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IN THE MATTER OF THE APPEAL BOARD OF THE FOOTBALL 
ASSOCIATION 
 
 
BETWEEN 

LARKSPUR ROVERS 
Appellant  

 
and 

 
THE FA WOMEN’S FOOTBALL PYRAMID PROJECT TEAM 

 
Respondent 

 
 

DECISION AND WRITTEN REASONS OF THE APPEAL BOARD 
 

 

 

1. The Appeal Board conducted a hearing on Tuesday, 25 June 2024, to determine 

an appeal by the Appellant against a decision of the Respondent, dated 31 May 

2024.  

2. This hearing was conducted by Microsoft Teams (video-conferencing).  

3. The Appeal Board consisted of Mr Paul Tompkins (Chairperson), Mr Robert 

Purkiss MBE, and Mr Daniel Mole. Mr Nathan Greenslade, the Judicial 

Services Administrator, acted as Secretary to the Appeal Board. 

4. The Appellant was represented by the attendance of Mr Gary Illsey, with Mr 

Damon Wright and Ms Dianna Sochor observing. The Respondent was 

represented by Mr Nick Frith, with Mr Callum White observing.  

The Hearing 

1. The Respondent, on 31 May 2024, notified the Appellant of their decision that 

the Appellant’s application for promotion to the Southern Region Women’s 

Football League for the 2024/25 season was unanimously rejected.  

 

2. The Appeal Board, having taken into account the submissions of the parties and 

having given the Appeal Bundle careful consideration, noted the following.  
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3. The Appeal Board thanks both parties for the manner in which they made their 

submissions.  

 

4. The Appeal Board noted that the Appellant was appealing on the following 

ground:  

 

a. Came to a decision to which no reasonable such body could have come. 

 

5. The Appeal Board unanimously dismissed the appeal on this ground. 

 

6. The Appeal Board reached this decision considering the following:  

 

a. The following is a summary of the primary considerations of the Appeal 

Board, however the absence in these reasons of any particular point, or 

submission, should not imply that the Appeal Board did not take such 

point, or submission, into consideration when it considered the matter 

and reached its findings. 

b. On considering the ground of appeal that the Respondent had come to a 

decision to which no reasonable such body could have come, the Appeal 

Board took careful consideration of the Appellant’s geographical 

location and the availability of an alternative solution proposed by the 

Appellant. The Appellant presented a case based upon comparison with 

various clubs, in particular Slough Town who had finished two places 

below the Appellant in season 2023-24 but who had been promoted to 

Southern Region Football League at Tier 6, an allocation which the 

Appellant was willing to have taken up also. Also, Denham United could 

have been moved laterally from the London and South East Regional 

League to the Southern Regional Football League instead of Slough 

being promoted, thus creating a vacancy in the London and South East 

Regional League which the Appellant could have taken up. The 

Appellant club was ambitious and successful and was keen to progress 

through the Tiers. 

c. Although located within Middlesex Football Association’s area and 

historically associated with Middlesex, the Appellant was playing 
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outside of its county in the Thames Valley League. They had previously 

played in the Greater London League but travel could be difficult from 

their location in west London and the Thames Valley League had been 

looking for clubs, which is why they had affiliated there. Having 

finished second in their league they were looking to advance through 

promotion from the Thames Valley League to the Southern Region 

Football League.  

d. By way of response, the Respondent explained that it had considered 

this specific move at its allocations committee meeting but the Appellant 

was looking to play outside its designated geographical catchment area. 

The Appellant’s comparisons had provided different perspectives on 

their situation but did not in themselves demonstrate that the decision 

not to allocate the Appellant to Southern Region Football League at Step 

6 was either wrong or, at least, so unreasonable that no reasonable such 

body could have come to it. The Respondent was tasked with populating 

leagues by means of a set of rules designed to preserve the regional 

integrity of the Women’s Football Pyramid and these had been applied 

correctly. 

e. Where a club is champion of a Tier 7 league that club is entitled to 

promotion to Tier 6 as of right and the Respondent must allocate those 

clubs in accordance with criteria, bearing in mind the nationwide nature 

of the Women’s Football Pyramid. Only then are clubs wishing to be 

promoted but who have not won their league considered, through a 

promotion pool. The Respondent will only consider allocating clubs in 

the promotion pool to their appropriate regional league at Tier 6, which 

in the case of the Appellant was the London and South East Football 

League, at which there were no vacancies. The question as to why a club 

had been reprieved from relegation from Tier 6, which appeared to block 

the Appellant, was satisfactorily explained to the Appeal Board. Slough 

Town, on the other hand, were within the catchment for the Southern 

Region Football League which is why they could be considered for the 

league but the Appellant could not.  

f. The Appeal Board reminded itself that it is unable to impose its own 

preferred solution in such cases and is only empowered by the FA 
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Appeal Regulations to review the original decision of the Respondent. 

This ground for appeal only allows the Appeal Board to intervene when 

it considers the Respondent has come to a decision to which no 

reasonable such body could have come. 

g. The decision not to allow the Appellant promotion to the Southern 

Region Football League was not perverse, irrational or wrong. To do 

otherwise could have overridden the principles under which the leagues 

are populated at Tier 6 on a nationwide basis and would not only have 

departed from the criteria but would have risked preferring the 

Appellant’s case over other clubs in a similar position. The Respondent 

had to consider the integrity of the FA Women’s Football Pyramid. 

Therefore, the Appeal Board is unable to find that that the denial of the 

request of the Appellant for promotion to the Southern Region Football 

League 2024-25 is a decision to which no reasonable such body could 

have come.  

 

7. The Appeal Board considered the matter of costs and decided that there would 

be no order as to costs.  

 

8. The Appeal Board order that the appeal fee be forfeited.  

 

9. The Appeal Board’s decision is final and binding.   

 

 
 

Paul Tompkins 

Daniel Mole 

Robert Purkiss MBE 

25 June 2024 


