.e. whether or not there was a “ring”). I
conclude this section with a summary of the responses provided by a number of clubs
when asked by me to provide information about allegations of abuse during the Review

period.

1.38.  Recommendations. As part of my Review I have considered what additional
measures could be introduced within football that would strengthen safeguarding
within the sport. While the work I have done focused on the period 1970-2005, I be-
lieve that there are still important lessons that can be learned, and I make a number
of recommendations that should help to make football a safer place for children now
and for the future. Some of these recommendations were pressed on me by survivors
of abuse when asked what would or might have made it easier for them to raise the
alarm about their abuse at the time when it was taking place; others were suggested by
participants in the game today, including those in safeguarding roles. I make thirteen
recommendations for the FA. Most of these are grouped in one of three themes: (i)
training at all levels, (ii) a child first culture, and (iii) transparency and accountability.
I recommend one further measure to keep the issue of child protection/safeguarding in

football high in the public consciousness: a National Day of Safeguarding in Football.

1.39. I very much hope that this Report will be read carefully by all persons
involved in administering the game of football today, including the FA and the
clubs who were associated with perpetrators of abuse. Understanding and ac-
knowledging the appalling abuse suffered by young players in the period covered
by the Review is important for its own sake. Survivors deserve to be listened to,
and their suffering deserves to be properly recognised. As well as recognising
and facing up to what happened in the past, it is also important that this terrible
history is not repeated, and that everything possible is done now to safeguard
the current and future generations of young players. I hope that this Report will
make some contribution towards that.

March 10th 2021
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1. I'will describe this as the “pre-profes-
sional” game.

14

INTRODUCTION

2.1. Following the publication of Andy Woodward’s disclosure of child sexual
abuse to Daniel Taylor at The Guardian on November 16th 2016, and the immediate
wave of disclosures by others who had played football as young boys, the FA asked me
to carry out a review into what took place in football in the period from 1970 to 2005
(see: Terms of Reference).

2.2. The date of 2005 was selected as that was the year in which the Independent
Football Commission (“the IFC”) published its report following a detailed review into
the FA’s safeguarding regime, concluding that the FA’s achievement in this area was
“impressive”, and that the “guidance, training, regulation, information have been very
professional, comprehensive and manifold”. The period of 1970 to 2005 was also the
time in which the majority of the incidents of abuse that were being disclosed to the

media had taken place.

THE ABUSE

2.3. It is not possible to know how many children suffered sexual abuse in football
from 1970 to 2005. Most incidents of abuse are not reported. But, it is clear to me that
a considerable amount of sexual abuse of children took place during this period. This
isreflected in the statistics produced by Operation Hydrant. As at August 7th 2020, the
Holmes database (a live database) showed that - based on Operation Hydrant crite-
ria - there were 240 suspects within football, with 692 survivors. Most of these cases

occurred in the period covered by the Review.

2.4. The abuse shattered the trust that survivors had in the abuser, and in those
with the responsibility in football to keep children safe. The abuse had a devastating
impact on the lives of many of the survivors, as well as their families and loved ones.
Survivors have described to me the suicide attempts, excessive alcohol or drug intake
or dependency, periods of depression and other mental illness, failed relationships
with partners and children, which they attribute to the sexual abuse they experienced
as children. Some survivors have told me that the recent criminal trials involving a
number of the perpetrators have helped them deal with the emotional impact of the
abuse.

2.5. Most of the child sexual abuse that has been talked about in the national me-
dia took place in the context of professional clubs, or clubs that were (or were de-
scribed by the perpetrators as) “feeder clubs” for professional teams.! The abusers
used the cloak of respectability and credibility that came through their association
with professional clubs to gain access to boys and lull the boys and their parents into
a sense of security. However, there were also many cases of abuse that occurred in the
grassroots game. This is reflected in a number of the Crown Court records that have
been examined by the Review Team, as well as a number of criminal trials that have
recently taken place. In the grassroots game, it seems that football was one of several
settings used by abusers to befriend and abuse young people.
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2.6. I do not wish to give the impression, however, that abuse in football (whether
in the pre-professional or grassroots game) was commonplace. It was not. The over-
whelming majority of young people who engaged in the sport, whether at the grass-
roots or pre-professional level of the game, during the period from 1970 to 2005, were
able to do so safely. The vast majority of coaches, scouts, backroom staff and other
adults involved in the game were not abusers, and carried out their work professionally

and in the best interests of the young people in their care.

2.7. Where abuse did take place within football, the overwhelming evidence
received by the Review is that it was not witnessed by others involved in the game.
Abusers were manipulative. They used elaborate grooming tactics, and their abuse
was mainly conducted in private — whether in the abuser’s homes, in their cars, in
secluded rooms at training grounds, or in hotel rooms - not in the sight or presence
of other adults. Abusers frequently worked without supervision or oversight: they had
opportunities to spend time alone with young players and, as part of their roles as
coaches or trainers, or even scouts, they were able to develop exclusive relationships

with young players.

2.8. The evidence received by the Review was that contemporaneous disclosure by
children of abuse to friends or family was rare. From what survivors have told me, they
often felt ashamed of what had taken place, or felt that they would not be believed. For
some, there was a real fear that disclosure would bring repercussions - of violence to
them or their families — and for others there was concern that their footballing careers
would be jeopardised. In the pre-professional game, abusers frequently had consid-
erable leverage over the young players, many of whom were desperate to progress to

professional football and were persuaded that the abuser held the key to that future.

2.9. For much of the period of the Review, there was no guidance provided to
those working within football on child protection matters. As a result, for much of the
period of the Review, club staff and officials were generally unaware of child protection
issues; they were not trained in child protection; they did not pick up on the signs of
potential abuse and, if they were aware of the signs, they did not examine them with
curiosity or suspicion. Staff and officials at clubs were naive about the possibility of
abuse. Furthermore, football clubs did not facilitate, let alone encourage, young play-
ers to raise their concerns, which might have enabled them to make disclosures. (It
was only for the 1998/99 football season that Premier League and Football League
clubs were required to have a member of staff trained in child protection issues at their
Academy or Centre of Excellence, and for the clubs to raise awareness of child protec-
tion issues (see: FA Child Protection Policy and Programme: 1998)).

15
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THE FA

2.10.  The FA, as the national governing body, started thinking about issues of child
protection in the mid-1990s. Before then, when the acts of abuse disclosed by Andy
Woodward and many others took place, the FA had not provided any guidance to clubs
as to how to deal with issues of child protection. A number of abuse survivors have
expressed the view to the Review that the absence of these mechanisms amounted to

a failure by the FA. I have looked at this accusation carefully.

2.11.  The evidence shows that Celia Brackenridge (the leading academic in the field
of child protection and sport) had been campaigning for the issue of child protection
to be taken seriously within sport from the late 1980s, but her message was not heed-
ed by the sporting world until the mid-1990s. In the early 1990s, according to Anita
White, a former Director of Development of the Sports Council (now Sport England),
sport organisations “did not really want to admit a problem of child abuse in sport.

They were reluctant to recognise it ... it was not a popular message to be taking out”.

2.12.  This was reflected in the reaction to a television programme - Secrets of the
Coach - broadcast by BBC2 in 1993, which featured stories of abuse in a number of
sports: gymnastics, swimming and judo, both in the United Kingdom and in North
America. This programme did not start a national debate about child protection with-
in sport. Although it inspired one national governing body (the Martial Arts Devel-
opment Commission) to organise a seminar on child protection, the programme did
not galvanise any serious action by other sporting bodies (see box 3: The Martial Arts
Development Commission Conference). Anita White told the Review that, even after
this programme it took some time to convince people that child abuse in sport “really
was an issue.” Anita White said that there was a feeling that acknowledging it could
discourage parents from letting their children become involved in sport “if it was an

unsafe place for them to be”.

2.13. It was only in March 1995 that the National Coaching Foundation (“the
NCF”) produced a self-study pack entitled Protecting Children: A Guide for Sportspeople
(“NCF Guide”), which was designed to be used by national governing bodies in their
coach education, and aimed to “increase awareness of child abuse and help people to
recognise the signs of abuse and deal sensitively and effectively with the issue should
it arise.” The NCF Guide provided some of the tools that sporting bodies could use to
address issues of child protection (see box 6: Protecting Children: a Guide for Sports-

people; and box 7: The Sports Council Conference 1996).
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The Conviction of Swimming Coach Paul Hickson and
Barry Bennell’s Conviction in Florida

2.14.  The situation changed in the summer of 1995. In September 1995, the Olym-
pic swimming coach Paul Hickson was found guilty of raping two teenage swimmers
and indecently assaulting several others over a 15-year period. Hickson’s trial and
conviction received considerable media interest and national attention, and from this
point onwards all sports were, or should have been, aware of the awful reality of child

sex abuse in sport (see box 5: Amateur Swimming Association).

2.15. In the summer of 1995, the FA also learned that football was not immune
from child sexual abuse. The FA was aware that Barry Bennell had pleaded guilty in
Florida to sexual abuse of a child whom he had taken to the United States on a football
tour. The FA was also aware that the police in England were investigating additional

charges against Bennell (see: FA and Barry Bennell).
2.16.  From this point onwards, the FA was aware that child protection was some-
thing that needed to be taken most seriously, and it is appropriate to scrutinise care-

fully the approach that was taken thereafter.

The FA’s Knowledge of Abuse Prior to the Summer of 1995

2.17.  Asfor whether there was anything before the summer of 1995 that should have
triggered a greater response by the FA, from the materials that I have read, and the ac-
counts that I have heard, the answer is no. There is no evidence that the FA knew that
there was a serious or systemic problem of child sexual abuse within the game in En-

gland, and no evidence that the FA ought to have known that there was any such problem.

2.18.  The FA was aware in January 1990 that Bob Higgins, the coach at Southamp-
ton FC, had been charged with allegations of abuse against young players. However,
Higgins was acquitted, when the criminal case against him collapsed in 1992, and
there was no basis for the FA to know what we now know: that Higgins had been a
prolific child sex abuser during his time at Southampton, and remained a risk to young
football players (see: FA and Higgins).

2.19.  The FA was aware in the summer of 1994 that Barry Bennell had been charged
by the prosecuting authorities in Florida with sexually abusing a schoolboy player who
he had taken to the United States on a football tour. At this point, however, Bennell
had not admitted to the abuse, so the FA did not know that it had actually taken place.

2.20.  Onreceiving the news about Bennell’s arrest, those working centrally for the
FA sought to find out what was known about Bennell and were told that Bennell “has
been known to offer boys gifts and quite a number stayed at his house. He has been
like a ‘pied piper’ to children, he seems to have an attraction for them”. There is no
evidence that this was previously known to those working centrally for the FA (see: FA
and Bennell). There is evidence that rumours and innuendos about Bennell were heard

by and discussed by some FA regional coaching staff. There is no evidence, however,
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that these rumours or innuendo were known by those working centrally for the FA.

2.21.  The Review was told by a former employee of the FA (not based centrally
at the FA, and not a senior member of staff) that he recalled a very brief conversa-
tion about child sex abuse in football, probably in the 1980s, with the FA’s Technical
Director, and that the name Chris Gieler was mentioned. This account could not be
corroborated, and there is no hint of this conversation in any of the FA archive materi-
als. I have some doubts as to whether this conversation took place as described to the

Review (see: FA and Gieler).

2.22. In all these circumstances, it is not appropriate to criticise the FA for not
providing guidance to clubs as to how to deal with issues of child protection before
the summer of 1995, when the FA was not aware that abuse had actually occurred
in football, and the provision of child protection guidance was not something which
was happening widely within sport, or within most voluntary organisations. I do not
consider that it is right to hold the FA to a higher standard than the vast majority of
organisations within the sporting world or the voluntary sector more generally. The
absence of guidance to clubs before the summer of 1995 was, in my judgment, a failure

of sport as a whole.

Delay between October 1995 and May 2000

2.23.  Ihave concluded that, following the summer of 1995, and especially following
a conference convened by the Sports Council and the NSPCC in July 1996 — where best
practice in child protection was shared with the national governing bodies of a large
number of sports - the FA should have engaged more deeply with the issue of child
protection and should have acted more quickly to bring in comprehensive measures to

safeguard children in the game.

2.24.  The FA acted far too slowly to introduce appropriate and sufficient child pro-
tection measures, and to ensure that safeguarding was taken sufficiently seriously by
those involved in the game. These are significant institutional failings for which there
is no excuse. During this period (October 1995 to May 2000, when the FA launched
its comprehensive child protection programme), the FA did not do enough to keep
children safe.

Screening and Self Declaration

2.25.  The initial focus of the FA’s thinking about child protection was on the
“screening” or “vetting” of those involved in the game (see: Screening and Self Decla-
ration). This was initially discussed by the FA in 1995, but at that time and for several
years afterwards, organisations such as the FA could not gain access to information
held by the police about criminal records and other concerns about individuals. The
FA lobbied government to have sight of these records, and ultimately gained access to
them following the establishment of the Criminal Records Bureau in 2002. From that
point onwards, the FA was able to introduce a comprehensive screening process for

those involved in the game.
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2.26. On its own, however, screening was not a sufficient mechanism to address
concerns around child protection. Other processes and tools were needed. Some mea-
sures were introduced by the FA as part of the Charter for Quality, the blueprint for the
future of football, which introduced (among other things) the Academy system. Nev-
ertheless, the Charter for Quality, which was endorsed by the FA in 1997/98, was not
a strategy for introducing a comprehensive child protection programme for the whole

game, both at the professional and grassroots levels (see box 9: Charter for Quality).
2.27.  The FA introduced a number of other child protection measures in the late
1990s, but its child protection strategy, and a comprehensive programme of measures

for all of the game, was not introduced until May 2000.

Reasons for the Delay between October 1995 and May 2000

2.28.  Thereisno evidence that the FA’s delay from October 1995, or from the Sports
Council/NSPCC conference in July 1996, was the result of hostility, opposition or par-
ticular resistance to child protection as a matter of principle. All of the individuals
with responsibility for moving child protection forward at the FA seem to have shown

sympathy and interest in the matter.

2.29. Instead, there are a number of interrelated reasons for the delay. Taken to-
gether they paint a picture of an institutional failure of the FA, rather than a failure
of any particular individual or individuals (see: Comments on the Delay in Putting in

Place Child Protection Measures).

2.30.  The development of a comprehensive child protection programme required
strategic thinking and a level of expertise. Until the middle of 1998, none of the peo-
ple working on the FA’s programme had any real expertise in the area, and although
the FA had had dealings with, and had taken advice from, the National Society for the
Prevention of Cruelty to Children (“the NSPCC”) from early 1997, it was only in late
1999 that the FA started to work intensively with the experts at the NSPCC to develop
its child protection arrangements.

2.31.  There was no champion at the highest levels of the FA pushing for child pro-
tection measures. There was also no one at the FA whose dedicated role was to work
exclusively on child protection matters until 2000. Before then, the individuals work-
ing on the development of the child protection programme had other, often consider-

able, responsibilities as part of their roles.

2.32.  Child protection was not regarded as an urgent priority for the FA. That does
not mean that it was not viewed as important: rather that other matters took higher
priority. I do not say that the FA should have ignored the other priorities during this
period, and it is clear that there was a period of instability within the organisation as a
result of personnel issues between late 1998 and late 1999. However, given the imper-
ative to keep children safe in football, I consider that the FA should have ensured that

child protection was given greater priority than was actually the case.
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2.33.  This is not to say that the FA’s approach to child protection during this peri-
od did not compare favourably with many, if not most, other sports. To the contrary,
the FA did more than many, if not most, other sports during this time. However, that
does not excuse the FA’s delays. It merely means that those other sports can also be
criticised for their responses. The NCF’s Guide was available from March 1995, and
the Sports Council/NSPCC conference in the summer of 1996 made all sports aware
of the essential tools and resources for developing a comprehensive child protection

programme.

Child Protection between May 2000 and 2005

2.34.  The arrangements that the FA put in place in May 2000 were admired. The
FA continued to improve the child protection policy and programme during the re-
maining period with which the Review is concerned. By the end of 2005, the FA’s child
protection programme was widely lauded (see: FA Policy and Programme: 2000-2005).

2.35. Inits report on the FA’s safeguarding regime published in 2005, the IFC con-
cluded that “Safeguarding children in football is . . . not a task to be under-estimated”
(see box 20: The Independent Football Commission Report 2005). The IFC regarded
as “astonishing” the work that had been done by the FA in the previous five years, and
the progress that had been made by the FA. The IFC described the FA’s achievement

as “impressive”. I agree.

The FA’s Response to Referrals Relating to Child Sex Abuse

2.36.  Ihave considered whether the FA failed to act appropriately to anything raised
with it relating to child sexual abuse during the Review period. The short answer to
this is: in most cases, the FA acted appropriately in response to referrals relating to

child sex abuse, but there were some failings.

2.37.  Inthe period from 1970 to 1995, the evidence that I have seen demonstrates
that only a small number of allegations of child sex abuse came to the FA’s attention
(see: Referral Management: 1970-1995). Between 1996 and 1999, the number of alle-
gations of child sex abuse brought to the FA’s attention grew, but the numbers were
still quite small. The number of allegations increased more significantly in the period
between 2000 and 2005. This was largely a function of the fact that the raising of
awareness of child protection issues by the FA had led to an increased level of referrals

and expressions of concern.

2.38.  An audit by the NSPCC of the case management system administered by the
FA’s case management team in 2002 revealed a number of issues, including that (i)
some cases had been allowed to “drift” without proper resolution, (ii) in other cases
key pieces of information had not, or had not been accurately, recorded, (iii) there
was a need to develop appropriate processes for “following up” on cases, in particular
following an individual’s release from a long prison sentence, and (iv) there was a need
to ensure consistent decision making based, as far as possible, on objective facts (see:

Formalising Case Management Processes). I accept these conclusions.
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2.39.  The Review Team’s examination of a sample of the case files from the period
2000-2005 revealed that the FA’s case management system was generally working well,
although there were some cases where it appears to me that errors were made (see:
Case Management File Review). In a small number of cases, there was a delay between
an issue being brought to the FA’s attention and the FA taking interim action, namely
suspending the individual in question. In a very small number of cases there may have
been a communication problem between the FA and the County FA about a referral. In
a very small number of cases where an individual suspended by the FA had breached
a suspension, the FA had not acted promptly in taking action. In one case involving a
former professional player, I consider that the FA should have taken disciplinary action
against the individual, rather than rely on an “agreement” with the club where he was

a coach.

2.40.  Talso consider that the FA did not act appropriately following Barry Bennell’s
release from prison in 2003. The FA should have taken steps to seek to prevent Bennell
from involving himself further with football following his release. The failure to do so
allowed children to be put at potential risk. I note, however, that there is no evidence
that Bennell did seek to involve himself in football after his release. Furthermore, the
risk that Bennell would do so was mitigated to some extent by the licence conditions
imposed on him following his release; and had a criminal records check been made
under the name Bennell, this would have revealed his convictions (see: The FA and
Bennell).

2.41.  Talso consider that the FA should have reviewed Bob Higgins’ case following
the amendment to its disciplinary rules in 2003 which lowered the standard of proof
required by the FA to establish misconduct to the civil standard. In 2002, a County FA
had raised concerns about Higgins’ continued involvement in football. Based on the
revised standard of proof, it would have been possible for the FA to consider the earlier
allegations of child sexual abuse that had been made against Higgins when he was
employed by Southampton, and the later allegations that Higgins had been baptising
young players in the bath when he was employed at Peterborough United. This was
not done.

THE CLUBS

2.42. The Report examines in some detail the abuse committed by a number of
perpetrators of abuse: Barry Bennell, Bob Higgins, Frank Roper, George Ormond, Ted
Langford, Chris Gieler, Eddie Heath, and Kit Carson (see: Clubs). These perpetrators
were identified by survivors and were discussed widely in the national media in the
period following Andy Woodward’s disclosure in November 2016. Each of the profes-
sional football clubs associated with these abusers provided the Review with a report
following their own investigation into their links with the abuser, and what if anything
they knew about the allegations of abuse. The Review Team supplemented the infor-
mation contained in the clubs’ reports with further materials obtained from survivors,

the police and others.
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2.43.  The evidence received by the Review was that allegations of abuse were rarely
made to people working at football clubs. In a number of cases where a disclosure of

abuse was made, the Club acted too slowly, or inappropriately, in response.

2.44.  Inone case (Chelsea), the disclosure was not acted on properly (steps should
have been taken to protect the young player who had made the disclosure and other
boys from Eddie Heath’s sexual advances and misconduct); in another case (Aston
Villa), the disclosures about Ted Langford should have been reported to the police;
in another case (Newcastle), the disclosure about George Ormond should have been
acted on more quickly and should have been reported to more senior staff within the
organisation for consideration of further referral to the police. In some cases - in par-
ticular the clubs associated with Bennell, and Peterborough in its dealings with Hig-
gins - although there was no specific disclosure of abuse, there were ‘warning signs’
(consistent rumours that an individual had a sexual interest in children, and/or that
children were staying overnight at the individual’s home) that, if followed up, might

have uncovered the perpetrator’s abuse.

2.45.  Warning signs were, however, often missed or not acted upon. This was usu-
ally out of ignorance or naivety. There was often a feeling that without “concrete ev-
idence” or a specific allegation from a child nothing could, or should, be done, and so
there was a reluctance to investigate or monitor, let alone confront the perpetrator and
interfere with his actions. Unlike today, where the best practice is to inquire further, or
at least investigate, where there are “seeds of doubt”, this was not the general practice
during the period 1970 to 2005. As a result, in many cases, perpetrators were able to
hide within football, and use their positions, to ruin the lives of many children.

Barry Bennell

2.46. Barry Bennell is one of the most notorious of all the perpetrators of child
sexual abuse. He was described by the judge at his criminal trial in February 2018 as
the “devil incarnate”. Bennell sexually abused large numbers of boys throughout the
1970s and 1980s and into the early 1990s. During the time when he committed this
abuse, Bennell was involved with a number of professional clubs: Manchester City,

Crewe Alexandra and Stoke City (see: Barry Bennell).

2.47. At Manchester City, Bennell was associated with the club’s youth function
between 1975 and late 1979, and mid 1981-1984. Bennell was not an employee of the
Club during this period, but was a part-time youth scout for the Club and also coached
and ran teams that were associated with and fed players to the Club. From late 1979
to mid-1981, Bennell continued to recommend players to the junior teams which were
associated with and fed players to Manchester City.

2.48. During Bennell’s association with Manchester City, the Club was not aware of
allegations of abuse by Bennell. However, senior management of the Club were made
aware of rumours about Bennell and concerns about his conduct. Some members of
staff appear to have referred to Bennell as a “kiddy fiddler”. Members of staff were
also aware that boys were staying overnight at Bennell’s house - something that some
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found suspicious. The Club did not investigate the rumours about Bennell: it should
have done. The Club should also have examined the circumstances in which boys were
staying overnight with Bennell. These were not usual arrangements, even at that time.
The fact that parents allowed their children to stay with Bennell did not mean that the

Club could not, or should not, have looked further into these arrangements.

2.49. At Crewe Alexandra, Bennell was employed as a youth coach and youth scout
between January 1985 and September 1989, and from August 1990 to January 1992.
Cheshire Constabulary carried out a detailed investigation of what might have been
known by the Club about Bennell’s abuse and concluded that “there is no evidence to
corroborate Crewe Alexandra Football Club were aware of what Bennell was doing.” I

have seen no evidence that could properly lead me to a different conclusion.

2.50. Based on all of the evidence received by the Review, however, I consider it
likely that three Directors of the Club discussed concerns about Bennell which hinted
at his sexual interest in children. As a result of these concerns, the Club’s then Chair-
man sought further information about Bennell from Manchester City, and was told by
a senior police officer to keep a “watching brief” on the situation. There is no evidence
that the Chairman did so.

2.51.  There were also rumours circulating about Bennell and his sexual interest in
children, and I am satisfied that these were heard by some of the Club’s staff, in par-

ticular the coaching staff.

2.52. In circumstances where there were rumours circulating about Bennell and
where there was no obvious reason why boys needed to stay with Bennell so regularly,
I consider that the Club should, at the very least, have satisfied itself that there were
appropriate arrangements in place for the boys, and the Club should have periodically
spoken with boys who stayed over at Bennell’s house to check that they were being
properly cared for. Had such steps been taken, this might have led to boys making
disclosures to the Club.

2.53. At Stoke City, Bennell was for a period (between 1992 and 1994) an ad hoc
youth team coach and youth scout for the Club. Bennell was also a youth coach for a ju-
nior team called Stone Dominoes. Stone Dominoes was not part of Stoke City’s youth
function, although (probably encouraged by Bennell) some players at Stone Dominoes
and their parents may have thought that it was (see: Links Between Bennell and Stoke
City).

2.54. During Bennell’s association with Stoke City, some members of the Club’s
staff were aware of rumours circulating about Bennell’s sexual interest in children, al-
though no allegation of sexual abuse by Bennell was made to the Club. Given the scale
of the rumours, steps should have been taken to ensure that Bennell’s activities were
monitored. I have seen no evidence to suggest that this was done (see: Stoke City’s
State of Knowledge).
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Bob Higgins

2.55.