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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This is a review (“the Review”) into the circumstances surrounding, and lessons to be 
learnt from, the withdrawal of the right to stage the European Judo Championships 
2015 (“the Event”) from the British Judo Association (“the BJA”) by the European Judo 
Union (“the EJU”). This was undoubtedly a very serious event, which has impacted 
negatively on the reputation of the BJA, both domestically and internationally. In 
examining the circumstances surrounding the withdrawal of the right to stage the 
Event, it is necessary to consider both whether the actions of BJA Board were 
appropriate in the circumstances, and whether the EJU was entitled to take the action it 
took. Our conclusions on these issues are to be found at Section 3 below. 

1.2 The full terms of reference surrounding the Review are to be found at Schedule 1 to 
this document. We have reviewed in excess of 5,000 documents as part of this Review. 
Attached to this Review at Schedule 6 is an index of the key documents relied upon. 
The tab number references in this Review are to a Bundle of just over 100 documents 
which have been referred to. 

1.3 In the course of conducting this Review we have had the fullest cooperation from UK 
Sport for which we are grateful. We also received very helpful cooperation from the 
non-executive Officers of the BJA. With two exceptions, being the ability to interview Mr 
Brown and having sight of the contract between the Combat Sports Federation and 
UFC, we do not think that we have been denied access to any material which would 
have been relevant to the Review. We do not think access to the CSF-UFC contract 
would have changed our conclusions. 

1.4 Bearing in mind the seriousness of the issues raised by the Review, we considered it 
necessary to interview in person Mr Brown, the then Chairman of the BJA, Mr Scoular, 
its Chief Executive, and , 

Mr Scoular and  were interviewed on 4 August 2015. The 
acting Chairman, , asked to be interviewed and was interviewed on 11 
August 2015. We are grateful to all of them for their input, upon which we will comment 
further below.  

1.5 As far as Mr Brown is concerned, other than answering the questions posed to the 
other Directors of the BJA, he did not cooperate at all with the Review, despite 
numerous requests for him to do so1. Correspondence with Mr Brown’s solicitor 
culminated with the letter at tab 107. We do not consider that merely answering the 
questions posed to other Directors was an adequate response to the issues raised by 
the Review. Mr Brown was at the heart of all of the events outlined below and his 
conduct is directly called into question by what happened. It is our view that Mr Brown, 
as former Chairman of the BJA, had at least a moral responsibility to assist the BJA 
and UK Sport in understanding what went wrong and to assist them in learning the 
lessons from it. He has not discharged even that moral responsibility.  

1.6 We will comment below upon what we consider to be Mr Brown’s actions. In doing so 
however, we should point out that we are not drawing any adverse inferences per se 
from Mr Brown’s failure to properly cooperate with the Review. We are able to deduce 
what happened very accurately from the contemporaneous documentary evidence, 
from assistance given to us by the other Directors, and from the evidence of Mr Scoular 

                                                
1 Mr Brown was contacted (by way of letter unless otherwise stated) on the following dates with regard to 
interview: 8 July 2015, 22 July 2015, 28 July 2015, 31 July 2015 (email), 5 August 2015 (telephone, left 
voicemail), 6 August 2015 (telephone, left voicemail), 6 August 2015 (email), 10 August 2015, 20 August 
2015, 28 August 2015, 7 September 2015,14 September 2015, 5 October 2015. 
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and  It would, however, have been desirable to have Mr Brown’s 
perspective on the issues directly before us.   

1.7 All Directors of the BJA, along with those former Directors who were in post at the time 
the contract to stage the Event was entered into, were asked a standard set of 
questions and we are grateful to the Directors for their co-operation. One former 
Director of the BJA, , did not answer the standard set of questions 
despite repeated requests to do so. This was unfortunate. The answers from all other 
Directors and former Directors of the BJA are contained in Schedule 2 to this Review.  

1.8 At our invitation, Mr Scoular also made detailed submissions to the Review having 
received an advanced draft of it. He also submitted a further response after the Review 
had been passed to the BJA and UK Sport.  The approach we have taken is that if 
anyone submits any evidence or submissions at any time which has any bearing on the 
Review, we will amend the Review in the light of that evidence or those submissions.  
This is what we have done. 

1.9 As regards Mr Scoular’s submissions, where we have thought necessary, we have 
dealt with some of the more important points he raises in the body of the Review. 
However, Mr Scoular’s narrative was one that was very different from that which we 
determined was the correct one, derived from our analysis of the available evidence. 
As such, where our analysis differs from Mr Scoular’s account of events it is because 
we disagree with it. 

1.10 As a result of our conclusions at Section 3, there are a number of recommendations we 
feel we should make to the BJA and UK Sport. The recommendations are set out at 
Section 4 below. If action is to flow from these recommendations, it is not for this 
Review to take it,  this being a matter for the BJA and UK Sport. However, we would 
hope that bearing in mind what we consider is the thorough nature of this Review and 
its clear conclusions, these conclusions will be actioned as soon as reasonably 
practicable. 

1.11 I have been greatly assisted in the production of this report by Mr Tom Solesbury when 
he was at Hamlins LLP. His assistance has been invaluable. Nonetheless all and any 
errors contained within the report are my responsibility. I am also grateful to Philip 
Herbert of Hamlins LLP for reading this report in draft and to Katie Edwards for her 
assistance. The same qualification applies to them. 

1.12 As per our terms of reference, the core objects of this Review are to:  

1.12.1 Establish the facts about the circumstances in which the right to stage the 
Event was withdrawn;  

1.12.2 Establish the actions/inactions taken; 

1.12.3 Identify any systemic issues which need to be addressed; 

1.12.4 Learn lessons for the future; 

1.12.5 Identify any necessary action for the BJA; and 

1.12.6 Identify any lessons for the future for UK Sport and the wider sporting system. 

1.12.7 Our conclusions in relation to these matters are to be found below. 
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1.13 The first step is for us to set up what we understand to be the pertinent facts 
surrounding the withdrawal of the right to stage the Event from the BJA.  Before this, 
however, we consider that it would be helpful to set out the procedural history of the 
Review. 
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2. PROCEDURAL HISTORY OF THE REVIEW 

2.1 In order to set this Review in its appropriate context, it is necessary to set out its 
procedural history.  The Review was agreed by UK Sport and the BJA in around April 
2015.  The BJA and UK Sport then proceeded to seek a person to chair the Review 
Board.  On 5 May 2015 Mark Gay of Hamlins LLP was appointed to chair the Review 
Board.  A call for evidence was sent out on 22 May 2015 and over 5,000 documents 
were received from the BJA.  These were then reviewed by the Review Board 
Chairman and his colleagues at Hamlins LLP. 

2.2 On 30 June 2015, Mr Brown resigned as Director and Chairman of the BJA. 

2.3 On 7 July 2015, the Chairman of the Review Board sent a list of questions to those 
persons who were directors of the BJA at the relevant time, being: 

2.3.1 

2.3.2 

2.3.3  

2.3.4 

2.3.5  

2.3.6 

2.3.7  

2.3.8 

2.3.9 

2.3.10  

2.3.11  

2.3.12  

2.3.13 

2.3.14  

2.4 On 31 July 2015, the Chairman of the Board sent a number of questions to Prescotts, 
solicitors acting on behalf of Mr Brown, in preparation for an interview Mr Brown had 
agreed to attend on 7 August 2015. 

2.5 On the 4 August 2015, attended for interview.   

2.6 Although Mr Brown said that he would cooperate and that he would attend for interview 
with Mr Saez on 7 August 2015, he did not do so.  On the 7 August 2015, Mr Saez was 
interviewed by the Chairman of the Review Board. 

2.7 On 2 September 2015, Mr Brown submitted responses to the questions set out in the 
email of 31 July 2015. 
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2.8 On 15 September 2015, the draft Review was circulated to the Project Board.  This 
contained a factual analysis but not the conclusions reached on “Lessons Learned” or 
“Actions to be Taken”.  Having been reviewed by the Project Board, this draft Review 
was sent by letter to Mr Brown on 30 September 2015 for his comments.  In the 
covering letter, the Chairman of the Board invited Mr Brown to submit any evidence 
which could influence the Review or findings so far.  He emphasised that he had not 
closed his mind to changing his perspective or amending the Review in any way that 
reflected the true facts.   

2.9 Other parties’ comments having been received and incorporated into, the draft Review, 
on the 5 October 2015 it was sent to Prescotts for their circulation to Mr Brown for his 
further review.  Again, the Chairman reiterated that the Review could be amended if Mr 
Brown were to submit further evidence to contradict its findings. 

2.10 On 20 October 2015, Mr Brown’s solicitors on his behalf, in response to the draft 
Review, stated that Mr Brown denied that the Board was in any way misled by him and 
disagreed with the contents of the Review.  These were their instructions.  No evidence 
was provided to support these assertions.  By letter dated 21 October 2015, he was 
again invited by the Chairman to provide details of any factual inaccuracies or incorrect 
assumptions contained within the Review.  In the absence of any response within 
seven days, Mr Brown was informed that the final Review would be produced. 

2.11 On the 23 October 2015, the draft Review was sent by letter to Mr Scoular in which the 
Chairman of the Board confirmed that he had not closed his mind to amending the 
Review, or changing the whole thrust of it, if Mr Scoular was able to provide cogent 
evidence to demonstrate that all or any of the factual conclusions reached were 
incorrect. 

2.12 On the 5 November 2015, amended drafts of the “Actions and Lessons Learned” 
section was sent to the Review Board and feedback was received on the 9 November 
2015. 

2.13 On the 23 November 2015, Mr Scoular provided his comments on the draft Review. 

2.14 On 7 December 2015, a final Report was submitted to the Project Board for circulation 
to the BJA and UK Sport. 

2.15 The Board of the BJA requested a meeting with Mr Gay and the Chairman of the 
Project Board to discuss his findings. This took place on the 13 January 2016.  
Immediately prior to the meeting, on 11 January 2016, Mr. Scoular produced a further 
submission, being a Response to the Review. 

2.16 Mr Gay attended a meeting of the BJA Board on the 13 January 2016 accompanied by 
UK Sport’s Head of Compliance, Ms Jane Purdon.  As Mr Gay did not have prior 
opportunity to deal with Mr Scoular’s response to the Review, it was agreed at the BJA 
Board meeting that Mr Gay could address certain questions to Mr Scoular arising from 
his response to the Review and produce a response himself to Mr Scoular’s paper.  In 
the light of these documents, the Review would be amended where necessary, to 
reflect the new arguments and new information (if any) contained in Mr Scoular’s 
response to the Review.  Further questions were sent to Mr Scoular on 26 January 
2016. 

2.17 At all times it has been made clear by the Chairman of the Review Board that if any 
new information or documents come to light these will be considered and, if thought 
appropriate, the Review would be amended to reflect those new arguments and 
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documents, regardless of whether this entailed a fundamental change in the direction 
of the Review. 

2.18 This document represents the final version of the Review which takes into account all 
the new further documents and arguments submitted by Mr Scoular, including the 
answers to his questions received under cover of a letter dated 17 February 2016. 
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3. THE PERTINENT FACTS 

The Bid to stage the European Judo Championships 2015 

3.1 In 2012 the Members of the EJU were invited to bid to stage the Event. The BJA 
decided to bid. The BJA’s bid2 was successful and at the meeting of the EJU in Tallinn 
in April 2013, the BJA was given the right to stage the Event, subject, of course, to 
entering into an appropriate staging agreement3. On 24 April 2014 the BJA entered into 
such a staging agreement between itself and the EJU (“EJU Contract”)4, pursuant to 
which the BJA was given the right to stage the Event.  

The EJU Contract 

3.2 Pursuant to the EJU Contract, the BJA was given the right to stage the European 
Championships in Glasgow during the period 9-12 April 2015. The EJU owned all rights 
arising from the Event and was given the exclusive right to exploit any rights arising out 
of the Event. The BJA was obliged to report periodically to the EJU on the progress of 
the organisation of the Event and was also obliged to indemnify the EJU from any 
liabilities arising from the Event. In return, the BJA received certain rights to exploit the 
Event, in particular sponsorship rights, as long as the exploitation of these rights was 
approved by the EJU. The EJU Contract is in a concise and fairly unsophisticated form 
that nonetheless deals with all relevant issues.  

3.3 Of particular interest in the context of this Review are the following provisions of the 
EJU Contract: 

“1.1 Prior Agreements of No Effect 

a) The Organiser hereby declares and agrees that any undertaking or 
agreement that does not have the approval of the EJU and which was 
concluded prior to the execution of this Contract and having any 
connection whatsoever with the Event is inoperative as against the 
EJU and shall, as regards the application and implementation of this 
contract, be null, void and entirely without effect. 

… 

1.5  Validity of Agreements 

The Organiser hereby agrees and confirms 

b) that the validity of all agreements directly or indirectly concerning the 
Event or the material or moral rights of the Event or the EJU, including 
agreements of representation and consultation, is subject to the 
approval of the EJU. 

c)  That all agreements that it enters into with third parties do not go 
against the spirit of this contract. 

… 

                                                
2 Tab 1 
3 See page 10 of the transcript of interview of Mr Scoular. 
4 Tab 2 
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4.1  Licence Fee 

The Licence Fee to be paid to EJU is [Euro] 
 50% of the licence must be received as a non-refundable 

deposit within 1 month of signing of the contract. The other 50% of the fee 
must be paid by no later than 3 months before the event. 

… 

4.4 Exclusive rights of the Event to the EJU 

a) The Organiser acknowledges that the Event, which is under the control 
of the Organiser, using the facilities intended for use during the Event, 
is the exclusive property of the EJU and that the EJU owns all rights 
concerning organisation, exploitation, broadcasting, marketing and 
reproduction by any means whatsoever. 

b) The title of the competition is the exclusive right and property of the 
EJU, and may not be altered in anyway.  The EJU reserves the right to 
select the competition title, and it is the responsibility and obligation of 
the Organiser not to mention any other version of the title, nor verbally, 
as much as printed, than the one posted by the EJU, in its entirety. 

c) The EJU may assign, licence or otherwise convey all or any part of 
such rights to third parties at its own discretion, including rights relating 
to or deriving from the official emblems or mascot of the Event.  Such 
conveyance of rights shall be conditional upon the approval of the 
EJU, and shall be for a limited time.  The Organiser shall establish a 
list of all products under license. 

… 

4.7  Advertising and Branding 

b)  All rights for advertisement in the sport hall belong to the EJU. The 
EJU will allocate 50% of the mat side advertising space and 50% of 
the podium advertising space to the Organiser to use and sell. All 
contracts with any sponsors have to be approved by the EJU before 
these are signed. 

… 

5.4  Termination 

The EJU is entitled to terminate this Contract and to withdraw the Event from 
the host city due to situations which can be considered as force majeure or if 
there is a violation by the Organiser of any of the obligations set forth in this 
Contract or the regulations to which it refers. 

If the EJU determines that any such obligation has been violated by the 
Organiser, it shall be entitled to put them in default, by an official notification, 
and the Organiser held liable for actual damages…” 

3.4 The EJU Contract was entered into by Mr Brown on behalf of the BJA. However, its 
detailed administration would undoubtedly be the responsibility of the CEO, Mr Scoular. 
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Both would be expected to be fully aware of the contents of the EJU Contract, 
particularly bearing in mind its central importance to the successful delivery of the 
Event and its concise nature. Indeed in our interview with Mr Scoular he accepted that 
this was the case and acknowledged that he was fully aware of the contents of the EJU 
Contract5. 

3.5 In relation to the obligation to comply with the EJU Contract, we note the bid document 
for the Event (“Bid Document”)6, drafted by the BJA, states: 

“VALUES 

“The 2015 European Championships Organising Committee will implement and follow 
similar rules, codes and ethics to those which are applied in the Olympic Charter. 

This includes: 

 Supporting the EJU in the promotion of Judo 

 Encouraging fair play and the upholding of judo ethics and spirit at all times” 

CONTRACTUAL COMPLIANCE 

As an Organising Committee we recognise the contractual agreement which will be put 
into place if Glasgow is granted the rights to host the event. We have reviewed the 
2015 draft contract and we will deliver the requirements… 

We have highlighted certain areas of the contract for discussion: 

… 

All potential sponsors coordinated by the Organising Committee will be submitted for 
approval to the EJU.” 

3.6 It is clear from the EJU Contract and Bid Document that the BJA: 

3.6.1 was aware of the importance of and was committed to upholding the values 
and ethics of the sport of judo; and 

3.6.2 knew that all agreements concerning the Event, including sponsorship 
contracts, required prior EJU approval; and 

3.6.3 knew that if it breached the EJU Contract, that contract could be terminated by 
the EJU. 

3.7 The importance of the statements contained within the Bid Document is that in 
accordance with Clause 1.4 of the EJU Contract,  

“the parties agree that the Bid File is an integral part of the Contract hereby 
concluded.”7 

                                                
5 Scoular Transcript pages 11 and 12. Indeed, in his submissions to the Review Mr Scoular agreed that 
this was a standard form document which predated his tenure as BJA CEO. Mr Scoular was sufficiently 
familiar with the contents of the document to ask the EJU  if he could 
propose amendments to it. He was told by that this was not possible.  
6 Tab 1 
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Therefore, both under the terms of the Bid Document and EJU Contract, the BJA was 
contractually obliged to notify the EJU of any sponsorship contracts they were intending 
to enter into and seek their prior approval to such contracts. That prior approval is 
necessary as indicated by the terms of Clauses 1.1 and 1.5 of the EJU Contract which 
makes it a condition precedent of the validity of any such contracts that EJU approval 
be received. As we shall see, such prior approval was not sought by the BJA to the 
sponsorship of the Event by UFC. 

3.8 Mr Scoular in his submission to the Review argued that as the BJA-CSF Contract 
included rights to the British Open and because less than half of the monetary value of 
the rights were apportioned to the sponsorship of the Event, that this was a “national 
agreement” which took it outside of the jurisdiction of the EJU, such that no prior 
approval of it by the EJU was required. We cannot accept this characterisation. A 
sponsorship agreement of this nature (even if it is labelled an advertising agreement, 
which is it not) relating to the Event clearly fell within the scope of Clauses 1.1 and 
1.5(a) of EJU Contract. It did not lose this quality merely by being packaged with other 
rights. Consequently, the prior approval of the EJU was required to it.8 

3.9 In his response to the Review Mr Scoular raised an entirely new point that had not 
been raised before.  In paragraphs 24-27 of his Response, Mr Scoular addresses the 
procedure for agreeing sponsorship/advertising for EJU Events. What Mr Scoular 
seems to be suggesting is that the obligation contained in the EJU Contract to seek the 
prior approval of the EJU to the commercial arrangements at the EJU European 
Championship is governed not by the EJU Contract but by a different procedure 
contained in “annex 4” of the EJU’s Marketing Handbook.  He states that sponsorship 
approval must be obtained eight weeks before the Event9.  Presumably, he is arguing 
that provision ousts or invalidates clause 1.5 of the EJU Contract. 

3.10 By a letter dated 26 January 2016 Mr Scoular was asked for a copy of the Handbook 
and asked to identify the reference to where in Annex 4 a procedure was established 
for the agreement of advertising by the EJU. Mr Scoular sent a copy of the 2012 
document (not labelled Annex 4) and referred us, in particular, to pages 10 and 11. 
They set out no procedure for the approval of the advertising in principle by the EJU.  

3.11 Page 10 deals with the advertising board system and mandatory advertising board 
sizes and fabrics. Page 11 deals with the requirements for advertising, being that there 
should be 50% advertising space for the EJU and 50% advertising space for the 
organiser. There is no reference at all to seeking approval eight weeks before the 
Event.  The annex as a whole is concerned with logistics not the principle or process of 
the approval of sponsorship. As such, it cannot qualify, modify or alter the contractual 
obligation of the BJA contained in the EJU Contract to seek the prior approval of the 
EJU to sponsorship or other agreements relating to the Event before they are entered 
into by the BJA.  

                                                                                                                                         
7 Tab 2 
8 Mr Scoular also sought to argue (at page 2 of his submissions) that section 2.2 of the BJA-CSF Contract 
was somehow relevant to the EJU’s right to approve contracts. The effect of Clause 2.2 is that in the 
event that CSF is unable to deliver any of the sponsorship rights the Sponsor has an option to accept 
alternative rights. The Sponsor , however, has no obligation to accept alternative rights This is nothing 
whatsoever to do with the right of the EJU to approve any such arrangements. In the event, when the right 
to stage the Event was withdrawn, no rights were substituted and the BJA-CSF Contract was terminated 
by mutual consent. 
9 See page 14 of the Response to the Review 
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Did the BJA Board see the EJU Contract? 

3.12 We have seen no evidence the EJU Contract was presented to the BJA Board either 
prior to being entered into or by way of information subsequently. Indeed, this was 
confirmed by the answers to the questions asked of the BJA Directors contained at 
Schedule 2 to the Review elicited by letters to them dated 7 July 2015. Had the Board 
of the BJA seen the EJU Contract it is likely the Board (or at least some of its 
members) might have appreciated that all sponsorship contracts, and indeed all 
material contracts, had to be presented to the EJU for prior approval. As this did not 
happen, the Board of the BJA was dependent upon Mr Brown and Mr Scoular keeping 
them informed of the relevant obligations of the BJA under the EJU Contract. As we 
shall see, this was not done. 

BJA Articles of Association 

3.13 The duties and obligations of Mr Brown and Mr Scoular in relation to the Board of the 
BJA should be noted from the outset. In accordance with Clause 29.8 of the Articles of 
Association of the BJA10, the business of the BJA is managed by the Board of 
Directors. This position is amplified in Clause 29b of the Articles of Association which 
states: 

“b)  without prejudice to the generality of the above the Board of Directors shall be 
responsible for  

1.  the formulation, planning and monitoring of the policy of the 
Association on matters affecting the United Kingdom;  

2.  the supervision and control of all technical matters;  

3.  the appointment of all Association paid staff;  

4.  the conduct of the affairs of the Association in accordance with these 
presents; 

5.  the approval of financial budgets and statutory account; 

6.  the dissemination of relevant information to Member Clubs and 
Licence Holders; 

7.  the policy to be followed in representation of the Association on all 
matters within the United Kingdom and internationally, 

8.  the appointment of Commissions with or without power to act on behalf 
of the Board of Directors.” 

3.14 Chapter 2 of the Companies Act 2006 (“CA 2006”) sets out General Duties of Directors 
which are relevant to Mr Brown, along with the remaining directors of the BJA11. The 
relevant sections of CA 2006 are set out below: 

                                                
10 Tab 3 
11 We note Mr Scoular was and is not a director of the BJA. However, he owes very similar obligations 
under his contract of employment with the BJA. 
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“171 Duty to act within powers 

A director of a company must- 

(a)  act in accordance with the company's constitution, and 

(b) only exercise powers for the purposes for which they are conferred. 

172 Duty to promote the success of the company 

A director of a company must act in the way he considers, in good faith, would be most 
likely to promote the success of the company for the benefit of its members as a whole, 
and in doing so have regard (amongst other matters) to- 

(a) the likely consequences of any decision in the long term, 

(b) the interests of the company's employees, 

(c) the need to foster the company's business relationships with suppliers, 
customers and others, 

(d)  the impact of the company's operations on the community and the 
environment, 

(e)  the desirability of the company maintaining a reputation for high standards of 
business conduct, and 

(f)  the need to act fairly as between members of the company. 

… 

174 Duty to exercise reasonable care, skill and diligence 

(1)  A director of a company must exercise reasonable care, skill and diligence. 

(2)  This means the care, skill and diligence that would be exercised by a 
reasonably diligent person with- 

(a) the general knowledge, skill and experience that may reasonably be 
expected of a person carrying out the functions carried out by the 
director in relation to the company, and 

(b)  the general knowledge, skill and experience that the director has. 

175 Duty to avoid conflicts of interest 

(1) A director of a company must avoid a situation in which he has, or can have, a 
direct or indirect interest that conflicts, or possibly may conflict, with the 
interests of the company. 

(2) This applies in particular to the exploitation of any property, information or 
opportunity (and it is immaterial whether the company could take advantage of 
the property, information or opportunity). 
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(3)  This duty does not apply to a conflict of interest arising in relation to a 
transaction or arrangement with the company. 

(4)  This duty is not infringed- 

(a) if the situation cannot reasonably be regarded as likely to give rise to a 
conflict of interest; or 

(b)  if the matter has been authorised by the directors. 

(5)  Authorisation may be given by the directors- 

(a) where the company is a private company and nothing in the company's 
constitution invalidates such authorisation, by the matter being 
proposed to and authorised by the directors; or 

(b)  where the company is a public company and its constitution includes 
provision enabling the directors to authorise the matter, by the matter 
being proposed to and authorised by them in accordance with the 
constitution. 

(6)  The authorisation is effective only if- 

(a)  any requirement as to the quorum at the meeting at which the matter is 
considered is met without counting the director in question or any other 
interested director, and 

(b)  the matter was agreed to without their voting or would have been 
agreed to if their votes had not been counted. 

(7)  Any reference in this section to a conflict of interest includes a conflict of 
interest and duty and a conflict of duties. 

… 

177 Duty to declare interest in proposed transaction or arrangement 

(1)  If a director of a company is in any way, directly or indirectly, interested in a 
proposed transaction or arrangement with the company, he must declare the 
nature and extent of that interest to the other directors. 

(2) The declaration may (but need not) be made- 

(a) at a meeting of the directors, or 

(b) by notice to the directors in accordance with- 

(i) section 184 (notice in writing), or 

(ii)  section 185 (general notice). 

(3)  If a declaration of interest under this section proves to be, or becomes, 
inaccurate or incomplete, a further declaration must be made. 
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(4)  Any declaration required by this section must be made before the company 
enters into the transaction or arrangement. 

(5)  This section does not require a declaration of an interest of which the director 
is not aware or where the director is not aware of the transaction or 
arrangement in question. For this purpose a director is treated as being aware 
of matters of which he ought reasonably to be aware. 

(6)  A director need not declare an interest- 

(a) if it cannot reasonably be regarded as likely to give rise to a conflict of 
interest; 

(b)  if, or to the extent that, the other directors are already aware of it (and 
for this purpose the other directors are treated as aware of anything of 
which they ought reasonably to be aware); or 

(c)  if, or to the extent that, it concerns terms of his service contract that 
have been or are to be considered- 

(i) by a meeting of the directors, or 

(ii)  by a committee of the directors appointed for the purpose 
under the company's constitution.” 

3.15 Therefore, it is not the case that either the Chairman (Mr Brown), or the Chief Executive 
Mr Scoular, either individually or collectively, had sole executive power in relation to the 
affairs of the BJA. As a matter of general company law and the Articles of the BJA, the 
duty to manage the affairs of the BJA at all material times resided in the Board of the 
BJA. Furthermore, each member of the Board of Directors owed to the company the 
duties set out above under the Companies Act 2006.  

3.16 Furthermore, under the BJA Board of Director’s Handbook, it was clear that “the Board 
must be aware of all material issues to enable informed decisions.”12 

The Chief Executive’s Contract of Employment 

3.17 The primacy of the BJA Board’s position is also clearly set out in the CEO’s job 
description which is attached to Mr Scoular’s Contract of Employment13: 

“Job Purpose 

To successfully work with a voluntary Board of Directors and professional staff to 
strategically develop, promote and govern the sport of Judo in the UK. The CEO will 
provide strategic guidance and support to the Board and serve as the main 
implementer of approved policies and directives…. The CEO is ultimately responsible 
for risk management, governance and financial controls within the Association” 

We will return later in this Review to comment on how successful, or otherwise, risk 
management, governance and financial controls were executed by Mr Scoular and Mr 
Brown.  

                                                
12 Page 9 of 12 – BJA Board of Director’s Handbook. 
13 Tab 4 
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The Event Steering Group 

3.18 Following the successful bid for the Event, a Steering Group was set up comprising of 
representatives of the BJA and its other event partners; Judo Scotland, UK Sport, 
Event Scotland and Glasgow Life (the “Event Partners”). The Steering Group contained 
key decision makers and an operational local organising committee14. It was minuted 
during the 30 January 2014 Steering Group meeting that all contracts were to be 
approved by the Steering Group15.  The BJA-CSF agreement  was never put before the 
Steering Group for their approval.  They were merely informed that the UFC had 
sponsored the Event. 

Search for a Sponsor 

3.19 Finding a sponsor for the Event was high on the BJA’s priority list. Indeed identifying “a 
major corporate sponsorship partner to improve the profile and financial potential of the 
sport” is listed in the job description of Mr Scoular attached to his contract of 
employment16. Furthermore, during the BJA Board meeting of 18 February 201417, it 
was noted: 

“much work is still being undertaken to try to find a sponsor for 2015… ‘Value in kind’ 
sponsors have come forward and [had] engaged with the Association, Maximuscle for 
example, but the Association would like to engage with an overall sponsor prior to Rio 
2016 Olympic Games.” (p7) 

3.20 During the Steering Group meeting on 14 March18 it was noted: 

“The BJA need to ascertain the Title Sponsor, Rights Sponsor and Official Suppliers [of 
the EJU European Championships].” 

Further, it was noted that Mr Scoular and Mr Brown would confirm attracting 
sponsorship as an ‘action point’ from the meeting. 

Potential Sponsorship by UFC 

3.21 Ultimate Fighting Championship (“UFC”) is a mixed martial arts promotions company, 
which is ultimately owned by Zuffa Inc. It has had a somewhat controversial past. It 
promotes, markets and stages fights between practitioners of mixed martial arts 
including Boxing, Kick- Boxing, Karate, Sambo, Brazilian Jiu-jitsu and Judo. The fights 

                                                
14 The full structure of the Steering Group is at tab 5. Mr Scoular agrees with this description of the 
Steering Group. At page 3 of his submissions to the Review he states 
 “[T]he European Championship implementation was devolved to the Steering Group, which 
contained all the relevant partners and stakeholders and was chaired by the Vice Chairman of the BJA. It 
was this group who had the devolved responsibility of the Board as they were recognised specialists in 
event management and delivery”.  
This makes the subsequent failure to disclose the BJA-CSF Contract to the Steering Group even more 
incomprehensible.  
15 In his submissions at page 3, Mr Scoular states that is was not normal for detailed contracts to go to the 
Steering Group. This is contradicted by the minute at Tab 6 which states any contracts must be approved 
by the Steering Group. There is no evidence that the BJA-CSF Contract was ever put before the Steering 
Group. On the contrary its categorisation by Mr Scoular that it was a “national agreement” seems to 
provide an explanation as to why it was not.  The fallacious nature of the submission is been dealt with 
above. 
16 Tab 4 
17 Tab 7 
18 Tab 8 
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take place in Octagonal cages, and at least in its early days UFC was seen as 
extremely violent.  

3.22 At our meeting with him on 4 August 2015, Mr Scoular told us that the BJA made 
contact with UFC through . In his response to the Review, Mr Scoular stated: 

“8. It was against the above background that I received an unsolicited approach by 
telephone from Gary Cook of UFC in about January 2014.  He wanted to 
discuss UFC’s supporting combat sports in the UK and in particulars its 
potential support of judo.  We arranged to meet.  I met him twice in about 
February/March 2014, on the second occasion with Mr. Brown. 

… 

14. it is fair to say that Mr. Brown was very taken by the idea of a CSF and the 
benefits that it could provide to BJA and to other combat sports.  In hindsight, I 
accept that there might have been a bit of opportunity seeking in Mr. Brown’s 
enthusiasm for the CSF and his taking a leading role in it.  I do not believe that 
Mr. Brown was in any way motivated by personal gain.  He had the interests of 
judo at heart.” 

3.23 It is worth noting that the original opportunity presented itself not to Mr Brown but to Mr 
Scoular.  It is unclear how Mr Brown became involved in developing this opportunity.  
This is one of the questions we would have liked to direct to him. 

3.24 At the BJA Board meeting held on 15 April 201419, it was noted: 

“The Chairman and Chief Executive are in discussion with UFC to pursue sponsorship 
opportunities.” 

The BJA Board minutes from the meeting of 15 April 201420 do not reflect any 
discussion about whether UFC may be an appropriate sponsor for the BJA or the 
Event. Mr Scoular in his Submissions to the Review said that this was an indication that 
the Board were not uncomfortable with continuing discussions with UFC. He would 
appear to be right in this regard. 

3.25 On 28 May 2014, Mr Scoular emailed Mr Brown attaching a draft contract21 between 
British Combat Sports Federation and Zuffa Inc22. We do not know if the British Combat 
Sports Federation was used as a vehicle in any contractual arrangements involving the 
BJA, but note that we have been told that Combat Sports Federation (“CSF”) 
subsequently entered into a contract with Zuffa Inc in relation to the Event. The 
contractual arrangement the BJA had in relation to the Event, however was not with 
UFC (Zuffa Inc) but with CSF. Despite requests made to Mr Brown, Mr Scoular and 

 we have not been able to obtain a copy of the agreement between CSF 
and Zuffa Inc (“CSF-UFC Contract”). Mr Scoular has told us that the BJA does not have 
a copy. 

3.26 We are extremely disappointed that Mr Brown has not provided us with a copy of the 
CSF-UFC Contract as it was at all material times in his possession either as Chairman 
of the BJA or as the sole director and sole shareholder of one of the contracting parties, 

                                                
19 Tab 9 
20 Tab 9 
21 Tab 10 
22 According to Wikipedia, Zuffa LLC is the parent company of UFC. 
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CSF. We will return to this issue below. The relationship between the BJA and CSF is 
described in more detail below. 

3.27 It is not clear to us why Mr Scoular should be involved in circulating draft contracts 
between the CSF and the UFC.23 This does not appear to be within the scope of his 
duties as CEO of the BJA24. He is employed by and is contractually bound to act for the 
BJA. We asked Mr Scoular about this at our meeting on the 4th August. We asked:- 

Q.  “So did you feel comfortable doing this on his behalf?” 

A:  “No, and this is where I raised the issue of conflict of interest, and the timing of 
that is very difficult. In order to get the sponsorship you are trying to assist in 
the right way, but you are uncomfortable to do that, obviously because there is 
an issue which was then raised at the Board, which we went through and I 
have tried to indicate that so I would agree that:- 

Q:  “The source of your discomfort is that it doesn’t appear to be within the scope 
of your duties of Chief Executive of the BJA” 

A:  “It is a very fine line. We were in a position where we are trying to negotiate a 
sponsorship. They will only do it through a third party. I tried to help that new 
third party start up. Part of the thing we are trying to get to is where we can get 
all martial arts working together, which is overall. So yes, it was very grey – I 
was uncomfortable and it was a very grey line. Tried to help the situation 
through, and that’s where so yes”. 

Therefore Mr Scoular indicated that he was uncomfortable at the time apparently in 
negotiating an agreement between CSF and the UFC.   

3.28 At the Steering Group meeting held on 6 June 201425  

“has made contact with a new sponsor; this is cash and achieves our sponsorship 
target. 

Sponsor to be disclosed once decision has been finalised by BJA board.” 

The minutes of the Steering Group meeting held on 4 July 2014, the second of which 
states: 

“Sponsors approved by the BJA BoD and sponsorship income of confirmed. 

Sponsorship deal has wider implication across the organisation. Few details can be 
offered at this time. AS to speak with partners directly and confirm details.  

                                                
23 In his Submissions at page 4 Mr Scoular says that he was not involved in negotiating the CSF-UFC 
Contract.  This seems unlikely bearing in mind the email traffic and the answer above. Mr. Scoular was 
involved with negotiating the BJA-CSF Contract, which is a back to back arrangement to the CSF-UFC 
Contract. In those circumstances, if you negotiate one, you are involved in negotiations for the other.   As 
Mr Scoular was circulating drafts of the CSF-UFC Contract, this appears to us to indicate an involvement 
with the negotiating with the Contract.  
24 During our interview with him, Mr Scoular said the draft contract he sent to Mr Brown was just a 
standard template which Mr Brown asked him to send. It appears to us that the draft contract had been 
drafted to reflect the specific relationship contemplated between CSF and UFC (Zuffa Inc). 
25 Tab 11 
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Sponsorship press release to be circulated to partners pre press conference on 18th 
July.” 

3.29 We have reviewed all of the other minutes of the Steering Group. The CSF-UFC 
sponsorship was never approved by the Steering Group. This is contrary to the 
assurance given at the 30 January 2014 Steering Group meeting that all contracts were 
to be approved by the Steering Group26. When we put this matter to Mr Scoular, he 
said that the reason why the Steering Group was not asked to approve the BJA’s 
contract with CSF was that it was a BJA contract. It did, however, also grant 
sponsorship rights to the 2015 EJU European Championship, which they were 
organising. 

3.30 We put this matter to Mr Scoular in our interview with him on 4 August 2015: 

[Page 14] 

Q.  Can I take you next to tab 6, please. These are the minutes of a steering group 
for the European Championships dated 30 January 2014. Three sentences 
from the bottom of the first page, it said that: "All contracts to be approved by 
the steering group." That's true, wasn't it? That was the understanding? 

A.  That was -- I mean, in that relationship, it was any contracts in relation to, you 
know, if we were getting water contracts and things like that, or hiring of 
venues and things like that. 

Q.  But it would embrace sponsorship contracts at the venue? 

A.  Yes, because we actually included the sponsorship contract in the pack with 
the ... 

Q.  Was the approval of the steering group -- 

A.  There are two things in this sponsorship contract. Because it wasn't an event 
sponsorship contract, it was a BJA contract, so they wouldn't necessarily 
approve that part. They would -- because part of the contract was on 
advertising, and that's where that probably, you know, wouldn't be approved by 
that steering group. 

Q.  I was going to say, because I can't find any record in any further minutes to 
their approving BJA arrangements with CSF. 

A.  They wouldn't approve a BJA sponsorship, which was -- the contract was a 
BJA overall sponsorship agreement. What we did mention to them or informed 
them of is we had the opportunity to have rights apportioned to that for the 
championships, which were advertising rights which had to be negotiated with 
the EJU. 

3.31 Therefore, it was Mr Scoular’s position that the Steering Group were not asked for their 
approval, or indeed informed of the specific nature or parties to BJA-CSF Contract, 
because this was a BJA, or “national” contract, in the sense that it included BJA 
sponsorship over and above the Event. As we have stated at Paragraph 3.9 above, 
merely adding national rights to an agreement for the sale of rights related to the Event 
did not change its essential nature for the purposes of the EJU Contract. It was still a 

                                                
26 Tab 6 
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contract related to the Event and as such required the approval of the EJU.  It was also 
not a “national” contract as it granted rights to an international event. 

3.32 The real issue, however, is who is scrutinising the sponsorship agreements that are 
being negotiated? In our view, it was important that stakeholders represented on the 
Steering Group knew what contracts were being entered in relation to the Event and 
their terms. By amalgamating all of the rights sold to UFC in one agreement and 
labelling it a “BJA Agreement“27, Mr Brown and Mr Scoular were, in practice, taking it 
beyond the scrutiny of the Steering Group. The fact that this approach was taken 
suggests a deliberate lack of transparency and a desire to ensure that the 
arrangements relating to sponsorship at the Event were as opaque as possible and 
known to the smallest circle of individuals practicable.  

3.33 Following the Steering Group meeting held on 6 June 2014,  of UK 
Sport emailed Mr Scoular, and on 7 June 201428 regarding 
various matters stating: 

“Congratulations again in securing the sponsorship, I’m assuming that we will receive 
notification in advance of any public announcements?”  

It is clear from  email that UK Sport were interested in the fact that sponsors 
had been obtained and were looking forward to knowing the identity of any new 
sponsor. 

The Combat Sports Federation  

3.34 On 29 May 2014 CSF was incorporated as a company limited by guarantee without a 
share capital29. This form of incorporation is appropriate for sports governing bodies, 
and is indeed the favoured mode of incorporation of most UK governing bodies. It gives 
the company limited liability status, while its members merely agree to guarantee a very 
small part of its liability (usually £1). The members of a company limited by guarantee 
have the normal rights of members of a company to control its destiny, in particular by 
passing resolutions of the company at General and Extraordinary General 
Meetings. However, as it has no share capital, the members have no rights to 
distributions by way of dividends.  

3.35 The sole director of the CSF is, and was, Mr Brown. He is also the sole member 
guaranteeing the indebtedness of the company, which he did by providing a guarantee 
of £5. The timing of the incorporation of CSF would seem to be as a direct result of the 
negotiations between the BJA (as represented by Mr Brown) and Zuffa Inc, in relation 
to a possible sponsorship arrangement with the BJA in relation to the Event. 

BJA Board approval of UFC sponsorship 

3.36 At the BJA Board meeting on 24 June 201430, Mr Brown and Mr Scoular again raised 
the prospect of the BJA (and the Event) being sponsored by UFC. The minutes of the 
Board meeting state: 

“The Chairman and the Chief Executive had worked with UFC over the last few months 
to get to the position whereby they could report meaningfully to the Board. 

                                                
27 As distinct from a Glasgow 2015 EJU European Championship contract. 
28 Tab 12 
29 The Certificate of Incorporation, Memorandum of Association and Articles of Association of CSF can be 
found at tab 13 
30 Tab 14 
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… 

In terms of sponsorship, UFC will support British Judo through advertising at the 2015 
European Championships and the 2015 British Open… 

Sport England had been consulted and are comfortable with the possible association 
between the two organisations. 

3.37 Insofar as this suggests that Sport England have approved UFC’s sponsorship of the 
BJA, this appears incorrect. At the time of the BJA Board meeting on 24 June 2014, 
there is no evidence that Sport England approved the sponsorship by UFC of the BJA.  
Although unlike EJU approval, Sport England’s approval of the sponsorship was not 
required pursuant to any funding agreement or any other agreement. Indeed, the 
evidence is that Sport England were only asked later, after the BJA Board had been 
told that they had approved the sponsorship31. What Sport England had agreed was 
the foundation of a British Combat Sports Federation, which would align the interests of 
the stakeholders in combat sports.  Nonetheless the statement that the approval of 
Sport England had been granted seems to have been intended to add credibility to Mr 
Brown and Mr Scoular’s attempts to gain the approval of the BJA Board to enter into 
sponsorship arrangements with UFC.  

3.38 There are four sources of information as to what happened at the BJA Board meeting 
on 24 June 2014.  The first, and one would expect the most definitive, are the minutes.  
The minutes from the BJA Board meeting on 24 June 201432 stated: 

“The Chairman highlighted his involvement with the CSF [Combat Sports Federation] 
which [sic] the company that UFC will work through as their agents for the sponsorship. 
The CSF has been created to support the work of all Combat Sports and the BJA is 
one of the first beneficiaries of some of that work. 

The Board expressed reservations and concerns.  particularly, in terms of 
reputational risk as UFC is by association unregulated and unfit for children, which 
certainly does not accord with the core values with of [sic] the sport of judo; it could 
appear that the Association may be endorsing perceived unacceptable violence. The 
meeting agreed that this could present a challenge. 

Board APPROVED the recommendation for partnership with UFC over a nine-month 
trial period with reviews on a quarterly basis. 

In favour: 9  

Against :1” 

Given the importance of the matters discussed, we would have expected the minutes to 
have been more detailed, 

3.39 The second source of information derives from the  written presentation that Mr Brown 
made to the BJA Board.  Mr Scoular says that it highlights “Mr Brown’s role as a 
director in CSF”. This is incorrect. The presentation is 17 pages long. The only 
reference to CSF is one sentence on the penultimate page which states: 

                                                
31 See the email from  of Sport England to Mr Scoular at tab 15. This attaches an email from Mr 
Scoular dated 17 July 2014 making such a request. 
32 Tab 14 
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“e)  Administration and Management of CSF - ”.  

The written presentation does not refer to Mr Brown at all, let alone as a “Director” of 
CSF.  Equally, it does not refer to his role as sole shareholder of CSF, nor does it state 
that he is to be remunerated by CSF 

3.40 Two further points of interest arise from the written presentation.  First, at all points it 
refers to the arrangements as sponsorship from UFC.  For example, at page 9 of the 
presentation  

“this is great news that an events company such as UFC are looking to sponsor the 
British Judo Association” 

Therefore, this is a strong indication of the true nature of the arrangement.  Secondly, 
there is no suggestion that BJA would be contracting with UFC through an 
intermediary.  No indication is given as to the ultimate contractual structure that is to be 
adopted. 

3.41 In response to an earlier draft of the Review, Mr Brown states that it is a false premise 
that what was said in the presentation was limited to the text set out in the slides.  Mr 
Scoular states 

“(i) I recall Mr. Brown saying that he would be a director of CSF, that he in effect 
was CSF.  I do not specifically recall his saying that he was its sole 
shareholder. 

(ii) It was explained that CSF would receive for management and 
administration and my recollection is that Mr. Brown informed the Board that he 
would be paid by CSF for his time and expenses. 

(iii) I did not understand at the time that the to be paid to CSF was to be 
paid to Mr. Brown.  He did not say this ta the Board meeting.  I was a little 
surprised when I received a draft of Mr. Palios’s email to the Board on 16 July 
2015, to see that he was personally to receive all of this sum. 

(iv) The structure of the CSF and its relationship with UFC was explained fully in 
the presentation, including the fact that BJA would have a contract with CSF 
and CSF would have a contract with UFC, and that money would come from 
UFC into CSF and CSF would then distribute it.  Questions were asked about 
this at the Board Meeting and an explanation given.  It was explained that there 
was a separation between UFC and CSF: they were independent 
organisations; Mr, Brown and I had negotiated the sponsorship for British Judo; 
UFC did not want to support the individual combat sports directly; UFC wanted 
a separate organisation to be set up to represent the individual sports; that was 
the function that CSF would undertake; Mr. Brown even said that he would go 
and head CSF anyway, whether British Judo wanted to accept the money or 
not.” 

This highlights the importance of the third source of information as to what was said at 
the meeting on 24 June 2014.  Mr Scoular said the presentation took about one hour.  
It is 18 page long.  Bearing in mind that only one sentence refers to CSF it would be, 
we consider, surprising if such detail had been afforded to the Board 

3.42 The third source of information is the answers to the questions posed to the BJA 
directors which appear at Schedule 2. Question 6 asked:  
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“The Combat Sports Federation was set up to broker the UFC sponsorship to the 
BJA, were you told why the CSF was required as an intermediate, and at who’s 
request it was formed? Did you know who its shareholders and directors were?”  

The answers of the directors were as follows: 

“Not prior to the August board Meeting. I refer you to the minutes of the 
Board Meeting on 24 June 2014, under UFC (14/39) Paragraph 5. The Chairman 
confirmed he was a director at the Board Meeting on 19 August 2014”. 

“It was not apparent to me at the time that the Chairman was a Director. I 
was not made aware of any other shareholders or directors. This became a very 
emotive subject for the Board in July 2014. I have an email chain containing 26 emails 
one with an attachment (BJA-UFC-CSF above) notifying the Chairman of a resignation 
of a Board member. Information by way of verbal update was provided at the Board 
meeting of 24 June 2015 by the Chairman and CEO” 

“No – After the withdrawal of the EJU contract it was unofficially 
brought to my attention. I subsequently brought this to the attention of other BJA Board 
members,  I also challenged Mr K Brown at this 
point. This was then raised at the following Board meeting. To this day I am still not 
fully clear what this involves”. 

“At the Board meeting of  24 June 2014 Kerrith Brown gave an 
overview of UFC and CSF. We were told that CSF was looking to broker partnerships 
and relationships between all combat sports. I had the impression that CSF were 
looking to become a significant player in this area between a variety of bodies and 
combat sports (Amba was also specifically mentioned at one point) and not just 
between UFC and BJA. I was not clear as to what they brought to the direct association 
between UFC and BJA, but did not pursue this as those with greater experience of 
those fields on the Board seemed comfortable with it. I was not told, as far as I can 
recall, who the shareholders of CSF were, but I believe that Kerrith did declare an 
interest in that he had become “involved with” CSF. I cannot recall exactly what 
“involved with” entailed. Kerrith later mentioned in the meeting on 24 October 2014 that 
he had asked to become involved on a “voluntary basis” with IMMAF and had agreed to 
do so, and at the 9 December 2014 meeting informed us that he had joined the Board 
of IMMAF. It was at that stage that I began to have beginnings of concerns over 
potential conflict of interest or a potential distraction”. 

 “I think so”. 

 “Yes the issue was fully discussed at the BJA Board meetings of 24 June 
and 19 August 2014. The Chair informed the Board that UFC required the 
establishment of the CSF to act as an intermediary in managing the proposed 
sponsorship agreement between themselves and the BJA, as the UFC did not want to 
have a direct contractual relationship with the National Governing Body of Judo or any 
of the other core combat sports which they were considering sponsoring. Kerrith Brown 
declared an interest at both Board meetings and informed the BJA Board that he was a 
director of, and therefore had a pecuniary interest in the CSF”. 

“I was not aware that CSF and Zuffa Inc were sent up as intermediaries 
and did not know who the shareholders and directors were”. 

“I was not aware of any clause that prior approval should be sought 
prior to the acceptance of any sponsorship deals”. 
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was not present at the meeting on 24 June 2014. 

“We were told at the Board meeting dated 24 June 2014 that UFC were 
setting up Combat Sports Federation, and that it was something they required. We 
were told they wanted KB involved. We were told that the British Combat Sports 
Federation would receive  was the remainder of the UFC 
sponsorship. We were told that Combat Sports Federation would deal with 
administration and management, that the UFC needed a regulatory structure, and that 
were providing consultancy in exchange for sponsorship. We were told that the 
sponsorship would be announced on 29 July in Dublin. I was unclear of the status and 
purpose of CSF; the language has not been consistent, and it had been unclear when 
the expression “we” was used, whether that meant the BJA and if so, whether CSF was 
a vehicle for the BJA to engage with UFC. I was unclear why a new organisation 
needed to be established, since there were several existing martial arts organisations, 
so I looked up CSF after the meeting. Although it had only just been established, I 
thought it possible there may have been an explanation which is why I raised the 
question of its status. I was not content that I had an adequate understanding of the 
situation, but had no reason to suspect the BJA’s interests were being harmed”.  

“It was explained to me that the CSF had been set up at UFC’s 
request to be its agent for securing sponsorship deals. I was told that Kerrith Brown 
was Director at CSF and this interest had been declared at an earlier Board meeting 
(prior to my appointment onto the Board)”. 

 – no answer 

3.43 As far as is concerned, her response to the question does not indicate her 
date of knowledge. Therefore, it is unclear from her response what she considers she 
was told at the Board meeting on 24 June 2014. 

3.44 So, as far as Mr Brown is concerned the only co-operation he afforded the Review was 
to answer the questions posed to the Directors. Under cover of a solicitor’s letter dated 
2 September 2015, he answered the question posed above. 33 His answer was: 

“All the necessary information was provided by myself and Andrew Scoular to the 
Board as part of the summing up process” 

Mr Brown does not say that the Board were informed of the true position at the Board 
Meeting on 24 June 2014. In our view, the “summing up process” he refers to is the 
later disclosure to  

3.45 As far as is concerned, he appears to have a fully and completely informed 
recollection of matters that none of his fellow directors seem to recall.  However, it may 
well be that his recollection is in fact derived not from the 24 June Board meeting, but 
either from the 10 August Board meeting or from personal conversations with Mr 
Brown.  

3.46 Therefore, it is clear that, apart from potentially and , none of the 
Directors of the BJA present at the meeting on 24 June 2014 thought that they were 
informed that Mr Brown was Director and Shareholder of CSF at the Board meeting on 
24 June. 

                                                
33 See Tab 107 
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3.47 The fourth source of the information is the subsequent correspondence quoted below 
under the heading “BJA Directors’ concern over Mr Brown’s Involvement with UFC”.  
As can be seen, asks for background on CSF.  It is hardly likely that she 
would need it if she had been informed of this at the Board meeting on 24 June.  It is 
interesting that the response to her email from Mr Brown singularly fails to mention that 
he is the sole director and shareholder of CSF. 

3.48 Therefore, the conclusion we would draw from the Directors’ responses is that it was 
not made sufficiently clear to the vast majority of them at the meeting on 24 June that 
Mr Brown was the sole director and sole shareholder of CSF.  On no view of the facts, 
did Mr Brown disclose that he was to be the recipient of the earmarked for 
CSF.34 Mr Brown may have taken and Mr Scoular into his confidence, but it is 
my view that it is insufficient to amount to full and frank disclosure of a conflict of 
interest for the purpose of receiving the consent of the Board to such a conflict of 
interest. 

3.49 On the basis of the above, we find the information that Mr Brown passed to the BJA 
Board at its meeting on 24 June 2014 to be disingenuous and lacking in important 
detail. In particular, although Mr Brown refers to his involvement with CSF he does not 
specify any of the salient details about it. In particular:  

3.49.1 he does not tell the BJA Board that he is the sole director and sole 
shareholder of CSF; 

3.49.2 he states that CSF is to be UFC’s agent for the sponsorship. This is 
untrue. The BJA’s contractual relationship is to be with CSF as principal, 
not merely an agent for UFC35. This has important consequences as we 
will describe later; 

3.49.3 he does not disclose that he is paid by CSF;  

3.49.4 he does not disclose how much he is being paid by CSF;  

3.49.5 he does not set out the fact he has a clear conflict of interest in that he is 
presently both the buyer and seller of the rights in this Event; and 

3.49.6 the detailed structure of the arrangements between CSF, BJA and UFC is 
not disclosed. 

                                                
34 Mr Scoular says, in response to questions that were posed to him in a letter dated 26 
January 2016, “I did not understand at the time that the to be paid to CSF was to be 
paid the Mr Brown. He did not say this at the Board meeting.  I was a little surprised when I 
received a draft of email to the Board on 16 July 2015, to see that he was 
personally to receive all of this sum”. In the absence of being able to review Mr Brown’s emails 
and interview MR Brown we are unable to establish the truth of this. 
35 Mr Brown’s use of the word “agency” here does not accurately describe the role of CSF. An agent in a 
sponsorship arrangement would arrange a sponsorship deal on behalf of the client and the client would 
then enter into a contract with the sponsor. In a classic agency situation, the agent contracts on behalf of 
the principal; the contract is between the principal and the third party. The agent is never party to the 
contract. CSF was acting as “principal” and not “agent” in the UFC sponsorship arrangements because 
CSF would actually be entering into a contractual relationship with BJA and in fact BJA would have no 
actual direct contractual relationship with UFC (the sponsor). What was contemplated by Mr Brown 
was that UFC and CSF would enter into a separate contract which would be “back-to-back” with the 
contract between BJA and CSF so the rights granted by the BJA would be provided by BJA to CSF and 
then by CSF to UFC. 
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3.50 If the state of knowledge of the Board had remained where it was on 24 June 2014, it 
seems likely that the Board would never have known that the BJA was contracting with 
an intermediary and that as a result of that arrangement, that intermediary was taking a 
very substantial turn. 

 

The Relationship between BJA, CSF and UFC 

3.51 On 26 June 2014, Mr Scoular emailed Mr Brown with an “updated contract for CSF to 
UFC”36. Again, we are unsure as to why Mr Scoular, a full-time employee of the BJA, 
should be involved in brokering an arrangement between CSF and UFC. He is 
employed by neither and owes duties solely to the BJA. The contract sent by Mr 
Scoular to Mr Brown has been updated from the previous draft sent by Mr Scoular on 
28 May 201437, so that CSF and not the British Combat Sports Federation is now the 
relevant contracting party. The structure, however, remains the same. The BJA are to 
convey rights to the Event to CSF as principals. As principal, CSF agrees to convey 
rights to UFC. The BJA is not in a direct contractual relationship with UFC.  

3.52 Mr Scoular’s involvement in the relationship between CSF and UFC continued. On 3 
July 2014, he emails three representatives of UFC (cc Mr Brown) in the following 
terms38: 

 

Great to meet you earlier today. 

Please find attached the updated draft contract,  please feel free to amend as you 
see fit. I look forward to receiving the updated version. 

I also attach a brief document to show the relationships. 

Hope it all makes sense. 

– just let us know when we can meet up with  so we can plan the various 
releases and dates…”  

The “updated draft contract” which Mr Scoular refers to, is the draft contract between 
CSF and Zuffa Inc (UFC). The BJA is not a party to this contract. 

3.53 Mr Scoular also refers to a “brief document to show the relationships”. These are the 
relationships between a number of proposed governing bodies for mixed martial arts. 
This is a curious document for the Chief Executive Officer of the BJA to produce, which 
is in the form of a PowerPoint presentation39.  

3.54 The presentation as a whole takes the form of a blueprint for the construction of a 
number of governing bodies in mixed martial arts. It is written very much from the 
perspective of persons seeking to create these bodies and promote them to UFC. It 

                                                
36 Tab 16 
37 Tab 10 
38 Tab 17. This e-mail gives a further lie to the suggestion that Mr Scoular was not involved in the 
negotiation of the CSF-UFC negotiation. 
39 Tab 18 
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proposes the creation of two bodies, Combat Sports Federation and UK Combat Sports 
Federation. It describes their roles as follows: 

“Role of UKCSF 

The key role of this Federation is mainly advisory and ambassadorial. It is an 
organisation to develop the Core Sports of MMA 

Key Areas: 

Facility development advice 

Governance  

Assurance  

Joint working opportunities eg Insurance/coach development/Events 

Cross promotion 

Education and development  

Governmental lobbying 

Identification of Sponsorship Rights 

Role of CSF 

The CSF will act as an agent to support the Core sports to develop and grow through 
the use of Advice, guidance and the sales of sponsorship on behalf of the core sports 
within the UKCSF. 

The CSF is a Not for Profit organisation which will support the development of the core 
combat sports in the UK through the sale of their rights to sponsors and provide advice 
guidance and support to the UKCSF 

CSF Key Functions 

Will identify sponsorship rights of the Core sports and sell them on behalf of the 
individual sports within the UKCSF 

Provide the administration and secretariat of the UKCSF 

Support and provide assurance support to the core sports Support the formation, 
development and the eventual Sports Councils recognition programme for NGBs 

Work with the UKMMAF to further develop the amateur MMA in the UK. 

How will it work? 

The CSF is a not for profit organisation and has been set up with Companies House 
approval40 

                                                
40 Incorporation by Companies House does not indicate approval of any of the activities of a company. 
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The UKCSF will continue the development of the Olympic combat sports working 
group, formed in response to Sport England request. 

This has signed agreements from the 5 Olympic combat sports (Judo, Taekwando, 
Wrestling, Fencing and Boxing. 

This will grow with the addition of UKMMAF, Brazilian JJ and JJ in the near future 

Other sports will be asked to join once the Minimum standards are set. 

How will it work continued 

The CSF is the Management company who will sell the rights to key events. The CSF 
will negotiate with the sponsor to pay the CSF who will in turn fund the sports who have 
been successful in gaining sponsorship. The funding will go directly to the NGB 

CSF will provide the administrative support to the UKCSF and UKMMF. 

Provide membership support to the organisation utilising the BJA Membership data 
base.  

Work on a regulatory frame work for MMA in the UK” 

3.55 This document seems to have been either prepared by Mr Brown or Mr Scoular at his 
direction. When we interviewed Mr Scoular on 4 August 2015, he admitted creating the 
document. 

3.56 There is no indication Mr Scoular was given instructions by the Board of the BJA to 
seek to promote the creation of new governing bodies for mixed martial arts in this 
fashion. As such, we do not understand how the promotion of what is potentially a rival 
body organising martial arts to the BJA, or certainly one that would find itself as an 
intermediary in any sponsorship arrangement, could conceivably be within the scope of 
the duties of Mr Scoular. On the contrary, it seems to us that by engaging in such 
activity, without the explicit consent of the Board, he is acting in breach of his duties to 
the BJA and potentially in conflict with the BJA. 

3.57 As it is inconceivable that this document could not have been prepared without the 
involvement of Mr Brown (being the sole director and shareholder of CSF), these 
remarks apply equally to him. Indeed, we suspect the relationship between Mr Brown 
and Mr Scoular was one in which Mr Scoular considered himself bound to accept 
directions given to him in relation to CSF and UFC by Mr Brown presumably as, 
ultimately, the BJA would benefit. Despite feeling deeply uncomfortable about it, he 
found himself being obliged to create such templates and to negotiate contracts 
between CSF and UFC (Zuffa Inc) because they were all part a transaction which could 
potentially convey sponsorship monies to the BJA. If this is the case, it was wrong of Mr 
Brown to place Mr Scoular in this position. It was equally wrong of Mr Brown to place 
himself in a position where he was acting on both sides of the transaction and had a 
financial interest in a transaction progressing between CSF and the BJA, as he was 
due to be paid on the other side of the transaction by UFC.  



Legally Privileged 
Strictly Private and 

Confidential 
Final Report 
29-02-2016 

 30 

The Contract between CSF and UFC 

3.58 The BJA have informed us they do not have a copy of the contract between CSF and 
UFC (the “CSF-UFC Contract”).41 This is both surprising and alarming. It is surprising 
because if a bona fide back to back transaction was contemplated, the BJA would need 
to have knowledge of the content of the rights sold by CSF to UFC. They would also 
want to know that their rights as against UFC could ultimately be enforced. They would 
also want to know what CSF were selling their rights for. Obviously, the BJA would be 
concerned if CSF was selling the rights for vastly more than they were selling the rights 
to CSF. It is surprising and disappointing that the BJA apparently do not have a copy of 
this contract in their possession as we consider that a competent Chief Executive 
Officer would ensure those documents were available and that he had access to them.  

3.59 In his Submission to the Review, Mr Scoular stated: 

“With hindsight it would have been advisable for the BJA to have a final copy of the 
signed contract.” 

We would make two comments. Firstly, this is not merely advisable with the benefit of 
hindsight. At the time at which the BJA entered into this arrangement on a back to back 
basis, it would be crucial for it to know what rights had been on sold by CSF to UFC 
and for what consideration. Secondly, the BJA did have a copy in its possession, in that 
a copy must have been available to Mr Brown, in his capacity as Chairman of the BJA. 
In our view, he had, and has, an obligation to disclose it to the BJA, although he still 
refuses to do so.  

3.60 The fact that the CSF-UFC Contract is not in the possession of the BJA is open to 
another interpretation. This is that those responsible for concluding it did not want it in 
the possession of the BJA, as the BJA’s other Officials might become aware of its 
contents. Either way, there is no reasonable or acceptable interpretation we can place 
upon the fact that the CSF-UFC contract is not within the possession, custody or 
control of the BJA.  

3.61 On 11 July 2014 Mr Scoular emailed the Board of the BJA as follows42: 

“Dear All 

As you are aware we agreed to accept the sponsorship on offer from UFC. We have 
now accepted the offer and signed the contract.43 The official launch will take place 
next Friday at noon in Dublin at a major UFC event. 

I felt that you should all be aware of the progress [sic] provide you with information so 
that if and when asked by anyone about the sponsorship44 you had [sic] the right 
information. 

                                                
41 We have seen two late drafts of the contract (produced by Mr Scoular) but we have not been provided 
with a final dated and signed version of this agreement. 
42 Tab 19 
43 This is untrue. The Contract was not signed until 1 August 2014. Subsequently, Mr Scoular has said 
that it was not signed until 18 August 2014, a point to which we shall return.  Further, it was in fact 
concluded between the BJA and CSF. 
44 Later in this Review we will see that Mr Brown and Mr Scoular, in their communications with the EJU, 
avoid characterising the relationship between BJA and UFC as a “sponsorship” relationship and refer to it 
as an “advertising” arrangement. While Mr Scoular persisted with this mischaracterisation at interview, in 
his response to our questions, Mr Brown, in our view rightly, described it as a sponsorship arrangement. 
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Therefore I attach the key points and some FAQ. 

To remind you of the rights sold I have outlined these below. 

A)  Partner of the European Championships 2015 in Glasgow  

a) Category exclusivity and use of composite logo 

b) Logo on event collateral 

c) 5 minutes of LED Perimeter Boarding per hour 

d) 2 non-TV positioned perimeter boards 

e) Logo included on press conference, interview and mixed zone 
backdrops 

f) 10 shared hospitality places per day 

g) 15 public tickets per day 

h) Opportunity to access more tickets 

i) Opportunity to meet athletes 

j) Event Programme Advertisement 

k) 2 PA Venue announcements per session 

l) Trade stand 

m) Two adverts on big screen per session 

n) Four tickets to exclusive athlete party 

B) Lead sponsor of the British Open at Wembley Arena  

a) Category exclusivity and use of composite logo 

b) Logo on event collateral 

c) 5 minutes of LED Perimeter Boarding per hour 

d) 2 non-TV positioned perimeter boards 

e) Logo included on press conference, interview and mixed zone 
backdrops 

f) 10 shared hospitality places per day 

g) 15 public tickets per day 

h) Opportunity to access more tickets 

i) Opportunity to meet athletes 
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j) Event Programme Advertisement 

k) 2 PA Venue announcements per session 

l) Trade stand 

m) Two adverts on big screen per session 

n) Four tickets to exclusive athlete party 

C)  Provision of sponsorship banners on the BJA social media sites 

Web – 60000 unique users 

Twitter – 30000 followers 

Facebook – 51000 followers 

Monthly E news letter to all 34000 members 

Quarterly Newsletter to all 34000 members 

D)  Support from British Judo in the development of Combat Sports in the UK 

If there are any questions please give me a call.” 

3.62 While this email correctly describes the rights sold, it disguises the true nature of the 
arrangements which Mr Brown and Mr Scoular were negotiating. BJA had not and 
never did enter into an agreement with UFC. In fact, at this stage, the BJA had not 
entered into an agreement with anyone at this stage. Mr Scoular and Mr Brown were 
planning for the BJA to enter into a contract with CSF, who in turn would contract with 
UFC. However, the agreement between the BJA and CSF was not entered into until 1 
August 201445. As we have said, we have never seen an executed copy of the CSF-
UFC Contract, therefore we are unable to say when it was entered into, if it was 
entered into at all. 

3.63 What is also remarkable is how little CSF needed to do to realise its turn on the sale of 
the BJA’s rights. Under the BJA-CSF Contract the responsibility is placed squarely on 
the BJA to deliver the rights to the “Sponsor”. Under the CSF-UFC Contract all that 
CSF promise to do is deliver the rights they have received from the BJA. CSF do not 
seem to be delivering any greater added value to UFC than this. Why could the BJA 
not contract direct? 

3.64 It is clear from Mr Scoular’s email of 11 July 2014 to the BJA Board that the planned 
relationship with UFC via the medium of the CSF was a sponsorship relationship, not a 
“partnership”46. Mr Scoular himself referred to it as a sponsorship relationship in his 
email to the BJA Board of 11 July 2014 and on numerous other occasions, though he 
denied this characterisation to us and the EJU. In our view, this clearly was a 
sponsorship arrangement, directly with CSF and indirectly with UFC as such. These 
sponsorship relationships clearly required prior approval pursuant to the EJU Contract. 

                                                
45 See footnote 42 above 
46 The rights one would expect to be conveyed under a sponsorship agreement are conveyed. Seeking to 
characterise it as a partnership is disingenuous against a background where Mr Scoular knows 
sponsorship arrangements must be approved by the EJU. 
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This is not mentioned by Mr Scoular or Mr Brown to the BJA Board, and as we shall 
see, neither is such approval sought nor granted.  

The BJA-CSF-UFC arrangements 

3.65 As we have indicated above, the BJA sold all relevant sponsorship rights it had to the 
Event, and to the British Open, together with some associated rights to CSF for 

CSF was to enter into a “back-to-back” arrangement with UFC (Zuffa Inc) 
conveying such rights as it obtained from the BJA to UFC (Zuffa Inc), for . 
Therefore, CSF apparently made a turn on the rights of  which in the draft 
contract between CSF and UFC (Zuffa Inc) is described as attributable to 
“Administration and Management of CSF  and “the development of Activities 
and structures of Combat Sports in the UK - 47. This is to a small degree 
supposition as we have been denied access to the signed version of the CSF-UFC 
(Zuffa Inc) Contract, although we have seen late amended drafts which reflect these 
figures. This arrangement was certainly what was intended by the parties. 

3.66 The advantage of these arrangements to those who might seek to conceal their true 
nature was obvious. First, it would allow Mr Brown and Mr Scoular (acting on behalf of 
the BJA) to deny to interested parties, such as the EJU, that it was in a contractual 
arrangement with UFC. Its arrangement was with CSF. This would allow Mr Brown and 
Mr Scoular (acting on behalf of the BJA) to disguise the fact that there was an ultimate 
sale of rights to UFC.  Indeed, Mr Brown takes exactly this approach in response to 
journalists’ questions later48. Secondly, it would conceal the role of Mr Brown in these 
transactions. The BJA’s relationship was with CSF. It allowed Mr Brown to say, with 
technical justification, that he was not paid by the BJA or UFC49. It also allowed Mr 
Brown and Mr Scoular to conceal the fact that the same rights that the BJA sold to the 
CSF were on-sold to the UFC on identical terms, leaving CSF with a “turn” of . 
Thirdly, as the rights were on-sold to UFC, it allowed Mr Brown and Mr Scoular to 
maintain that the rights were sold to UFC, thus disguising the role of CSF and Mr 
Brown. Indeed, in their responses to our questions, all BJA Directors believed the rights 
in the Event had been sold directly to UFC. 

3.67 It was thus a perfect structure to disguise the true nature of the transaction from the 
EJU and the BJA Board. It is a juggling act that allows one face to be presented to the 
EJU and another, different face, to be presented to the Board of the BJA.  

3.68 The disadvantage of the structure was equally obvious. From the BJA’s perspective, it 
could not directly enforce its rights against UFC. It would depend upon CSF doing so, if 
CSF had such a right. The BJA’s sole right to payment for the rights was a right against 
CSF which we have seen was a shell company with one director, one shareholder and 
capital of £5. There were similar disadvantages from UFC’s perspective, which makes 
it hard to believe that it would insist on this structure. As we shall see later, when UFC 
seeks to aggressively enforce its rights, it realises it can only do so through the medium 
of CSF. This entails a company controlled by Mr Brown (CSF) potentially suing a 
company of which Mr Brown is the Chairman (BJA). There is obviously a massive 
conflict of interest. 

                                                
47 Draft CSF-UFC contract – Tab 16 
48 See Tab 63 response to Pierre Minonzio of L’Equipe, where in response to the question “2. Do you 
confirm that next European Championships in Glasgow are going to be sponsored by UFC?” Mr Brown 
replies “No they are not”. 
49 A fact that he later denied to of UK Sport, see Tab 91 
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BJA Directors’ concern over Mr Brown’s involvement with CSF 

3.69 It is clear that Mr Brown’s involvement with CSF and the relationship between the BJA 
and UFC is immediately the subject of concern to some members of the Board of the 
BJA.  who resigned from the Board of the BJA , emails 
Mr Scoular on 12 July 2014 stating50: 

“… at the last board meeting I requested that a plan was put in place before the launch, 
outlining how the BJA was going to manage its risk to its brand and reputation. Please 
can you inform the board how the media and membership response is going to be 
managed, by whom, what resources are in place to do this. Which of our staff have the 
skills and experience to maximise the benefits of this for judo and minimise the risks? 
How do you propose to protect our valuable brand? 

The key messages you sent us very much sound to me like they were written by UFC 
so the UFC can benefit from the quality and reputation of the BJA. It does not sound 
like judo talking. We must not sell ourselves short here. I would like to hear what other 
board members think. 

This step that the BJA is taking is a huge one, we can’t blag it and see what happens 
as it could make or break us. It is risking our reputation as a sport you can take your 
kids to, a sport for life, an Olympic sport, if we don’t get it right. UFC want to get as 
close to us as it can (it can spit us out and carry on with other martial arts once it’s got 
what it needs from us). We need to keep strong with our own identity within this deal. 
Judo is not UFC. We need some of the key messages to articulate our identity and the 
publicity can be an opportunity to get that out there loud and strong in the public 
domain, in addition to the benefits of judo training for MMA fighters.” 

3.70 another BJA Director, follows up with an email to Mr Scoular on 12 July 
201451: 

“I’d like to endorse  message about proceeding with caution and with 
confidence in the identity of judo, and echo her request to be informed of the 
communication strategy. I would also ask that the communication of this move is given 
greater priority and attention.  

I am unsure who is the author of the piece on combat sports on the news page of the 
BJA website, and I hope I am not offending anyone, but it is a long way short of the 
quality of communication that we need (I can give you more specific feedback if 
needed), and we must not take any avoidable risks with this subject. Adding to 

questions, please can we have some background on CSF? A quick internet 
search was unsatisfactory, and there is a real risk that a lot of sceptical judoka will 
regard the move as ill thought through and murky – a risk we can manage by planning 
good quality communication. Rank and file judoka may see this as a BJA money 
making scheme, and feel further alienated. If communicated well, it can be seen as 
responding to the genuine interest by grass roots judo players and other martial artists 
in each- others’ disciplines. 

I regard the risks associated with communicating this move as extremely high.” 

3.71 In response to the emails from and , Mr Scoular responds to all BJA 
Directors on 12 July 201452 in the following terms: 

                                                
50 Tab 20 
51 Tab 20 
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“Dear all 

I have produced a short summary on the CSF and UFC benefits below. 

This may help to clarify the position. 

I will resend the board presentation on UFC later as I need to compress it. 

“The Combat Sport Federation 

This is a not for profit organisation which has been established to support and enhance 
the work of core Martial Arts Sports. 

 Vision 

 Promotion of the Core Combat Sports within the UK 

 Increase in participation in the core sports 

 Creation of a pathway for the development 

 Protecting the core sports autonomy and values 

It will work with like minded Governing Bodies to further these objective for the benefit 
of those sports. We have been in discussion with Sport England on the establishment 
of this organisation and they are supportive as highlighted below. 

“Sport England recognises the advantages that this approach would bring. The combat 
sports market has traditionally been fragmented and Sport England welcomes an 
initiative which aligns the various stakeholders within this market and makes real 
progress on achieving shared objectives. A collective minimum standard for safety and 
working practices across the market would also be welcomed by Sport England and we 
would be keen to see this new organisation achieve consensus on this point. Finally, 
Sport England would be supportive of an organisation which facilitates partnership 
working to grow the combat sports market as a whole, rather than just competing for 
market share.” 

The key to this is that each Governing Body Maintains its autonomy but can benefit 
from the collective. We have been instrumental in the establishment of the Federation 
and will have a sizeable influence on the way forward. It was also important to note that 
it was through this organisation that we were able to access the sponsorship from UFC 
as they wanted to fund a series of core combat sports through the Federation and the 
BJA has benefitted the BJA immediately. 

I believe there are many benefits of working together including school offers, marketing 
and promotion, facility development, joint competition opportunities etc. this is all in the 
context of mutual benefit and not at the expense of any core judo activity. 

As regards the UFC the benefits were covered in the presentation which I have 
attached for information. However the key benefits - 

Profile – being associated with the major Martial Arts production company and 
benefitting from being associated with them. 

                                                                                                                                         
52 Tab 20 
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That Judo is a core sport of MMA 

That UFC will promote Judo and recommend that no one under 18 should fight 
MMA, this will lead to promoting young people to start Judo, hence the support 
of grass roots development 

Access to other Partners within UFC 

Support with production at events etc. 

I hope this goes some way to explaining the position." 

There is no mention of who owns or controls CSF, or that the BJA’s contract is not to 
be with UFC, but rather CSF. 

3.72 responds to Mr Scoular’s email on 12 July 201453 stating: 

“Hi Andrew, Kerrith, 

What is the resource commitment you are proposing for servicing / envisaging for 
support from British Judo in the development of Combat Sports in the UK?  

At the board meeting we were given minimal information concerning this. If I 
understand it correctly, we have now already established a Combat Sport Federation. 
This was not mentioned at the board meeting. What level of time and resource 
commitment are our staff going to be giving to servicing that? Is the intention that we 
will be running the Combat Sport Federation in addition to the BJA? That level of 
commitment has not been sanctioned by the Board.  

I am not trying to rock the boat, just want to make sure that as board directors we have 
the information we need to make the decisions we need to ensure the best for our 
Association and provide adequate governance.  

Yours in judo, 

It is clear from this exchange that has not been informed of the remuneration 
due to CSF under the BJA-CSF-UFC arrangements. She is also under the impression 
that CSF is a BJA entity, not that it is wholly owned or controlled by Mr Brown.  

3.73 A further email dated 12 July 2014 from Mr Scoular to Mr Brown54 records a 
conversation between and Mr Scoular. The email points out that no 
formal declaration of a conflict of interest was made at the earlier BJA Board meeting 
and that Mr Scoular has informed that Mr Brown will put a note out explaining 
the position.55  

                                                
53 Tab 20 
54 Tab 20 
55 In fact, no conflicts of interest register was maintained up to date by the BJA Board until around 9 
January 2015. 
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Mr Brown’s note of his involvement with CSF56 

3.74 The note referred to by Mr Scoular is circulated by Mr Brown to the BJA Board by email 
on 13 July 201457 and states: 

“Dear Colleagues 

Concerns have been raised and rightly so regarding the Association with CSF and how 
it will impact on the Association as a whole  

As ever the need for transparency and clear communication is paramount 

Following the recent conversations on the email I thought it would be important to 
clarify a few things regarding the Combat Sports Federation. Andrew has cover [sic] 
most of the points regarding the sponsorship with UFC so I think it is necessary to 
further clarify the role of the Combat Sport Federation and my role within it. 

When we were discussing the potential sponsorship with UFC they are keen to support 
the development of Combat Sports and in particular those core sports that are core to 
MMA. However it was important to UFC that if they were to help sports and in particular 
MMA in the UK they could not directly fund those sports. Andrew has already sent you 
the aims of the CSF so I will not go over them again but it provides a clear position of 
the organization. 

Therefore it was agreed to establish a brokerage organization to help distribute funds 
and support them especially those with little or no structure. Therefore the Combat 
Sports Federation was established and I have taken the lead role in this organization 
as I stated at the Board. This was done as UFC were keen to have myself as a figure 
head to lead this Federation in order to assist other sports and broker sponsorship 
rights for lesser NGBs, and in particular UKMMAF which I have agreed to do in my own 
time. As I stated at the Board I will ensure that this new role will not impact on my 
voluntary role with BJA. In fact I believe it will ultimately be beneficial to have a strong 
and pivotal role in this organization so that British Judo can benefit from any 
developments. 

Below is an extract from the draft Board minute, which reflects the discussion. I would 
point out that I did not vote due to my involvement in CSF. I will ensure that my 
declaration of conflict of interest is formally recorded so that proper governance is 
observed. 

13/39         UFC (Ultimate Fighting Championship) 

The presentation had been circulated in advance of the meeting. 

The Chairman and Chief Executive had worked with UFC over the last few months to 
get to the position whereby they could report meaningfully to the Board.  The CEO 
gave the background to UFC, which is a very large, and successful London based 
promotions and Production Company, which started in 1993 for mixed martial arts 
(MMA).  It is one of the fastest growing elements in sport and is currently a $2BN 
organization covering 149 countries across the globe and moving into the Middle East, 
Asia and Europe.  The modern sport is much more regulated; health and safety 
orientated and focuses on an elite fitness culture towards an adult programme.  The 

                                                
56 The facts about CSF are sourced from publicly available information at Companies House.  
57 Tab 21 
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company itself is continuing to evolve and develop and will be launching online 
opportunities, apps, game consoles and gyms; all aimed at growing the 
sport.  Recognized component part of MMA are Brazilian Ju Jitsu, Ju Jitsu, kick boxing, 
etc.  The CEO informed the Board that the bout in Dublin on 18 July for 14000 seats 
which sold in four hours at £90 per ticket. 

In terms of benefits for the British Judo Association, with UFC being available only to 
18+, it is a route for elite athletes to pursue.  UFC, with British Judo under its banner, 
will bring widespread global promotional opportunities and media opportunities through 
BT Sport and Channel 5. 

In terms of sponsorship, UFC will support British Judo through advertising at the 2015 
European Championships and the 2015 British Open, which is hoped, will take 
place at Wembley Arena (see Minute ***).  In addition, there is the possibility of an 
advertising package on social media together with the support and advice given to 
other combat sports in the UK.  It was noted that EA Sports is about to launch a new 
UFC game on X-Box and would like to incorporate judo.  

Sport England had been consulted and are comfortable with the possible association 
between the two organizations’. 

The Chairman highlighted his involvement with the CSF which is the company that 
UFC will work through as their agents for the sponsorship. The CSF has been created 
to support the work of all Combat Sports and the BJA is one of the first beneficiaries of 
some of that work. 

The Board expressed reservations and concerns,  particularly, in terms of 
reputational risk as UFC is by association unregulated and unfit for children, which 
certainly does not accord with the core values with of the sport of judo; it could appear 
that the Association may be endorsing perceived unacceptable violence.  The meeting 
agreed that this could present a challenge. 

Board APPROVED the recommendation for partnership with UFC over a nine-month 
trial period with reviews on a quarterly basis. 

In Favor:  9 

Against:  1 

Board further commented on the need for sensitive and proper communication to the 
membership.  It was also agreed that there should be a brand protection strategy 
before the announcement and that staff are fully prepared for representation on social 
media.  ACTION:  AS 

On a final note has raised a point of BJA commitment of the CSF this [sic] is 
part of the BJA sponsorship is to support the work of the Combat Sports Federation. In 
essence that means that as an organized NGB we would support some of the lesser-
organized NGBs to become more established. This is more about providing guidance 
to them than any direct intervention from the BJA therefore there should be very little 
impact on the organizations’ work. 

In the interest of transparence [sic] as I have a conflict of interest I recommend that 
someone from the Board be put in place in order to liaise between BJA and CSF/ UFC 
so therefore If the Board are happy I will recommend the vice chair to appoint a 
member to oversee along with the CEO. 
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I do hope this clears the background to the situation and details my position with CSF. 

as for rocking the boat I take this role very seriously and value you as a 
Director and your opinion. 

In order to sever [sic] as your Chairman in the interest of the Association and its 
Governance and Risk. 

May I also add that they [sic] is no real procedure for sponsorship map out for the BJA. 

So this is new for all and it’s the 1st  time we have had a cash sponsor at this level in 20 
years and the time frame of this deal with UFC 

Our priority is to protect the roots and preserve the Values of the BJA whilst fulfilling the 
brief from the UFC 

If there are any further questions please contact me at anytime.” 

While Mr Brown refers to his voluntary role with the BJA, he was in fact paid an 
“honorarium” by the BJA amounting to £12,000 per annum. 

3.75 Mr Brown’s statement to the BJA Board that CSF was put in place at the request of 
UFC is not borne out by the documents provided to us. No document emanating from 
UFC supports this. It is contradicted by the PowerPoint presentation provided to UFC 
by Mr Scoular which explains the “relationships”58 as explained above. This 
presentation appears to be the BJA (through Mr Brown and Mr Scoular) presenting the 
proposed relationship through CSF to UFC.  We would have liked to question Mr Brown 
closely about this had he attended for interview. We did direct certain questions to UFC 
including the question of whether this contractual structure was created at their behest. 
They refused to assist the Review, provided no answers to our questions and hence 
provided no evidence that it was. 

3.76 Mr Brown’s note is far from the full, fair and complete disclosure that would be 
necessary to allow the BJA Board to sanction a clear conflict of interest. This is clearly 
dealt with in the BJA Code of Practice for Dealing with Conflicts of Interest at page 1. In 
particular: 

3.76.1 It does not state that Mr Brown is to be paid by CSF from monies directly 
received from UFC (Zuffa Inc.)59; 

3.76.2 It does not disclose how much he is to be paid by CSF – indeed that all of 
the value attributed to CSF is to be paid to Mr Brown personally. 

3.76.3 It does not disclose that Mr Brown is the sole shareholder and sole director 
of CSF. On the contrary it gives the impression that CSF is an independent 
freestanding body rather than merely a corporate vehicle for himself; 

3.76.4 It suggests that CSF is acting as agent for UFC. In fact the BJA-CSF 
Contract is with the BJA as principal. Indeed, if the drafts of the CSF-UFC 
Contract we have seen are reflected in the executed version, the 
arrangements are a straightforward back to back sale of rights from the 

                                                
58 Tab 18 
59 The source of this information is  subsequent conversation with Mr Brown.  
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BJA to CSF and from CSF to UFC. As we will point out below, this is a very 
important distinction from the point of view of the BJA; 

3.76.5 It does not disclose that any sponsorship arrangement has to be agreed by 
EJU. 

3.77 It is not clear at this stage whether agreements have already been entered into or are 
still to be concluded.  We do know that in the case of the BJA-CSF Contract this was 
dated 1 August 2014.  However, as we do not have the CSF-UFC Contract, we do not 
know whether this was entered into before or after the consent of the Board was 
sought. Indeed, we do not know if it was ever entered into at all.  

Reaction to Mr Brown’s note 

3.78 The reaction to Mr Brown’s note from the BJA Board is mixed. states by 
way of email on 14 July 201460: 

“Many thanks for the clear and concise reply it is much appreciated” 

3.79 Similarly, states by way of email dated 14 July 201461: 

“Thank you Kerrith for taking the time to put this together and clarify and confirm areas. 
I apologise if I did not pick up fully on all the details you mentioned at the board 
meeting.” 

3.80 on the other hand states by way of email dated 14 July 201462: 

“Dear all 

I have to confess that I am still not entirely clear on some of the aspects and 
consequences of all this. It's quite convoluted, and if I feel that as a member of the 
Board who spent some time in discussion about it, then your average BJA member is 
going to be even more confused and susceptible to rumour and adverse comment. 
Therefore, I am concerned that what we present to the BJA membership needs to be 
clear and unambiguous, containing all necessary information and yet concise and 
positive. There are already rumblings on facebook and we need a high quality PRO job 
here from somebody who can both digest all the key points and at the same time 
communicate them extremely well. I honestly don't think we have anybody with both 
sets of skills (at least, not to the degree we need) in house and so I suggest that we 
engage a professional firm or person to handle the media presentation of it all. There 
are substantial benefits of this deal (that much is clear to me) but also considerable 
pitfalls and also opportunities for negative persons to rubbish both the deal and our 
new partners, or to - as is already happening - make insinuations and accusations 
about conflicts of interest. 

I therefore suggest that we immediately engage somebody with suitable background in 
both business and media communication, whose sole focus would be to communicate 
this to the membership and the outside world in a positive way whilst also ensuring that 
all key issues are revealed and properly explained.” 

                                                
60 Tab 22 
61 Tab 22 
62 Tab 22 
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3.81 sends a further email on the subject on 15 July 201463: 

“Dear all, 

I am writing this email in the early hours, due to the huge risk I perceive that the BJA 
may be putting itself in. 

Perhaps Andrew/Kerrith  you can pacify that concern by confirming that UK Sport and 
Sport England are fully aware of the arrangement that has been set up for CSF to be 
the broker for the sponsorship from UFC. After their insistence on very clear 
governance and careful monitoring of our governance, are they satisfied that the 
delegation of responsibility for dealing with the CSF to another board director and CEO 
as sufficient to manage the obvious conflict of interest, due to the fact both report to the 
head of our organisation - our chairman, who is also the owner of CSF? 

Please can we have clarification of this area as soon as possible, and definitely before 
Friday. The sponsorship money for BJA is pretty insignificant next to our main 
funders’ contribution (£3 million).” 

Position Statement 

3.82 As a result of Mr Brown’s note, and correspondence between the BJA Board following 
the BJA Board meeting of 24 June 2014, , as the 

 instigated an investigation to explore the matter more 
fully.64. 

3.83 By way of two emails dated 14 July 2014,  asks Mr Scoular for two 
things.  These are: 

3.83.1 a copy of the signed Sponsorship Contract referred to in Mr Scoular’s 
email of 11 July 2014; and 

3.83.2 an explanation as to how the cash flows in from UFC and out again and 
into which organisations. 65 

3.84 Mr Scoular replies in the following fashion on 15 July 2014:  

“the signing referred to [in the 11 July 2014 email] [is] the one that CSF has with UFC 
as we could not sign until then.  Also I have now held off until we resolved the conflict 
of interest issue.  

I have ask [sic] for advice from UKS Governance on the process so that we are all clear 
on the situation.  The contract we will have with CSF is attached together with the letter 
advising them of the rights they could sell to UFC and at what price (apologies the letter 
will come as it is on  machine).   

As regards the flow chart, it is relatively simple.   

1. UFC pays CSF sponsorship, part of which is the BJA sponsorship.  

                                                
63 Tab 23 
64 Tab 24 
65 Tab 25 
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2. CSF pays the agreed amount as per the schedule attached in the letter against 
the total sponsorship amount for the BJA. 

Hope that makes sense.” 

The payments that are to be made from UFC to CSF pursuant to the CSF – UFC 
contract are not mentioned. 

3.85 This email indicates that the information given to the BJA Board on 11 July 2014 by Mr 
Scoular was false66. The BJA had no signed contract with UFC and indeed never did. 
In addition,  has asked for the “cash flows in from UFC and out again into 
which organisations”. It is correct that CSF pays the total sponsorship amount agreed 
between CSF and BJA. However, it neglects to inform that the remainder of 
the sponsorship money paid by UFC to CSF is not distributed to any other 
Governing Body or mixed martial arts body. It is retained by CSF and is 
distributed to Mr Brown.67 The email dated 15 July is, in consequence, highly 
disingenuous. 

3.86 Mr Scoular’s email to attaches the proposed contract between the BJA and 
CSF but omits to attach the draft contract between CSF and UFC; which is in Mr 
Scoular’s possession. As we have stated above, we do not know if this was already 
signed at this stage or indeed if it was ever signed. 

3.87 As a result of this email, his review of the draft contract between BJA and CSF, and 
further discussions which have obviously taken place between , Mr Scoular 
and Mr Brown, produces a draft position paper which is sent to the BJA 
Board. This draft was circulated to   Mr Brown and Mr Scoular on 
15 July 201468 and a further draft was circulated to the same recipients on 16 July 
201469. Therefore, if there is anything in it which is misleading or incorrect, one would 
have expected any of those parties to have corrected it before it is produced.   

3.88 Following agreement by the non-executive members of the Finance, Risk and 
Governance Panel to the draft position statement, sends the position 
statement detailing the relationship between the BJA and CSF to the BJA Board70. The 
position statement includes the fact that Mr Brown would receive from CSF as 
a result of services provided by him to CSF. The destination of the assigned to 
“development activities/structures CSF” is unclear. suggests that this may be 
paid to the BJA in respect of any BJA resources to develop CSF. However, that 

is not included in the Sponsorship monies payable by CSF to the BJA under 
the agreement dated 1 August 2014. It is our view that a total of was retained 
by CSF from the Sponsorship monies received from UFC of   

3.89 In the Position Statement, requests a vote as to whether BJA Board 
members wished to revisit their decision to approve the sponsorship relationship with 
UFC in light of the relationship with CSF, Mr Brown’s involvement with CSF and Mr 
Brown’s financial involvement in it. Only one BJA Director voted 
against the decision to approve the sponsorship of BJA by UFC (through CSF) with no 
abstentions.  

                                                
66 “As you are aware we agreed to accept the sponsorship on offer from UFC. We have now accepted the 
offer and signed the contract” [tab 19] 
67 Source –conversation between and Mr Brown. 
68 Tab 26 
69 Tab 27 
70 Tab 28 
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3.90 Having analysed the disclosure made by o Mr Palios, we are of the view that 
as a result of  investigations the BJA Board are now aware of the relationship 
between Mr Brown and CSF. It is beyond the scope of this Review to advise the BJA 
as to whether or not they would have an action for breach of duty against Mr Brown by 
virtue of a conflict of interest. Suffice to say that at this stage it appears to us the BJA 
Board had previously been the victim of non-disclosure and active misrepresentation by 
Mr Scoular and Mr Brown in relation to the relationship between CSF and BJA and that 
between CSF and UFC. However, as at the date of  note to the BJA Board, 
and their subsequent apparent authorisation of it, the BJA Board seem to be finally 
cognisant of the broad outline of the proposed relationship between the BJA and CSF. 

3.91 More importantly for the purposes of this Review, however, there is one vital matter 
which is not discussed. No mention is made by Mr Brown or Mr Scoular of the need for 
all and any sponsorship arrangements to be approved by the EJU pursuant to the EJU 
Contract. The BJA Board may have been, and indeed were, concerned about the 
transparency of the arrangements between the BJA and CSF. They seem to have been 
largely unaware that the approval of the EJU would also be required to these 
arrangements.  

3.92 It seems to have been intended that the UFC sponsorship arrangements would be 
“launched” in August 2014 i.e. made public. That seems to have been the reason for 
the hurry in obtaining BJA Board approval to those arrangements. 

3.93 Shortly after the EJU’s subsequent withdrawal of the Event from the BJA, 
 spoke to of the EJU. She followed up the phone call with an email 

dated 17 February 201571 to setting out her understanding of the 
sequence of events leading up to the withdrawal of the Event. This email is worth 
reading in full and we will refer to it as “EJU Timeline”. 

UK Sport’s “approval” of UFC sponsorship 

3.94 On 16 July 2014 of UK Sport emailed various others within UK Sport72 to 
inform them of the sponsorship of the BJA by UFC and to request that various steps be 
carried out by BJA including: 

“Written confirmation to be received from British Judo this sponsorship has been 
approved by the European Judo Federation.” 

3.95 This indicates that UK Sport were cognisant of the obligation of the BJA to obtain the 
prior approval of the EJU to any sponsorship of the Event and that UK Sport made the 
BJA aware of this obligation in the unlikely event they were not already aware of it. 
Therefore, it seems inconceivable that Mr Brown and Mr Scoular were unaware of the 
requirement of EJU approval of the sponsorship arrangements and the EJU’s likely 
reaction to them. 

3.96 Also on 16 July 2014, Mr Scoular emailed a communications plan regarding the 
relationship between the BJA and UFC to various people including to Mr Brown at 
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17:4973, to  of UFC at 17:5874 and to BJA Directors at 21:1475. In his email 
to Mr Brown attaching the Communications Plan, Mr Scoular states76: 

“Also getting a few questions from UKS [UK Sport] and Glasgow to seek if EJU are 
agreeable.”  

3.97 This suggests Mr Brown and Mr Scoular were fully aware of the obligation to obtain 
EJU approval of the sponsorship.  However, despite the fact that BJA Board approval is 
being sought and negotiations with CSF-UFC have reached an advanced stage, no 
attempt is made to formally (or indeed from what we have seen, informally) to seek the 
approval of the EJU to an agreement (directly or indirectly) between the BJA and UFC. 

3.98 The communication plan itself states, inter alia: 

“UFC will sponsor the European Judo Championship… 

Sponsorship77 is a great ‘fit’ for both parties.” 

3.99 In response to Mr Scoular’s email to Event partners, of UK Sport wrote to Mr 
Scoular on the same day78 stating: 

“From a UK Sport perspective, we’d like to verify that the EJU are supportive of the 
association before the announcement progresses. As the Comms Plan acknowledges 
this is an unusual partnership for the sport which is likely to receive a reaction, either 
positive or negative, therefore endorsement from EJU is important. I am also conscious 
you note Kerrith won’t be involved due to his conflict of interest, therefore I just wanted 
to verify this conflict isn’t affected by his involvement with dialogue with EJU? In 
addition, is there a requirement to verify anything with IJF?” 

3.100 This correspondence further indicates that even if, which seems unlikely, the BJA in the 
form of Mr Scoular and Mr Brown, was not cognisant of the obligation of the EJU to 
obtain the consent of the EJU to any sponsorship before it was entered into, UK Sport 
was. Furthermore, UK Sport informed them of that obligation and sought comfort that it 
had been received.  

3.101 Mr Scoular responded to  the same day79: 

“I have spoken with Kerrith and he is speaking with and 
tomorrow at 10.00 to ask for formal confirmation.  

As regards the conflict issue this is more a protocol issue and as the Board have 
already dealt with the conflict of interest and the message then this is merely a 
communication of what the Board has agreed using the appropriate communication 
channels for the EJU.” 

3.102 On 17 July 2014,  reported to various others within UK Sport inter alia:  

                                                
73 Tab 30 
74 Tab 31 
75 Tab 32 
76 Tab 30 
77 As we will see later, in correspondence with the EJU, Mr Scoular and Mr Brown avoid use of the word 
sponsorship and deny that the EJU are sponsors of the Event.  
78 Tab 33 
79 Tab 33 
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“EJU confirmed they are happy with the sponsorship by UFC as mixed martial arts 
activity.  

Sport England confirmed they were happy with the sponsorship”.80  

There is no documentary evidence in the form of an email from Mr Scoular or Mr Brown 
to UK Sport indicating that the EJU had approved the sponsorship by UFC. It is likely 

confirmation of it came from Mr Scoular, as she then emails Mr Scoular on 
the same date as follows: 

“Further to our conversation this afternoon, subject to the approval of EJU, which you 
advised has been confirmed today, UK Sport would not be opposed to the 
championships being sponsored by UFC.”81  

3.103 We have written to who confirms Mr Scoular informed her that the EJU had 
approved the sponsorship of the Event by UFC.  states:82 

“I confirm Mr Scoular did confirm to me by telephone that the EJU had approved the 
sponsorship of BJA and the European Sports Championships by Combat Sports 
Federation/Ultimate Fighting Championships. I advised him if this was the case then 
UK Sport were not opposed to the sponsorship…” 

3.104 Therefore, and insofar as Mr Scoular or Mr Brown might maintain the UFC sponsorship 
was approved by UK Sport, it was expressly approved only on the basis that approval 
had equally been obtained by the EJU. It also seems clear that UK Sport have been 
actively misled by the BJA about having received EJU approval for the sponsorship83. It 
had not. As we will see, explicit approval from the EJU to the sponsorship was not 
sought until shortly before the right to stage the Event was withdrawn and was never 
forthcoming. 

Communication between BJA and EJU in relation to the UFC relationship 

3.105 On 17 July 2014, Mr Brown emailed of the EJU, to inform 
him that the BJA had been in discussions with UFC: 

“Dear  

To this end we have been in discussion with UFC a Global events management and 
promotion company primarily for the Mixed Martial Arts to explore how we can mutually 
develop the sports and increase participation as well as spectators. The outcome of 
these discussions has been the offer to contribute financially of the partnership 
arrangement and in return for some advertising for British Judo.  

This outcome is critical to the overall event budget. Also the opportunity to promote 
Jude through their communications to fans (2 Million in the UK) will ensure a good 

                                                
80 Tab 35 
81 Tab 36 
82 Tab 106 
83 Mr Scoular maintains that he was told by Mr Brown that the sponsorship had been approved. 
There is no extrinsic evidence to support this contention.  However, if this had been the case, 
no doubt Mr Scoular would have raised it in his discussions with the EJU in the lead-up to the 
termination of the EJU Contract.  He could have said that “Mr Brown had been informed by the EJU that 
the sponsorship had been agreed in July 2014 and I told UK Sport that it had”.  He did not.  This suggests 
that he did not believe that the sponsorship had been agreed by the EJU when he told UK Sport that it 
had been agreed in July 2014 
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crowd at all events and an opportunity [sic] showcase to our sport with a view to 
recruiting new members. There are also additional opportunities in terms of TV 
production and other leads to sponsors.  

I am keen that we utilise these funds to support Judo and hopefully create events that 
will be world class and development of education [sic] 

The sponsor has also agreed to support the development of the British Open even 
which will allow us to move to the Iconic Wembley Arena.  

This is more of an advertising and marketing opportunity than a sponsorship, but as a 
courtesy we are contacting you in advance of making this new partnership public and 
would welcome your feedback and support 

I will call you to discuss the deal if necessary or if you would like a meeting in 
Chelyabinsk to discuss further please let me know. 

Yours in Judo 

Kerrith”84  

Mr Brown’s email is referred to in the EJU Timeline. 

3.106 Mr Brown’s email to  was misleading. First, it suggests that discussions 
with UFC are at a preliminary stage. In fact they are much more advanced than his 
email suggests. Secondly, Mr Brown’s statement that “This is more of an advertising 
and marketing opportunity than a sponsorship” is untrue. The relationship between the 
BJA and UFC is described as a sponsorship agreement on numerous occasions, 
including in the communications plan produced by the BJA.  Indeed, in Mr Brown’s 
answers to the questions posed to Directors he characterises the BJA-CSF 
arrangement as a sponsorship arrangement. This is correct as the arrangement 
between the BJA and CSF was clearly intended to be a sponsorship arrangement 
because;  

3.106.1 Its form and content clearly indicated that it was a sponsorship 
arrangement e.g. it contained rights which were inconsistent with it being a 
purely advertising arrangement, such as the right to tickets to the Event; 

3.106.2 The contract declared itself as a sponsorship arrangement; and 

3.106.3 The Board of the BJA had been informed it was a sponsorship 
arrangement. 

3.106.4 The rights conferred to UFC to the EJU European Championships are 
identical to the rights conferred to the British Open, which are described as 
sponsorship rights. 

Thirdly, the sponsorship is hardly “critical” to the overall event budget.  The 
Event would still have taken place regardless of UFC’s sponsorship. 

3.107 Why would Mr Brown seek to characterise the arrangements between BJA-CSF-UFC 
as more of an “advertising and marketing opportunity than a sponsorship” to the 

? The reason seems to be that, to describe it accurately, it would become 
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clear to the that this was an arrangement which would on any basis 
require EJU consent. It suggests that Mr Brown already knew that the EJU would be 
deeply uncomfortable with UFC involvement in Judo and therefore sought to 
characterise it in a fashion different from that which it truly was, presumably in the hope 
that it would meet with the approval of  

3.108 If this is what he intended, it did not work.  replied to Mr Brown’s email 
of 17 July 201485 on 25 July 2014. His response is both illuminating and, as far as this 
Review is concerned, crucial: 

“… As I told you by phone, I don’t think it is a good idea to promote the BJA and Judo 
along with the UFC (MMA news portal). But we can of course discuss it in Chelyabinsk 
together with …”86  

We would, of course, very much have liked to as Mr Brown about the contents of that 
call. 

3.109 Therefore  reply is one which indicates disapproval of the relationship, 
but offers to discuss it further.  It gives an early indication of the likely attitude of the 
EJU to the Event being sponsored by UFC. It is clearly not the grant of approval by the 
EJU to the BJA. email is referred to in the EJU Timeline. 

3.110 There is no evidence the EJU were sent a draft of the agreements between BJA and 
CSF or between CSF and UFC at the time, although such drafts were available. 
Indeed, a draft of the BJA-CSF Contract had been given to on 15 July 2014. 

Execution of the Contract between BJA and CSF 

3.111 Despite  disapproving email to Mr Brown of 25 July 2014, we had 
understood that on 1 August 2014 the BJA entered into a contract with CSF 87 (the 
“BJA-CSF Contract”). The terms were consistent with those which had been notified to 

 and the BJA Board earlier in the month. Pursuant to the BJA-CSF Contract, 
UFC were granted various sponsorship rights by the BJA in return for sums of money 
apportioned for particular rights. The relevant sponsorship rights which the BJA were 
obliged to provide to the Sponsor88 pursuant to the BJA-CSF Contract are set out in 
clause 4.1 of the BJA-CSF Contract as follows: 

“A)  Partner of the European Championships 2015 in Glasgow -  

a) Category exclusivity and use of composite logo 

b) Logo on event collateral 

c) 5 minutes of LED Perimeter Boarding per hour 

d) 2 non-TV positioned perimeter boards 

e) Logo included on press conference, interview and mixed zone 
backdrops 
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87 Tab 39 
88 Curiously there is no definition of “Sponsor” in the agreement. The only reference to UFC is 
in the definition of “Brand”. 
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f) 10 shared hospitality places per day 

g) 15 public tickets per day 

h) Opportunity to access more tickets 

i) Opportunity to meet athletes 

j) Event Programme Advertisement 

k) 2 PA Venue announcements per session 

l) Trade stand 

m) Two adverts on big screen per session 

n) Four tickets to exclusive athlete party 

B) Lead sponsor of the British Open at Wembley Arena 2015 - 

a) Category exclusivity and use of composite logo 

b) Logo on event collateral 

c) 5 minutes of LED Perimeter Boarding per hour 

d) 2 non-TV positioned perimeter boards 

e) Logo included on press conference, interview and mixed zone 
backdrops 

f) 10 shared hospitality places per day 

g) 15 public tickets per day 

h) Opportunity to access more tickets 

i) Opportunity to meet athletes 

j) Event Programme Advertisement 

k) 2 PA Venue announcements per session 

l) Trade stand 

m) Two adverts on big screen per session 

n) Four tickets to exclusive athlete party” 

3.112 In his Response to the Review, at paragraph 29, Mr Scoular introduced a new point.  
He says that although the BJA-CSF Agreement bears the date the 1 August, it was not 
actually signed until the 18 August 2014.  When in a letter dated 26 January 2016 
some concern is expressed by the Review at the apparent backdating of the 
Agreement to the 1 August, Mr Scoular expresses surprises and takes it as “extremely 
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concerning inclination on the part of Mr Gay to draw adverse inferences from innocent 
and unremarkable conduct”.   

3.113 With the greatest of respect, if the Agreement was signed on 18 August it still bears the 
date 1 August.  Any person reviewing it would conclude that it was signed on the date it 
bears i.e. 1 August. 

3.114 Why it is important that it takes effect from 1 August is not entirely clear and not 
explained by Mr Scoular.  The date it bears on its face is its execution date.  That date 
is false.  This is potentially a very serious matter.  This means the BJA-CSF contract is 
potentially a forgery.  The Forgery and Counterfeiting Act 1981 defines the offence of a 
forgery in these terms: 

“a person is guilty of forgery if he makes a false instrument with the intention that he or 
another should use it to induce somebody to accept it is genuine, and by reason of so 
accepting it, to do or not to do some act to his own personal prejudice”. 

An “instrument” includes any document.   

The meaning of “false instrument” is set out in Section 9 of the Act.  It provides: 

“1. An instrument is false for the purposes of this Act … 

g. if it purports to have been made or altered on a date on which, or at a place at 
which, or otherwise in circumstances in which, it was not in fact made or 
altered”. 

3.115 Therefore, the BJA-CFS contract bears a date on which it was not in fact made and this 
falls within the definition of a “false instrument” for the purposes of the Forgery and 
Counterfeiting Act 1981. Depending upon the purposes for which it was so made to 
bear this date, it could result in criminal liability upon the person or persons executing it.  
That Mr Scoular thinks that the Review’s response to this new information is 
“concerning” indicates a want of judgment on his behalf. 

3.116 If it is intended to give effect to a document from a time before which it is executed, this 
can be easily done.  The document could be signed “with effect from 1 August” and 
dated 18 August.  Another technique is to date it “as of 1 August”.  What one does not 
do is give it an execution date on which it was not executed.  This is what has 
happened here. 

3.117 On 8 August 2014 Mr Brown emailed  thanking  for his 
email of 25 July 2014 (in which  said he thought it was a bad idea to 
promote UFC) and stating: 

“Dear  

Thank you for your email last week, and your honest response. With regards to your 
comments, I think it beneficial to hold a meeting entirely independent of anything else in 
order to discuss the possible advertising relationship with UFC. 

At British Judo we have already held lengthy debates surrounding this relationship and 
I am confident that all board members feel positive. Added to this is the backing and 
support from our Minister for Sport, our funding agencies UK Sport and Sport England, 
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as well as our other partners, Glasgow Life, and Event Scotland. However I do believe 
that there is a larger agenda to be addressed other than some basic advertising of UFC 
and that is the development of WMMAA and IMMAF, it is my intention to discern 
exactly where the parameters lie and address an [sic] of your concerns. I should also 
point out that in the discussions with UFC we have negotiated that they would promote 
the sport of Judo as a core element to MMA and would also recommend that no one 
under the age of 18 years should participate in MMA and should develop one of the 
core sports – namely Judo. 

I suggest therefore that myself, Andrew Scoular,  
of EMEA UFC should attend a meeting at IJF HQ where 

we can be away from the distractions of the World Championships. I am happy for you 
to suggest any other relevant parties at your digression. 

Obviously I appreciate your input into this, as you may know my sentiments are 
genuine in the fact that I believe whole heartedly that UKMMAF should remain in the 
system to ensure solid governance, and progression for MMA before we have a 
proliferation of bodies all vying for control of the sport. I believe the only way forward is 
to bring all bodies together to discuss in detail.  

I am happy for you to suggest a suitable date, however I have suggested a number of 
dates that may be suitable.  

Many thanks and I look forward to hearing your response. 

Proposed dates: 

8,9,10,15,16,17 September. 

Regards 

Kerrith” 

3.118 Again, the terms of this letter are misleading. Firstly, the BJA-CSF Contract had 
purportedly already been signed but Mr Brown does not inform of this 
fact, instead asking for a meeting to discuss the “possibility” of such an agreement. 
Secondly, UK Sport, whom Mr Brown says support the relationship with UFC, only did 
so on the basis that it had already been approved by the EJU, which it had not. Thirdly, 
Mr Brown refers to a “possible advertising relationship with UFC”. This is clearly to 
mischaracterise the relationship.   The BJA-CSF Contract was a sponsorship 
agreement. UFC had acquired the rights to sponsor the Event and their rights included 
far more than advertising, as can be seen from the quoted paragraph above. Finally, 
the stakeholders that Mr Brown said had approved the arrangement were essentially 
the Event Steering Group. The Steering Group were never asked for their approval of 
the BJA-CSF contract and as such did not approve i 

The BJA Board meeting on 19 August 2014 

3.119 At the BJA Board meeting held on 19 August 201490, Mr Brown reported, inter alia: 

“The Chairman attended meetings in Las Vegas with UFC in order to finalise the 
sponsorship91 arrangements. Details have still to be finally confirmed.” 

                                                
90 Tab 40 
91 Again, Mr Brown tells the Board it is a sponsorship agreement, it is. 
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This seems a curious statement bearing in mind that the BJA-CSF Contract was 
apparently signed on 1 August 201492.  

3.120 Mr Brown reported at the BJA Board meeting on 19 August 201493that: 

“The Chairman is due to attend the World Championships in Russia at the end of 
August. He will ensure that the EJU and IJF are fully briefing [sic] with regard to the 
sponsorship deal between the Association and UFC.” 

3.121 This suggests that the EJU have not been fully briefed with respect to the relationship 
between the BJA and UFC, despite the fact that Mr Brown and Mr Scoular knew that all 
sponsorship or other contractual relationships had to be agreed with the EJU. It 
suggests that the BJA are already in breach of the EJU Contract which requires prior 
approval by the EJU of all sponsorship or other contractual arrangements affecting the 
Event. 

3.122 From 1 August 2014, the apparent date of execution of the CSF Contract, it seems Mr 
Scoular and Mr Brown are hoping or assuming that the EJU will ultimately endorse the 
sponsorship arrangements entered into by the BJA with CSF retrospectively. The risk 
they are taking, of course, is that the EJU do not endorse the arrangement, in which 
case the BJA will either: 

3.122.1 be in breach of contract with CSF94; and/or 

3.122.2 be in breach of the EJU Contract and risk having the Event withdrawn by 
the EJU and facing a claim in damages for breach of contract. 

To say the least, this is an unfortunate position to place the BJA in. 

Off the record conversation between  and Mr Brown 

3.123 The EJU Timeline refers to an off the record meeting between 
and Mr Brown at the World Championships (25-31 August 2014). The EJU Timeline 
notes that  told Mr Brown that neither the EJU nor the IJF 
would agree or support sponsorship of the BJA by UFC. We would have liked to ask Mr 
Brown whether this was true but he refused to be interviewed. However, the 
conversation is referred to frequently in email traffic between the BJA and the EJU at 
the time of the termination of the EJU Contract. If a conversation the that effect had not 
taken place, one would have expected Mr Brown to have said so at the time. He did not 
and, as such, we consider that it did. 

3.124 Therefore, the invidious position the BJA could face has actually materialised. The EJU 
have told the BJA that it will not approve a sponsorship deal with UFC for the Event. It 
is now either in breach of the EJU Contract or its contract with CSF. One would have 
thought this matter to be sufficiently serious to have been reported to the Board at this 
time. It was not. The Board should have been informed at that time of the difficult 
situation the BJA was in and asked to give its directions as to how to proceed. There is 
no evidence that the Board were informed at this time of Mr Brown’s conversation with 
the EJU.  
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94 As the BJA will be unable to deliver rights to CSF if the Event is withdrawn. 



Legally Privileged 
Strictly Private and 

Confidential 
Final Report 
29-02-2016 

 52 

3.125 As regards the EJU, Mr Brown and Mr Scoular continued to conceal  from the EJU the 
relationship they had entered into with CSF to provide sponsorship rights to UFC, 
presumably in the hope that either they could persuade the EJU to change their minds, 
or that by the time the EJU found out, it would be too late for the EJU to withdraw the 
right to host the Event.  

Inspection Visit 5 October 2014 

3.126 The next important milestone was the inspection visit of the EJU to review the progress 
of the Event preparation on 5 October 2014. According to the minutes of the EJU 
Inspection Visit95, advertising and sponsorship of the Event was discussed and, the 
following are minuted:  

“50% of the time on LED boards to be used by EJU and 50% by British Judo 
Association” 

… British Judo Association to source sponsor and pay the costs of the blue gi 
patches… 

No BJA sponsors can conflict with the EJU sponsors”, 

3.127 What is remarkable is that no mention at all is made of the sponsorship arrangement 
that had already been entered into between BJA and CSF, in relation to sponsorship 
rights ultimately granted to UFC96. Sponsorship arrangements are specifically 
discussed and yet the existence of an actual, pending sponsorship arrangement is 
withheld from the EJU, despite the requirement contained in the EJU Contract that all 
contractual arrangements covering the Event are subject to prior EJU approval. 

3.128 What inference is one to draw from this? The inference we would draw is that after his 
discussions with the IJF and EJU at the World Championships in August, Mr Brown 
formed the view (if he and Mr Scoular had not already formed such view) that EJU 
approval of the sponsorship arrangement between BJA and CSF in relation to sponsor 
rights ultimately granted to UFC would never be forthcoming. The BJA had a financial 
interest in the UFC sponsorship arrangements being effective. Mr Brown had a 
personal financial interest in the UFC sponsorship going ahead97. He must have known 
that at some point it would become obvious to the EJU that UFC, either directly or 
indirectly, was a sponsor of the Event. The only inference we can draw from this is that 
Mr Brown was hoping that this would only come to the attention of the EJU at a time 
when it had essentially become a fait accompli and the EJU would be powerless to do 
anything about it.  

3.129 We do not consider that Mr Brown anticipated that the EJU would strip the BJA of the 
Event at a late stage. This was a gamble. It did not pay off. 

3.130 What is the involvement of Mr Scoular in these events? In our view Mr Scoular is 
essentially passive.98 He executed the instructions given to him by Mr Brown, but was 
not privy to any of the key discussions with the EJU. Rather he is informed of them 
once they have taken place by Mr Brown. During our interview with Mr Scoular on 4 
August 2015 the following exchange occurred 

                                                
95 Tab 41 
96 This omission is also referenced in the EJU Timeline 
97 See Mr Brown’s conversation to and his note to the BJA Board. 
98 Which role is contrary to his duty under his job description and section 174 of the Companies Act 2006 
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“Q, Just a general point. Could you describe your relationship with Mr Brown?  Was he 
an easy Chairman. Was he demanding?  Did he ask you to do lots of things to facilitate 
arrangements? 

A: I got on very well with the Chairman and I think I always tried to help.  I am my own 
worst enemy from that point of view: try to help where you can if that makes sense.  In 
terms of demanding, he is not very good on the IT stuff so you can end up trying to help 
him through some of the stuff.  So yes.”  

Press Announcement 

3.131 On 3 November 2014 the BJA released a press release on its website entitled “British 
Judo announces new sponsorship deal with Ultimate Fighting Championship”99. It 
appears from the EJU timeline that this article, as well as an article in L’Equipe, was the 
first formal indication the EJU had that BJA had entered into a relationship with UFC. It 
is interesting that the press release mentions only a sponsorship by UFC of the 2015 
British Open Judo Championships. No mention is made of the sponsorship by UFC of 
the Event. This appears to be another attempt to conceal the rights granted to UFC 
under the BJA-CSF Contract. 

Other Indications of disapproval with Involvement with other Combat Sports  

3.132 The attitude of the IJF, which mirrored that of the EJU at the time, is illuminated by two 
exchanges. First, on 17 November 2014, the IJF sent an email which was forwarded to 
Mr Brown and Mr Scoular (amongst others) stating: 

“Any Judoka classified in the IJF ranking list is not authorized to take part in an 
international competition of any combat sport, other than judo, unless specific 
authorization by the IJF [sic].”100  

3.133 This indicates the attitude of the IJF to combat sports i.e. it regards them as contrary to 
the spirit and ethos of Judo. In these circumstances it is even more unlikely that the 
EJU would authorise its’ most prestigious championship being sponsored by the UFC 
either directly or indirectly. 

3.134 By letter dated 24 November 2014, informed that he had 
accepted the role of CEO of the Board of the IMMAF, he goes on to state: 

“I realize given all of the recent exchanges on the IJF website, correspondence to 
national federations and multimedia contributions on the topic of MMA that this will be 
an unwelcome development from your perspective.” 

3.135  forwards his letter to Mr Brown by email that day102. We note from the 
minutes of the BJA Board meeting held on 9 December 2014, that was 
nominated to the IMMAF by Mr Brown103. letter to is, we believe, 
further evidence that Mr Brown knew that the sponsorship of the Event by the UFC 
would be unwelcome to the EJU as the EJU did not approve of mixed martial arts, the 
personification of which is UFC. 

EJU Executive Committee Meeting 
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3.136 According to the EJU Timeline104, at the EJU Executive Committee meeting on 28 
November 2014, ,   

“informed the EC [Executive Committee] members about unpleasant developments: 
BJA concluded a sponsorship deal with UFC and former EC Member Densign White 
became CEO of IMMAF. 

… 

“Clearly, the values and the image of UFC are not compatible with Judo. 
 and also had explained [to] BJA that this 

sponsorship and collaboration with this organisation is not acceptable. However, the 
deal was presented recently. 

should prepare a letter to BJA expressing that 
this sponsorship cannot be accepted by EJU. If they want to keep the sponsorships, 
the European Judo Cup announced for title UFC sponsorship will lose the status of 
EJU event.” 

The EJU’s position could scarcely be clearer. It is refusing to accept UFC’s sponsorship 
of its Event. If the BJA persists in maintaining a sponsorship relationship, the European 
Championship will “lose the status of EJU event” i.e. that the Championship will be 
withdrawn from the BJA.  We would also point out that the fact that the EJU acquired 
knowledge of a sponsorship agreement does not amount to approval of it.  

3.137 We understand the letter referred to from was never sent to the BJA. 
However, this is irrelevant as at no time up to this point have the UFC sponsorship 
arrangements been presented to the EJU for their approval, as is required under the 
EJU Contract. The fact the EJU now appear to know or suspect that sponsorship 
arrangements might be in existence does not waive the requirement of approval. What 
it means is that unless the BJA can find some way of dispensing with these 
arrangements, adverse consequences may follow. 

3.138 The EJU Timeline explains why the letter which was instructed to send was 
not sent: 

“A conversation was held between  (EJU), Mr Brown and Mr Scoular in 
Zagreb post congress held on 29th November 2014 whereby communicated 
that no relationship between the BJA and UFC would be acceptable. Mr Brown 
confirmed verbally to that no sponsorship agreement with the UFC will be 
sought by the BJA. So  didn’t send any letter.” 105 

Again, we would have liked Mr Brown to comment upon this. However, in the absence 
of his comments, we can only aver that this was an accurate summary of the 
conversation between Mr Brown of the BJA and of the EJU. If so, this is 
another example of Mr Brown misleading the EJU over the sponsorship arrangement 
he had personally put in place between the BJA and UFC.  At another level, surely at 
this point Mr Brown should have informed the Board that the EJU did not consent to the 
UFC sponsorship and have sought instructions from them.  He did not. 
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105 This quote answers Mr Scoular’s criticism at page 25 of his Submission. 
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EJU Congress 2014 

3.139 The BJA were invited by the EJU to give a short presentation about the Event at the 
EJU Congress held on 29 November 2014106. The PowerPoint presentation, given by 
Mr Scoular, refers to securing support from UK Sport, Glasgow Life and Event Scotland 
but makes no mention of UFC. If the BJA were comfortable with the sponsorship of the 
Event by UFC, we consider its sponsorship by UFC would have been mentioned in the 
presentation.107 Again, consistent with the thesis that the BJA are withholding 
knowledge of the BJA-CSF-UFC arrangements, no mention is made of the UFC 
sponsorship. 

3.140 The EJU Timeline makes reference to a speech made by  at the EJU 
conference which touched upon the issue of UFC and quotes from the speech: 

“One matter which I like to pay your attention to. I would like to speak about a delicate 
question. You know that last years our federations met a problem which came from 
formally similar sports like Sambo. Our presidents receive real headache (for example, 
the president of Lithuanian federation) when the ministry of sport force the athletes with 
other sport to organise their event like Sambo World Championships. Also other 
federations feel the pressure from ministries and other sports federations. And I’d like 
to thank the International federation for a clear position and the statement: the judokas 
classified in the WRL are not allowed to take part in any international competition of 
any combat sport. It is a really big help to all of us, and we understand the policy of IJF, 
EJU is to follow them. Now we have a new negative tendency. We have the case when 
UFC Organisation (Ultimate Fighting Championship) tries to use Judo for their 
promotion. We have cases when they try to conclude agreements without our 
federations and I’d like to mention and inform you that the IJF and the EJU have a clear 
position: mixed fight is not a sport. Unlike Judo they have no philosophy and no moral 
code, no moral values. We must keep the image of judo like educational sport and 
martial art. And we can do it by will of J. Kano. So I invite all of you to follow this 
strategy.” 

3.141 In our view, this statement fully clarifies the position of the EJU. It is hard to see how 
the EJU would ever accept sponsorship arrangements pertaining to the Event involving 
the UFC. It also evidences the fact that the BJA has not asked the EJU for approval of 
the UFC sponsorship. Had it done so, such approval would have not have been 
forthcoming.  

Kerrith Brown: conflict 

3.142 Mr Brown informed the BJA Board meeting of 9 December 2014 that he had been 
appointed to the IMMAF Board of Directors108. Mr Brown is clearly conflicted. On the 
one hand, he is Chairman of the BJA whose international governing bodies (being the 
EJU and IJF) are vehemently opposed to mixed martial arts109. On the other hand, he 
has accepted an appointment to the IMMAF, a mixed martial arts federation, and has 
set up CSF. His personal and financial interest is in international judo recognising and 
welcoming mixed martial arts into the fold. Policy makers at the highest levels of the 
sport internationally (and indeed directors of the BJA) are vehemently opposed to this. 
This appears to be a conflict which is simply unmanageable. 
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107 For Mr Scoular’s response see transcript of his interview pages 55-57. 
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109 See the paragraphs quoted above. 
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3.143 The fact of Mr Brown being appointed to the Board of the IMMAF caused concerns for 
other directors of the BJA,  wrote to and on 9 January 
2015110: 

“I think we need to consider whether it is feasible for Kerrith to maintain a position on 
the Board of IMMAF, whose intention is to bring all fighting sports under one roof, at the 
same time as chairing the BJA, which is solely to advance the interests of judo.”  

Meeting between BJA and EJU regarding the Event - 11/12 January 

3.144 On 11/12 January 2015 Mr Scoular and Mr Brown met with , 
of the EJU and of the 

EJU in Austria and a discussion took place regarding UFC. Mr Scoular, in his notes of 
the meeting111 states: 

“… 2. UFC 

A discussion took place over the use of the BJA sponsor, UFC, and what would be 
acceptable to the EJU. BJA requested the use of UFC Fit and UFC Fight Pass as 
adverts on the LED bands. 

of the EJU] felt that UFC Fight 
Pass may be acceptable but further discussion with the  was required 
and that he would speak to the to arrange a meeting to discuss possibly at 
the Austria Open in early February 2015. 

also stated that as the 
contract was only for the Sports Arena only and that we should look to utilise the UFC 
element to that area in the velodrome. 

This was felt a good compromise and that it should be agreeable with the  

KB [Mr Brown], agreed to wait for to broker the meeting with the  in early 
February 2015.” 

3.145 The above meeting is the first documented evidence of the BJA raising the UFC 
sponsorship directly with the EJU. Despite the EJU Contract clearly requiring EJU 
approval for any sponsor, the BJA still do not request approval for the sponsorship by 
UFC and even in respect of the limited request made, which refers only to adverts on 
LED boards, era expressly refers to them having to be referred to the EJU 

 This cannot be regarded as EJU approval of the UFC sponsorship 
arrangements. 

3.146 In his Response to the Review, Mr Scoular makes much of the meeting, in essence 
suggesting that it provide a glimmer of hope that the EJU will approve UFC’s 
sponsorship of the EJU.  However, we do not think it does.  The remarks documented 
in Mr Scoular’s note must be placed in the context of the following:- 

3.146.1 the previous (negative) contacts and communications between the EJU 
and BFJ concerning the acceptability of UFC sponsorship) to which it was 
unlikely were privy as no previous reference was 
made to them in the context of those discussions); 
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3.146.2 Mr Scoular’s knowledge of the sensitivity of UFC with the EJU; 

3.146.3 speech on the 29 November at which point Mr Scoular 
says he “realised there was a real issue”; and 

3.146.4 the obvious lack of authority of to approve the 
UFC sponsorship, as evidenced by their reference to seeking the approval 
of the . 

The true position is that the consent of the EJU should have been obtained prior to the 
execution of the EJA-CFS contract on 1 (or 18) August. 

Request for information from L’Equipe  

3.147 Matters now begin to move very quickly. On 15 January 2015112, 
 a journalist working for L’Equipe, emailed the EJU about an article he was 

writing about the struggle for influence between judo and mixed martial arts 

“It seems that the next European championships in Glasgow are going to be sponsored 
by UFC. What is the position of the EJU about that? It is [sic] a problem or not? If yes, 
has the EJU a possibility to avoid the UFC to be a partner of the Event?” 

3.148  forwarded email to Mr Brown (copied to Mr Scoular and 
EJU representatives) on 16 January 2015113 stating: 

“Dear Chairman, Dear Kerrith, 

I hope you are well. 

The informed me that according to your oral 
conversation in Zagreb in November, the BJA would follow the IJF&EJU policy towards 
the UFC. Below is a request from the EJU received from the L’Equipe newspaper. 
Before answering their email, I would like to receive a written update on the current 
status of the relationships between the BJA and the UFC. 

Thank you in advance for a prompt feedback!” 

3.149 On 16 January 2015,  also emailed Mr Brown directly114 with four questions 
which Mr Brown answered by way of email dated 18 January 2015. Mr Brown’s 
answers are in bold: 

“2  Do you confirm that next European championships in Glasgow are going to be 
sponsored by UFC? No they are not 

3  What is the position of the European Judo Union about that? You would need 
to ask the EJU I heard that recently there were meetings between 
representatives of the EJU and the British Federation: was it to discuss this 
specific matter? We have had numerous meetings with the EJU to discuss 
all matter of the championships. 
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4  What was the reaction of your colleagues of the other Judo Federations when 
it was annoubnced that you also work for the IMMAF? Did they understand 
your decision or did they have a critical point of view? It was a personal 
decision for me and I have made the Board of the BJA aware who were 
supportive of my involvement.” 

3.150 Mr Brown forwarded his responses to  to 115. It is unclear why he 
would do this as (i)  has no position or standing in the BJA, and ii) is 
the Chairman of a mixed martial arts organisation.  

3.151 Mr Brown’s answer to the first question from L’Equipe is particularly disingenuous. 
Although the BJA contract is directly with CSF, and not UFC, it is clear to all involved 
that UFC are sponsors of the BJA and of the Event.  

Correspondence between EJU President’s Office and Mr Scoular 

3.152 On 20 January 2015, having first checked his response with Mr Brown116, Mr Scoular 
replies to email of 16 January 2015 to Mr Brown117, stating:  

“I will outline our relationship with the Zuffa Inc, who own the brand called UFC 
(Ultimate Fighting Championships) unfortunately there are some commercially sensitive 
information which I cannot divulge, which I am sure you understand.” 

3.153 Mr Scoular goes on to set out some background information on Zuffa Inc before moving 
on to the relationship between BJA and UFC. He summarises the arrangements as 
follows: 

“BJA Relationship. 

Following a series of meetings the Board of BJA agreed to accept the sponsorship118 
from UFC. 

The key areas for this sponsorship were: 

1  Key sponsor for the British Open which will now be held at Wembley arena in 
July 2015 

2  The opportunity where possible to promote the Fitness programme and the 
digital platform at the European Championships (it should be noted that 
Glasgow City will be running the Fitness programme across the city and are 
host [sic] a major UFC fight in Glasgow later in April 2015). 

3 The Sports Council has asked to work with UKMMAF to assist them in the 
submission to become a recognised governing body in the UK. This was built 
into the sponsorship” 

3.154 There is no reference to points 2 and 3 in the BJA-CSF Contract. Therefore, on its face, 
the response is misleading. Mr Scoular continues: 
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“4  There were some digital and advertising rights sold within the sponsorship.”  

The value is in excess of per annum. If we are unable to advertise or 
promote to the Fitness and Fight Pass programmes, then we will be in jeopardy 
to loosing [sic] this valuable cash injection, especially after a 40% cut in 
revenue from the government agency. The BJA has to underwrite the 
European Championships from this injection and therefore any loss of funding 
of this nature would have a catastrophic effect on British Judo. 

Some of the conditions were that UFC would promote Judo as a core sport and 
encourage the young especially to train in judo and perform as the best route 
for anyone to enter MMA later in their fighting career.”  

There is no reference to these “conditions” in the BJA-CSF contract. There are no 
obligations for UFC to promote Judo. 

3.155 It is also interesting how Mr Scoular makes use of word “sponsorship” in relation to the 
Event. The sponsorship of the British Open (for which the BJA does not need the 
approval of the EJU) is described as sponsorship. The arrangements for the Event on 
the other hand are described as an opportunity to promote the UFC’s Fitness 
Programme. The rights to be delivered to UFC for the British Open and the Event are 
framed in identical terms within the BJA-CSF Contract. Yet, in relation to the Event, one 
is described as “sponsorship” and the other as “advertising”. Mr Scoular continues, 
misleadingly in our view, to deny that sponsorship rights are being conveyed via CSF to 
UFC.  

3.156 Mr Scoular adopts a robust tone throughout this email exchange. He does not 
acknowledge the EJU’s right of approval of the UFC sponsorship. He presents it to the 
EJU as a fait accompli and one which would be catastrophic to British Judo to reverse. 
He argues strongly for the involvement of Judo with mixed martial arts; a position with 
which, as we have seen, the EJU are unlikely to have much sympathy.  

3.157 Mr Scoular and had a telephone call to clarify Mr Scoular’s email of 20 
January 2015. In it, Mr Scoular admits that UFC is sponsoring a national event (re: the 
British Open), but states that the EJU needs to be prepared for the prominence of UFC 
advertising in Glasgow due to a UFC event taking place there. This seems to be an 
attempt to distract the EJU from UFC’s sponsorship of the Event. 

BJA Press Release 3 February 2015 

3.158 On 3 February 2015 the UFC’s sponsorship of the Event was announced by UFC. This 
is more than 5 months after the original date upon which the sponsorship was signed 
and arrangement was to be announced. On the same day the BJA released a press 
statement119. In relation to UFC the statement read: 

“Also at the event in Glasgow were UFC, the world’s premier mixed martial arts 
organisation, who continue to support a number of combat sports through their 
association with the British Combat Sports Federation. 

 at UFC, said: “UFC is thrilled 
to support the European Judo Championships through the British Combat Sports 
Federation. MMA is made up of a number of different combat sports and UFC feel it is 
important to see individual disciplines thrive as well as promoting mixed martial arts. 
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The European Judo Championships will be a fantastic platform for fans and 
practitioners to see world-class sport in a great city.” 

Further Correspondence between EJU President’s Office and Mr Scoular 

3.159  replied to Mr Scoular’s email of 20 January 2015 on 3 February 2015, 
seeking to clarify their telephone conversation of the previous week. The position of 

is interesting. She is a in the Presidential Office. As such, she is 
acting on behalf of, and presumably on the instructions of, the EJU  
Therefore, corresponding with and Mr Scoular is, in effect, corresponding 
with the EJU    

3.160 asked Mr Scoular to confirm the points set out in her email which were as 
follows. Mr Scoular’s subsequent replies120, which he checked with Mr Brown before 
sending121, are in red: 

Q: “Even though the Board of BJA agreed to accept the sponsorship from UFC 
and the UFC is injecting per annum to the BJA, the BJA “had to 
underwrite the European Championships from a cash injection”, which means 
that the UFC is not sponsoring the ECh in Glasgow…  

A: That would be correct and in the context of the release you will note that the 
UFC are sponsoring “BJA through the CSF [Combat Sports Federation] and 
that the BJA are organising the Event, UFC are supporting BJA to promote the 
Event and as they have close ties with the city there will be a lot of UFC 
advertising in the centre and around the city. Please note the advertising is 
around the UFC Fit Programme and the Fight Pass (an online fight platform for 
all combat sports. This is a major opportunity to profile the sport internationally 
in a digital format. Fight pass allows all combat sports to profile thief [sic] sports 
and potentially generate income especially when costs of TV broadcast is a 
cost for governing bodies and international Federations).” 

3.161 Mr Scoular’s reply to first question is disingenuous. He is asked if UFC 
are sponsoring the Event; he says they are not. What Mr Scoular is also doing is 
referencing the structure that he and Mr Brown put in place in order to distance BJA 
from UFC. In practice, all of the sponsorship monies are coming from UFC. 

3.162  email continues: 

Q: “According to the signed cooperation agreement with the UFC, they will be the 
key sponsor of the British Open in July 2015 which is a national event and not 
the European Judo Open… 

A:  This is correct 

As noted above, the rights provided to UFC/CSF for the British Open and the Event are 
identical.  

3.163 Mr Scoular’s exchange with  continues: 

Q: “You told me that the EJU has to be prepared that the UFC logo would be 
present in the city due to the UFC Fight in Glasgow taking place later in April 
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2015, after the ECh, and that the UFC presence would be prominent in the 
British judo magazine and other products not related to the Judo European 
Championships.  

A: UFC have brokered a deal with the city to run the UFC programme in all 38 
gyms in the city over the next few years and there will likely be extensive 
promotion of these. In addition UFC have a fight in Glasgow in July and have 
already have [sic] 7000 people pre-register [sic] for tickets so will be sold out 
very quickly. We want to market to this audience to attract these spectators to 
judo as they are people interested in martial arts and combat sports. 

Q: Since any sponsorship has to be agreed with the EJU according to the contract 
and the BJA respects that, the BJA was going to discuss with the EJU a 
possibility (1) to have posters advertising the UFC Fit programme activity on 
the LED screens and in the City Hall as part of the BJA sponsor space and (2) 
an opportunity to have the UFC Fit digital channel advertised at the Cycle 
Arena which is neigbour [sic] to the Emirates Arena. 

A: There are two things here: 

1  We ask for permission as per the contract for 2 adverts on the LED 
boards 

a) UFC Fit 

b) UFC Fight Pass 

This would be part of the 50% the BJA has licensed.” 

3.164 What Mr Scoular is doing here is seeking to downplay the nature of the BJA-CSF-UFC 
arrangements. He is seeking to assert that this is not a sponsorship agreement, when it 
is. He is seeking to limit the scope of EJU approval to the adverts on the LED boards, 
whereas, as we have shown above, the EJU’s rights of approval are far wider than this. 
Mr Scoular is not seeking approval of the sponsorship arrangements involving CSF and 
UFC. He is seeking to downplay what he seeks approval of to approval of two LED 
boards, neglecting the fact that this is just part of the sponsorship arrangements.  

3.165 Mr Scoular’s reply to  continues: 

A: The cycle arena will be run by the city and will be free to the public and will 
have UFC Fit demonstrations and significant branding of this and together with 
Fight Pass. We will also have EA sports Gaming in place which may have a 
number of its combat games on to entertain the people attending the Event. So 
while it is complementary it is separate to the Event Contract. 

continues: 

Q: If the above points are correct, could you please send us a statement 
confirming this on behalf of the BJA. An official letter on the BJA letterhead 
provided within 24 hours would be highly appreciated. 

Meanwhile the UFC sponsorship of the Judo European Championships has been 
announced today at the UFC web site [link to web site] 
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In accordance with an oral confirmation I received from you and since the BJA 
acknowledges that the European Championships and all rights (concerning marketing 
in particular) are the exclusive property of the EJU, we would appreciate to get your 
commentary regarding the article. And we would expect that the BJA would make an 
official statement on the BJA web site refuting the announcement made by the UFC. 
We also believe that the BJA would clarify this matter with the UFC. 

A: The actual article content is factually correct in that it state [sic] that they are 
supporting and helping the BJA with the Event not sponsoring. It is unfortunate 
the interpretation of some journalist as to the actual arrangement. We will state 
on our website the actual relationship to help clarify the matter.”122  

Therefore, in his answer Mr Scoular effectively admits that UFC is sponsoring the 
Event, but blames previous misunderstandings as to how it is characterised.   

Further correspondence with L’Equipe 

3.166 On 3 February 2015 emails Mr Brown again requesting information about 
the involvement of UFC with the Event123. Mr Brown forwards the email to Mr Scoular 
who provides comments on the email and sends them to Mr Brown124. Mr Brown then 
sends the comments back to 125. Mr Brown’s comments are in bold: 

“Hello Kerrith 

I hope you’re alright.  

I just received a press release saying that UFC is going to sponsorise [sic] the 
European Championship… 

Do you confirm this information? UFC are British Judo sponsors and are supporting 
the association with this major event. 

When I asked you about this, you told me its [sic] was not the case. 

Could you tell me why the situation changes? This situation has not changed from 
the previous statement and the detail in the comment explains this.” 

3.167 then emails Mr Brown again on 3 February 2015126: 

“Hello Kerrith 

Thank you for your answer 

I’m truly sorry, I don’t really understand (this is because my English is quite poor, sorry 
for that…) 

I read that “UFC” (is) to sponsor the European Championship” 

[link to UFC website] 
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But when I asked you about that, your answer was different: 

2  Do you confirm that next European championships in Glasgow are going to be 
sponsored by UFC? No they are not 

So the situation has changed, hasn’t it?” 

We have no record of any further correspondence from Mr Brown to  

Press coverage and fallout with UFC 

3.168 On 4 February 2015,  UFC’s  for 
EMEA, emails Mr Scoular with an analysis of various press coverage following the 
release of the statement to the press of 3 February 2015127. Mr Scoular forwards 

email to Mr Brown stating: 

“Fyi 

I think we need to manage the UFC message to supporting the BJA to Euros rather 
than sponsor the Event.  

Or “partner” with BJA”  

3.169 The only “management” that could be going on here is to portray the sponsorship as 
“support” or “partnering”. This is an attempt to disguise the BJA-CSF-UFC arrangement 
as something other than a sponsorship arrangement. It has now become a 
“partnership”.  

3.170  of UFC also emails Mr Scoular and Mr Brown on 4 February 2015128 setting 
out the press coverage which has been generated from the press release but going on 
to say: 

“As you are aware, I was disappointed yesterday to have no UFC logo on the Press 
Release or on the backdrop, plus today when I go to the Euro Judo 2015 website today 
… there is no mention of the UFC, no sign of our logo and no mention of the fact we 
are Event Partners. We need to find a way to fix these issues in a timely manner… 

With regard to the terms of the contract, below is a list of the inventory that is outlined 
for you to provide. Each of these needs to be executed against and again we need to 
have someone from your side on point. As of today we are on the backfoot. But with 
focus we can pull it all back. We are here to help but your team need to engage.” 

3.171 goes on to list the contractual items for delivery with commentary next to those 
which are not being provided. Mr Scoular replies by way of email to on 5 
February 2015 to request a meeting129. It seems UFC are treating themselves as if they 
are in a direct contractual relationship with the BJA. 
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Correspondence between CSF and the BJA 

3.172 Mr Scoular then receives an email from on behalf of CSF130: 

“Friday 6 February 

Dear British Judo  

As a representative of Combat Sports Federation I have been informed that there may 
be issues with regard to the current contract between yourselves and UFC. 

I am hoping that perhaps we may be able to address these issues and perhaps even 
work towards resolving them?  

It has become apparent that UFC have become aware of issues which may present 
BJA in breech [sic] of contract. I am aware of the fact that  has a meeting 
next Thursday in order to resolve any problems concerning the contract. In the 
meantime please may I kindly ask that you could suggest ways to move forward and to 
address the schedule points which have been passed around ie: the fact that it is 
important to acknowledge any parties who may be blocking any of the subsequent 
issues?  

It is of significant importance that the BJA are seen to be in support of the contract and 
are happy to make secure the contract in order to present to the sponsors that there is 
no breech [sic] in any way. 

CSF are mindful that there is yet to be presented a written formal request from the 
sponsor that there do exist any current breeches [sic], however it has been mentioned 
during current meetings that this could be the case.  

It would be more than beneficial for all, that this situation could be remedied, and as a 
representative of CSF I am happy to try to encourage these differences to be remedied 
as soon as possible. 

Please may I also request a breakdown of the schedule and ask that all points are 
addressed in accordance with the contract. 

For example, an explanation of when the British Open may be announced, and also the 
point of leadership and support from British Judo in regards to the development of 
Combat sports within the UK. If you may include timelines to date this would be 
appreciated. 

I am grateful for your time, and I look forward to hearing your response as you know 
this sponsorship deal is beneficial for all, and good relationships are what will drive this 
project forward for the benefit of all.  

Kindest regards 

Combat Sports Federation” 

3.173 Consequently, further to e-mail dated 4 February 2015 CSF are pressurising 
the BJA to honour its contract with CSF, presumably so that UFC can have the agreed 
sponsorship rights delivered to it. Mr Brown is the sole director of CSF and the 
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Chairman of the BJA. One would have thought that such an important matter would 
have come from him. However if it did, it would have served only to highlight the 
inherent conflict of interest that Mr Brown has created. It would have meant that, Mr 
Brown’s company is threatening the BJA (of which he was Chairman) with legal 
consequences for breach of contract if the BJA does not deliver the rights to UFC. The 
defects of the BJA-CSF-UFC arrangement and the conflict of interest of Mr Brown 
exposed here could not be clearer. 

3.174 Mr Scoular replies to of CSF as follows: 131 

Dear Sir 

BRITISH JUDO:  UFC SPONSORSHIP   

As you have highlighted in your letter of 6 February 2015, there are a few issues 
surrounding the activation of the sponsorship.  A meeting has been arranged with the 
UFC  EM/EA 

I would point out that we only have issues surrounding parts of Section A in the rights 
paragraph, some of which have already been revised and discussed with UFC and its 
international aspirations. 

I have detailed in this letter the key areas of the contract which we have actioned, some 
of which to a higher level than anticipated.  The contract has four sections of 
NIK/reports: 

A:   Partner of European Championships 2015 in Glasgow -  

a) Category exclusivity and use of composite logo 

b) Logo on event collateral 

c) Five minutes of LED perimeter boarding per hour 

d) Two non-TV positioned perimeter boards 

e) Logo included on press conference, interview and mixed zone 
backdrops 

f) Ten shared hospitality places per day 

g) Fifteen public tickets per day 

h) Opportunity to access more tickets 

i) Opportunity to meet athletes 

j) Event programme advertisement 

k) Two PA venue announcements per session 

l) Trade stand 
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m) Two adverts on big screen per session 

n) Four tickets to exclusive athlete party 

This is the area where we have had most trouble fulfilling the requirements due to the 
International Federation having an issue regarding the partnership of UFC and BJA 
with the European Championships.  While the Agreement was signed with SCF [sic] in 
good faith as at that point we believed we could fulfil all aspects of the agreement.  
However, we are still awaiting confirmation, or the reasons behind the non-agreement 
of the European Judo Union (EJU) to accept UFC as a sponsor even as we have asked 
for UCF Fit and UFC Fight Pass to be part of the advertising.  As detailed above, we 
will be able to deliver eight of the elements and we are negotiating six of the further 
points with EJU. 

They currently have not given an answer or objective reason for the reluctance of 
agreeing the partnership.” 

3.175 Mr Scoular’s letter is not entirely correct. The BJA have not at any point asked the EJU 
to approve the sponsorship by UFC. On the contrary, Mr Brown has assured the EJU 
as late as November, on pain of losing the EJU’s association with the Event, that UFC 
would not be sponsoring the Event. Mr Scoular’s letter continues: 

“B:   Lead Sponsor of the British Open at Wembley Arena 2015 -  

a) Category exclusivity and use of composite logo – awaiting an answer 
from EJU on Sponsorship eligibility 

b) Logo on event collateral – awaiting an answer from EJU on 
Sponsorship eligibility 

c) Five minutes of LED perimeter boarding per hour – awaiting an answer 
from EJU on Sponsorship eligibility 

d) Two non-TV positioned perimeter boards – awaiting an answer from 
EJU on Sponsorship eligibility 

e) Logo included on press conference, interview and mixed zone 
backdrops -– awaiting an answer from EJU on Sponsorship eligibility 

f) Ten shared hospitality places per day - deliverable 

g) Fifteen public tickets per day - deliverable 

h) Opportunity to access more tickets - deliverable 

i) Opportunity to meet athletes - deliverable 

j) Event programme advertisement - deliverable 

k) Two PA venue announcements per session – awaiting an answer from 
EJU on Sponsorship eligibility 

l) Trade stand - deliverable 
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m) Two adverts on big screen per session – awaiting an answer from EJU 
on Sponsorship eligibility 

n) Four tickets to exclusive athlete party- deliverable 

All the areas will be delivered and an initial meeting will be held on 12 February 
2015 to discuss on all these points. 

C: Provision of Sponsorship Banners on the BJA social media sites -  

The banner is on our website and we would be happy to deliver more in this 
area if content was supplied and listed. 

We are currently further developing our digital strategy with 7League and we 
have ensured that UFC is integrated into this (I believe a much stronger 
relationship between UFC and BJA media teams needs to be developed to 
achieve benefit for both organisations). 

D: Leadership and Support of BJA in the Development of Combat Sports in the 
UK -  

Over the last six months, a number of meetings have taken place with UKMMAF to 
support them in developing the application to become a recognised NGB. 

1 October 2014:  Meeting in Walsall (see attached Assurance spreadsheet and pre 
application detail).  Action Plan developed. 

14 October 2014:  Meeting with Karate to introduce CSF. 

28 October 2014:  Meeting at UFC offices with UKMMAF 

25 November 2014:  Meeting with Perkins Slade re:  UKMMAF insurance 

5 December 2014:  Development meeting with UKMMAF 

7 January 2015:  BBJ affiliation signing 

13 January 2015:  Meeting with Perkins Slade including UKMMAF re:  insurance 

19 January 2015: development meeting UKMMAF 

In addition we have supported UKMMAF with the following: 

 Membership structure and access to BJA CRM for UKMMAF 

 We have developed the budget and will organise their financial systems and 
monthly management accounts 

 We have also allowed them to utilise some of the key policies and documents 
for key policies and documents for affiliation for NGB recognition (see attached 
list) and SE qualification. 

The BJA is also running a strategy planning day for the UKMMAF to assist in the 
development of a vision for the future. Dates have been set for either 9/10/11 March 
2015 
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UKMMAF also have had access to our meeting rooms at our Centre of Excellence in 
Walsall. 

Our BJA events team has already provided advice and guidance on running a major 
European event. 

I believe in this area we have gone much further and this has taken a lot more time, 
effort and expense to support UKMMAF to be an example for other nations. 

Once I have had the meeting with UFC, I will inform you of the outcome. 

Kind regards. 

Yours sincerely 

ANDREW SCOULAR 

CHIEF EXECUTIVE   

3.176 On 6 February 2015 then emails the following to Mr Scoular132: 

“… Thank you for your answer and respect to the timescale. 

Frankly, we are preoccupied 133with the relationship of BJA and the Zuffia Inc./UFC as 
we believe it contradicts with the aims of the European Judo Union. 

Thus we would like to review the contract/sponsorship agreement that the BJA signed 
with the UFC. Could you please share it with us by the end of this weekend? 

According to the EJU Statutes (art. 3.3.1) and the Contract for the EC Seniors (art 4.7 
b), the EJU has full right to request such information, and we trust this is in order with 
you.”134  

3.177 is completely correct. The EJU are fully entitled to review the contract 
under Article 4.7 (b) the EJU Contract. Furthermore, our reading of Clause 1.1 and 1.5 
of the EJU Contract is that it is a condition precedent of the validity of any arrangement 
affecting the Event that such arrangement be approved in advance by the EJU. 
Therefore it is our view that the BJA are under a contractual obligation to supply this 
information to the EJU. 

3.178 Mr Scoular does not comply with this obligation. On 9 February 2015, he refuses and 
sends an email which states135: 

“… As previously explained the contract is a confidential document between ourselves 
and the Combat Sport Federation, who negotiated the arrangement with UFC. We will 
need to seek permission to release this with the other parties. 

However, in the meantime to save time, I can take an extract from the contract that 
relates to the European Championships and I have attached136 this for your 
information. Hopefully this will be sufficient to satisfy your needs. 
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The value of this event alone is or @  However, the overall [sic] 
income to the BJA is over twice this and we may be in danger of losing all the income. 
This would have a massive effect on the budget for the European Championships 
which is already being underwritten by the BJA to  The loss of income would 
severely affect the BJA. 

We have raised your concerns with CSF [Combat Sports Federation] and UFC so they 
are aware of your concerns and they are taking advice on this. 

From our point of view could you expand on which of the nine aims within the Statutes 
that UFC Fit, a general fitness programme and UFC Fight Pass which is a multi-combat 
sport digital medium to promote all combat sports throughout the world, which would 
enhance the aims of Judo. 

We are meeting with them on Thursday 12th February so information on the areas 
where UFC Fit and UFC Fight pass are in contradiction with the EJU Aims would [sic] 
welcome so I can relay that to the parties concerned.”137  

3.179 We consider that Mr Scoular is being evasive. Under Clause 21 of the BJA-CSF 
Contract dealing with confidentiality, the BJA may disclose details of this agreement (to 
the extent reasonably necessary) to “any other person to whom British Judo has a 
need to disclose in connection with British Judo events”. In our view, this includes the 
EJU by virtue of Clause 1.1, 1.5 and 4.7(b) of the EJU Contract. Therefore there is 
nothing stopping Mr Scoular from disclosing even the whole terms of the BJA-CSF 
Contract to the EJU. It seems to us that Mr Scoular does not want the EJU to know the 
contents of the BJA’s agreement with CSF. 

3.180 In the draft Board report prepared by Mr Scoular on 10 February 2015, he notes in 
relation to UFC: 

“We are currently experiencing some difficulties with the EJU over support from UFC 
towards the European Championships. The basis of the point is that EJU state that the 
sponsor is in conflict with the EJU aims. As UFC wish to promote UFC Fit, which is 
being rolled out in Glasgow and UFC Fight Pass, which is a digital platform for all 
combat sports, I find it difficult to see where in the aims of the EJU the conflict is. I am 
waiting to hear again from EJU as to the reasons. In the meantime, we are discussing 
this with UFC who are understandably concerned. I will update you fully at the Board 
meeting.” 

3.181 Mr Scoular points out in his Submission to the Review that this note was never sent. 
We accept this. However, it is indicative of his state of knowledge of the position of the 
EJU at the time. 

3.182 Mr Scoular’s draft Board paper is overtaken by the events of the following days. We 
believe however, that Mr Scoular’s note is disingenuous. The EJU aims are irrelevant 
to the issue. The point is that the EJU have the right to approve all proposed sponsors 
of the Event; such approval has never been sought by the BJA and has therefore never 
been forthcoming. 

                                                                                                                                         
136 The attachment only sets out the part of the CSF Contract listing what will be delivered to UFC [tab 
70]. 
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Termination of the EJU Contract 
3.183 At 16:55 on 11 February 2015  sends an email to Mr Scoular and Mr 

Brown. This attaches a letter dated 11 February 2015 from  to Mr 
Brown138, terminating the EJU Contract. It states:  

“Dear Chairman, dear Kerrith, 

Having studied the e-mail correspondence between our offices, as well as the 
conditions of the contract signed between British Judo Association and the Ultimate 
Fighting Championship, and having consulted with our colleagues from the EJU and 
IJF, I have to terminate the Contract and to withdraw the Judo European 
Championships 2015 from the Glasgow city. 

Unfortunately you have not taken into account the persistent recommendations of the 
IJF President and myself not to conclude any contractual relationships with the UFC – 
an organisation that is famous for being the organiser of the ultimate fighting or mixed 
martial arts. We must secure the image of judo as a kind of martial art and of sport that 
has a pedagogical and educational mission. I am sure that ideals of judo as [sic] social 
tool for education of the younger generation diverge from the ideology of victory at all 
cost affirmed by the UFC. The umbrella co-brands such as UFC Fit and UFC Fight 
Pass suggested by your partners for advertising and promotion at the Judo European 
Championships are merely a feeble camouflage of the main brand and should not 
disorient or mislead us. 

The BJA has violated the obligations set [sic] to the Contract, art. 4.7 b). 

On the ground of the articles 4.4 a), 5.4 and 5.5 to the Contract, the EJU Executive 
Committee has decided to terminate the Contract for the organisation of the European 
Championships Seniors 2015 for Individual and Teams and to withdraw the event from 
Glasgow. 

Regards, 

 

” 

3.184 Mr Scoular forwards the letter from the EJU terminating the EJU Contract to of 
UFC on 12 February 2015 stating: 

Here is the letter. 

As you can imagine all a bit of a shock. 

As per the event contract we need authorisation for each sponsorship for the 
Championships from the EJU and they have now officially [sic] in writing that the UFC 
are in conflict with the EJU aims.”139  

3.185 Mr Brown replied to  by letter dated 12 February 2015140 stating, inter 
alia: 
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“We were somewhat alarmed at the unilateral decision to withdraw the hosting of the 
event without further discussion especially, as we had asked if the sponsorship was 
acceptable. The time it has taken to get a written formal response has probably 
exasperated [sic] the position where we needed to launch the event to capitalise on 
sales without any formal response from yourselves. 

3.186 Mr Brown is saying the BJA asked for permission to enter into the BJA-CSF Contract 
some time ago and that there has been a delay in the EJU providing their response. 
Therefore, this is all the EJU’s fault.  He says “we had asked if the sponsorship was 
acceptable”.  We cannot point to any document in which this straightforward request is 
made.   

3.187 Mr Brown continues141: 

As you have highlighted we have had correspondence regarding the sponsorship all of 
which have being investigative [sic], this is the first written document to state that the 
EJU would not be in agreement to this sponsorship. 

3.188 This is because the EJU have not been officially informed of the relationship between 
the BJA and UFC by the BJA. He was told in person in November that that such 
sponsorship was not acceptable. Indeed, the existence of that relationship has been 
continually withheld from the EJU. 

3.189 Mr Brown continues: 

As in the contractual agreement of the European Championship you have the right to 
refuse a sponsor.  

We have signed the contract and will abide by that. 

3.190 Mr Brown now seems to accept the EJU’s contractual right, as stated in the EJU 
Contract, to refuse a sponsor (or, indeed, any contract related to the Event). Had Mr 
Brown and Mr Scoular complied with the BJA’s contractual obligations and sought 
permission from the EJU for the UFC relationship in July 2014, before signing the CSF 
Contract, one of two things would have happened. Either the EJU would have 
approved it (albeit that this is unlikely), alternatively they would not. However, in neither 
circumstance, would the BJA have had the Event stripped from it and found itself 
exposed to losses and to the threat of litigation. 

3.191 Mr Brown continues: 

It is unfortunate that it has taken this amount of time to get a written and formal 
response. In the future it would be more appropriate to identify the categories of 
sponsorship that is not appropriate for Judo. 

… Therefore I can guarantee that we will provide and conform to the request of the 
EJU on this matter of the sponsorship from the UFC. 

As regards future European events which we may host I will ensure that UFC will not 
be a partner advertiser or sponsor of the events. 

                                                                                                                                         
140 Tab 73 
141 Tab 73 
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In addition if the EJU Executive agree to restore the event to the BJA and the [sic] 
Glasgow we will produce a press release explaining the position… 

The Association will need to review all its budgets to cover the sponsorship shortfall as 
well as any challenge from the sponsor over the whole contract. However this is a 
position we are willing to take in order to maintain our standing as a leading nation 
within the Judo family and the spirit of the sport. 

I do hope that the Executive are minded to reverse the decision based on these 
assurances.”  

3.192 This is disingenuous. Mr Brown has failed to disclose the existence of the BJA-CSF-
UFC arrangement from August 2014 through to at least November 2014. In November 
Mr Brown assures the EJU that the BJA will not enter into a sponsorship agreement 
with UFC. Thereafter he and Mr Scoular deny that the relationship with the UFC 
amounts to sponsorship at all and at no point seek approval for it. As far as we can 
see, a copy of the BJA-CSF contract was never sent to the EJU. It is only after the EJU 
Contract has been terminated that an honest account of the relationship is given and 
approval of the EJU to that arrangement is sought. It is also disingenuous to accuse the 
EJU of delay. They have never been approached for approval and therefore can hardly 
be accused of delay in relation to granting it.   The closest the BJA have come to it is 
the request for approval of LED Boards made of  in early 
January. 

3.193 replied on 13 February 2015142: 

“… Unfortunately, we were forced to make such decision as the BJA [British Judo 
Association] gave us a serious cause to claim143 our position. I also made it clear at the 
EJU Ordinary Congress in Zagreb and during several meetings we had had since 
August. As I told you by phone, the decision is final and I confirm it in this informal 
email. 

However, since I have received your letter and assurances, this is going to be 
discussed today at the EC meeting. I will inform you about the result and further 
activities on that matter.” 

3.194 On 13 February 2015, Mr Scoular emailed Mr Brown and  with a paper 
summarising the steps that had been taken.144 This note seems to us to contain two 
cardinal errors. First, it states that the EJU were “aware” of UFC sponsorship since 
August. This is not true. Secondly, it suggests that EJU have not given proper notice of 
a breach of contract. As can be seen from the above correspondence they clearly did 
and even refer to the relevant paragraphs of the EJU Contract. 

3.195 On the evening of 13 February 2014, Mr Brown and Mr Scoular received an email from 
145, the subject of which was “our plan of attack” and stated, inter alia: 

“Hi Kerrith 

As discussed on the phone a few moments ago here is our plan… Please make sure 
the points at the bottom of the note are worked through and factual from your side. 

                                                
142 Tab 74 
143 By which we understand to mean “defend” 
144 Tab 75 
145 Tab 76 
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Brief recap of situation: 

 British Judo are host federation and won the rights to the European Judo 
champs (9-11 April, Glasgow) 

 UFC sponsored the event through a mutual partnership with the Combat 
Sports Federation… 

We anticipate you will get many questions around the timing of information ie 
when where [sic] you awarded the Championships, when did CSF acquire the 
rights to sell the sponsorship, when did you inform EJU of UFC partnership, 
what other ways did you try and resolve the situ (fight pass Fit etc) The answers 
to these questions are critical in showing how disgraceful it is that with 55 days 
to go EJU pull the championships from you.” 

 email confirms that, from the perspective of the UFC, they were sponsors of 
the Event.  

3.196 Mr Brown forwards  email to 146stating: 

“Thoughts? 

IMMAF?” 

The seriousness of Mr Brown’s conflict of interest between his role with the BJA and his 
role with the IMMAF is demonstrated here, as it appears that Mr Brown’s thoughts were 
not on how to react to the situation for the good of the BJA, but were also focused on 
the IMMAF. 

3.197 On 13 February 2015, Brabners LLP, solicitors for the BJA, wrote to 
of the EJU urging the EJU to reconsider its decision147. This was 

unsuccessful. 

3.198 On 14 February 2015 the BJA issued a press release which led with the headline:  

“British Judo given just 8 weeks’ notice by European Judo Union of cancelled European 
Judo Championships”148  

3.199 On 14 February 2015 ,  the EJU, informed Mr Brown that 
the EJU’s decision to terminate the EJU Contract would not be reversed149: 

“Following our letter of the 11th instant, we confirm that the EJU’s position concerning 
the termination of the contract dated 24th April 2014 for the organization of the 2015 
European Judo Championships remains unchanged. Having considered the BJA’s 
words and actions leading to this point, the EJU remained unconvinced that the BJA 
was ready to faithfully adhere to the conditions of the contract for the hosting of the 
event and given the limited time to the staging of the European Championships in order 
to protect the interests of the EJU national federations and European judoka the EJU 
Executive Committee have unanimously taken the decision to withdraw the event from 
Glasgow. 

                                                
146 Tab 76 
147 Tab 78 
148 Tab 79 
149 Tab 80 
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Further to the reasons adduced in that letter [terminating the EJU Contract] we 
consider it appropriate to bring to your attention a further cause for termination 
consisting in the BJA’s failure to pay the fee laid down in article 4.1 of the said contract. 

Kindly be guided accordingly. 

Regards 

 

It is clear that the BJA’s behaviour in relation to the Event has been such as to cause a 
breakdown in trust and confidence between the BJA and the EJU in relation to the 
Event. 

Informing Steering Group of withdrawal of Event 

3.200 The Steering Group was officially informed of the withdrawal of the Event on 15 
February 2015 by way of phone call with Mr Brown and Mr Scoular150.A further update 
was provided on 16 February 2015151. 

Note of advice from Brabners LLP 

3.201 On 17 February 2015, Mr Scoular receives a note of advice from Brabners LLP152. Mr 
Scoular forwards the note to Mr Brown saying: 

“Does not read so well. But will call him this morning to get a better view.”  

It does not read “so well” is not a reference to Brabners’ grammar or diction. It means 
Brabners have, in our view correctly, advised the BJA that its position is a poor one. 

BJA Board meeting 17 February 2015 

3.202 In relation to UFC, the BJA Board meeting minutes of 17 February 2015153 and state (it 
is unfortunately necessary to set these out in full): 

“15/11 GLASGOW 2015 EUROPEAN CHAMPIONSHIPS 

joined the meeting and  joined the meeting by telephone. 

The Chief Executive had circulated a paper the previous afternoon giving the 
background and potential implications to EJU’s withdrawal of the European 
Championships together with an email trail between EJU and the Association, the EJU 
contract and an analysis of social media. 

The Chairman stated again how very disappointed he was by the EJU’s decision to 
withdraw the European Championships from the British Judo Association. The Chief 
Executive echoed the Chairman’s disappointment and highlighted key elements: 

                                                
150 Tab 82 
151 Tab 83 
152 Tab 84 
153 Tab 85 
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• The first time any issue was mentioned was through an informal comment 
made by at the EJU Congress which the Chief Executive and 
Chairman followed up in a meeting with  

 The meeting covered the 
Association’s relationship with UFC and discussed how UFC could be involved 
in the European Championships, subject to obtaining EJU’s approval. EJU 
were assured that the Association’s involvement with UFC was to make use of 
their expertise and value in the promotion and marketing of events to their 
wider audience. 

• Whilst the Association has signed the contract with UFC154, a clause had been 
incorporated to enable easy withdrawal if the Association was not able to offer 
rights to the European Championships as these were subject to EJU 
approval155. In such an outcome, the BJA would have the opportunity to offer 
other rights to UFC around the Association, for example, promotion initiatives 
to membership156. 

• Shortly after this meeting with , a number of emails were 
received (which were chronologically attached to the Chief Executive’s report) 
highlighting areas of concern identified by EJU. The Chief Executive 
responded with an explanation to each issue. 

• On 11 February 2015 the EJU wrote to the BJA Chairman withdrawing the 
event from the BJA in view of UFC’s involvement. 

• The Chief Executive immediately had a discussion with UFC to explain the 
predicament and UFC willingly stood back so that the Association was in a 
clear position to proceed without UFC involvement. 

• The Chairman relayed this message to the EJU who replied stating that a 
meeting would take place on Friday afternoon to discuss the situation. 

• The Chairman also had discussions with other EJU meeting members 
clarifying the Association’s position in that UFC had not [sic] involvement with 
the European Championships. 

• The President also ‘phoned EJU contacts to try to put forward the Association’s 
case. 

• The Chief Executive very quickly responded to the EJU President by email to 
try to retrieve the situation as he and the Chairman felt the action was 
unjustified. They thought by standing UFC down, EJU would review their 
decision positively. 

• The EJU meeting on the Friday afternoon upheld the decision to withdraw the 
European Championships and this was confirmed by telephone call to Kerrith 
Brown stating that the original letter stood. 

• EJU released a statement Saturday afternoon stating that they had withdrawn 
the event in view of breaches of contract. 

                                                
154 No contract was ever agreed between the BJA and UFC. 
155 There is no clause allowing withdrawal by the parties if EJU consent is not received i.e. the agreement 
was not, as it should have been, submitted for EJU consent.  
156 This was true.  However, the substitution rights could be rejected by the Sponsor meaning that the 
clause was, effectively, worthless. 
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• The Association very quickly released a statement of their position. 

• Conference calls took place with the Association’s partners, UK Sport, 
Glasgow City Council, Glasgow Life, Event Scotland. A further conference call 
had been arranged for 4.30 pm today with partners to discuss how to move 
forward. 

• Brabners was engaged to provide legal advice. 

• Hiscocks was informed with regard to insurance and will work with Brabners. 

• 110% was informed and will provide the communications plan which will 
mitigate against reputational risk. A media release will be agreed and 
published to advise the membership. 

• The Chief Executive had already been in touch with event partners, UK Sport, 
Glasgow Life and Event Scotland to explain the situation and circumstances. 
All had been very understanding. 

• Board members had been informed as soon as possible. 

• If had written to the Association in November 2014, as he was 
supposed to, outlining EJU’s concerns. This matter would have been dealt with 
very differently and could have been resolved quickly and smoothly. 

A Note of Advice had been received from Brabners that morning which was tabled. The 
Advice outlined a number of actions one of which was to obtain an opinion regarding 
Maltese law which has now been actioned. The advice also suggested that the 
Association was not in breach of the EJU contract as there was no material basis for 
the decision to withdraw157 and point out that the EJU contract which the Association 
signed is heavily weighted in EJU’s favour. There were two areas where the 
Association was technically in breach of the contract (1): Sponsorship element where 
the Association required EJU approval and (2): Fee element which was to be paid in 
two parts, however, advice suggested that the EJU had waived their rights by not 
sending an invoice158. In addition, the Association has not been given the right to 
correct or remedy the situation or the opportunity for mediation. The EJU’s decision 
was final. 

With regard to the sponsorship element, clause 2.2 of the BJA/UFC/CSF contract159 
stated that if the Association cannot provide sponsorship rights, then we have the 
ability to provide other rights to BJA sponsorship. The argument is that the Association 
has not breached the EJU contract as all the way through, the Chief Executive and 
Chairman have been asking it [sic] is was possible to have sponsorship rights for court 
side advertising. At no point had the EJU said no, you cannot do this160. 

In terms of the fee element, the Association should have paid in May 2014 
and again in January. This was anticipated and is evidenced in the cash flow forecast. 
Euros were purchased and the money was ready to be transferred. An invoice was 
received on 4 February 2015, dated 12 January 2015 requesting payment by 9 

                                                
157 This is untrue.  The true tenor of the advice tends towards the opposite view, i.e. that the BJA were in 
breach of contract and the Contract was liable to be terminated by the EJU.  This is also our view. 
158 Not true. The advice is that a waiver argument would fail.  
159 There is no such contract 
160 This is disingenuous.  The obligation was to seek the prior approval of the EJU to any sponsorship 
agreement.  This was neither sought nor received. 
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February 2015. In view of the approval process to be followed for such amounts to be 
paid, it was not possible for the Association to pay the invoice within the stated time 
period (bearing in mind that this included a weekend).  

Board accepted that these were complex legal arguments. 

The Chairman outlined his involvement in view of his association with UFC/CSF. He 
stressed that at no time did either communicate 
verbally or in writing concern about involvement with UFC, CSF or MMA and there was 
never any ruling from the European or World governing bodies in this regard161. The 
BJA’s partnership with UFC was announced in early November, the EJU Congress 
took place at the end of November at which a comment was made regarding the 
association and cross contamination between organisations. That comment triggered a 
meeting with  to get some clarity around sponsorship and the deal 
we had got in place. Also at Congress the Chairman was approached in a conversation 
in the corridor if the UFC contract had been signed to which he replied 
yes. 

In January 2015 the Chairman and Chief Executive met with in 
Mittersill to discuss how UFC could be promoted within the arena. At that point, it was 
made clear by EJU that would not be comfortable with this. At that point, a meeting with 

was suggested to clarify what was or was not possible. EJU 
suggested that UFC Fit Fight and Fight Pass could be promoted outside of the arena in 
the village. At that point, it was also explained to the EJU that because of a UFC event 
which followed the European Championships in Glasgow, there would be UFC 
promotions within the City which were not related to the Championships but would be 
related to UFC and this was not in any way related to the BJA. The Chairman felt that 
this meeting had gone well and at no point was he led to believe there was a problem. 
Indeed, on 15 January 2015 there was communication with as the 
Association was looking to finalise TV coverage and needed to sort out an issue with 
cables; the ticket sales launch took place on 2/3 February 2015. Again, at no point was 
there any suggestion of a problem. 

The Chairman confirmed that the email received on 11 February 2015 at 8.00 pm from 
EJU , withdrawing the European Championships from 
the BJA was the first indication of any problem. There was no opportunity to negotiate 
and resolve the issue. He ‘phoned to point out that he and the 
Chief Executive had been asking for EJU’s permission and guidance on promotions 
and marketing with UFC and asked for the opportunity to review the situation and 
resolve the issue. During this conversation, referred to a 
recommendation by the IJF. The Chairman was told that a meeting had been convened 
for Friday at which a final decision would be made. At 3.00 pm on the Friday,  

 ‘phoned to say that the decision of the meeting was to withdraw the 
Championships from the BJA.  

 
 

 

Both the Chairman and Chief Executive felt that the EJU’s decision was unjustified with 
termination being final with no opportunity for the Association to address EJU’s 
concerns regarding UFC. Although the Association had acted very promptly to resolve 

                                                
161 This is untrue - see the earlier chronology of events. 
162 This amount is misleading by omission.  It omits to set out the correspondence between Mr Scoular 
and Ms Dmitrieva which gave the BJA an opportunity to explain itself.  We have seen how Mr Scoular 
handled this opportunity. 
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the issue, EJU had no interest in pursuing negotiations. Throughout the period, they 
had sought EJU’s clarification on what was or was not possible and had been given no 
guidance or approval or disapproval, knowing that the facility to renegotiate 
arrangements with UFC was an option as stated in the BJA/UFC163 contract. Both felt 
that the relationship with the EJU was such that matters relating to the Championships 
were discussed in meetings and in conversations; unfortunately, they were not followed 
up by formal minutes or notes or emails as that was the nature of the relationship, 
therefore there is no factual evidence164. The input of the IJF regarding the EJU’s 
decision is not clear. 

The Chairman highlighted what he considered to be dual standards on EJU’s part when 
considering the association with UFC;  who has involvement in 
MMA, was an invited VIP guest at the World Championships, IJF has an affiliation 
agreement with FIAS and the Sambo Federation and has connections with Sports 
Accord and WMMA. The USA Federation has an agreement with UFC which is 
apparently acceptable to the IJF. Indeed, personally has had past 
dealings with UFC which the Chairman could evidence with an email trail. These 
involvements would suggest IJF and EJU approval of UFC and other martial arts and 
combat sports in other arenas. The IJF President’s son has put sponsorship into 
Kempo. 

 raised the issue regarding IMMAF and UKMMAF aims and interests and 
whether there is a conflict of aims and interests with the BJA. The Chief Executive 
undertook to circulate the aims and interests of both IMMAF and UKMMAF to Board 
members. ACTION: AS 

The Chief Executive was awaiting advice from Brabners and the Maltese lawyers 
before the Association could decide how to proceed. He added that the Association 
was at risk in the sum of which he hoped insurance would cover. Board needed 
to be aware that EJU may make a legal claim against the Association. 

Board agreed that they needed to consider the immediate action required in view of the 
withdrawal of the Championships and how to move forward with the relationships with 
the EJU and IJF respectively but needed to receive the legal advice before deciding 
how to proceed, ie, whether to fight or acquiesce to EJU’s decision. Board accepted 
that the decision to withdraw had been made and no matter what the BJA did to try to 
resolve the situation, the decision would not be reversed. 

It was AGREED that a short-life working group should be convened comprising the 
Chief Executive, . The 
working group would meet imminently and every 24 hours thereafter as necessary. 
Firstly, they would agree Terms of Reference and also prepare an action plan with 
timescales and targets to include detailed liaison with partners, UK Sport, Glasgow Life 
and EventScotland. The Terms of Reference and Action Plan would be emailed to 
Board members and Board members would be kept updated. ACTION: AS 

The Chief Executive suggested that an independent review should be established and 
it was AGREED that this Review should be undertaken by an outside agency which 

                                                
163 There is no such contract. 
164 This criticism of the EJU is harsh, as this is exactly what the BJA were doing.  If clarity was sought, the 
EJU should have been sent a draft of the BJA-CSF contract before it was executed and approval sought 
of UFC’s sponsorship.  If the answer was “yes”, there was no problem.  The same would be the case if the 
answer was “no”.  If the EJU did not answer and not respond, the BJA could have written to the effect that 
if no response was received by a certain date, that would be regarded as approval.  This straightforward 
approach was not adopted. 
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would scrutinise actions taken to date giving timelines, negotiations and outcomes in 
order to prove to the membership that the Association acted in its best interests. 

Comment was made with regard to the impact the decision would have on players 
which did not appear to be taken into account when the decision was made.  

Board agreed there were certainly lessons to be learned from this experience and 
further agreed that a message statement was required so all Board members were 
clear about the circumstances and strategy going forward in case they were asked. 

left the meeting. 

Board agreed that clarification regarding sponsorship arrangements for the British 
Open was required as soon as possible. Clarification was also required from EJU/IJF 
that any sponsorship arrangement with UFC for any competition was in order and had 
their approval. If not, the opportunity was available for the Association to renegotiate 
the contract with UFC for sponsorship of other activities. 

With regard to the Chairman’s personal involvement with UFC and CSF, he stated that 
first and foremost is his commitment to British Judo. The involvement of UFC and CSF 
he thought would be of distinct advantage to the Association in the form of financial 
sponsorship and a working relationship that would be of benefit to both organisations. 
He stressed his wish for the British Open in July to be a key event in the Association’s 
calendar and suggested this would be an opportunity to build bridges with the IJF and 
EJU. He offered, unreservedly, to give some distance between the BJA and UFC. He 
also referred to his relationship with IMMAF as a Board Member which was not related 
to UFC/CSF. 

Board felt that there may be conflicts of interest in the Chairman’s involvement with 
other organisations and agreed that they would like to discuss the Chairman’s 
association with UFC/CSF. The Chairman left the meeting in order that the discussion 
could continue in his absence. assumed the role of Chair for the 
discussion. Executive staff were asked to stay. 

stated that the EJU wanted the BJA to cut ties with UFC. She 
had attended the Rome European Open where the withdrawal of the Championships 
had been brought to her attention. She had typed her understanding of conversations 
she had which she had forwarded to  who confirmed 

 agreement with the statement which she tabled for Board and which is 
attached to these minutes. EJU was aware that  intended to put 
the paper to the BJA Board. read the document to the meeting. The Chief 
Executive commented that there were major chronological and factual inaccuracies in 
this account which was very disappointing, particularly regarding payment of fees. 

Board agreed they needed to decide whether it was in the interests of British Judo and 
its membership to continue the relationship with UFC. Comment was made that the 
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Chairman had not acted in bad faith, however, Board recognised EJU’s disapproval of 
the relationship between the BJA and UFC165. 

The Chief Executive commented that UFC is fully aware and very supportive of position 
of the Association. He suggested that the BJA/UFC contract be renegotiated and 
recognised their genuine support of British Judo. 

Board members undertook to give feedback as a matter of urgency to 
regarding their personal views on the Chairman’s involvement with UFC and the affect 
this may have on the British Judo Association. It was suggested that the Chairman 
should have no involvement in any sponsorship negotiations involving UFC, CSF or 
MMA so as to avoid any potential conflict. 

It was AGREED that the contract with UFC should be renegotiated. The Chief 
Executive undertook to present the draft contract to Board as soon as possible. The 
contract would also be flagged to EJU for their consideration. 

It further AGREED that UFC should have no part in sponsorship of the British Open. 

It was AGREED that a paper should be prepared outlining ways to explore and 
redesign the relationship the Association has with stakeholders, funders and NGBs 
which would be referred to the International Representation Commission for action. 
ACTION: AS. 

The Chairman rejoined the meeting. 

expressed her position very strongly that she did not agree with 
the Association’s relationship with UFC as she felt there was an absolute conflict 
between their morals and ethics and those of the sport of Judo.” 

3.203 On 17 February 2015 at 10.13am, emailed the Event Partners to 
provide them with various pieces of information which had been requested by UK 
Sport166. The email was copied to Mr Scoular. In her email stated, 
inter alia: 

“As let [sic] we have not heard anything as yet from Brabners [which had been 
specifically requested by UK Sport] as soon as we do we will send it to you.” 

3.204 Mr Scoular had in fact heard from Brabners with a note of advice at 0.32am on 17 
February 2015 and had forwarded such advice note to Mr Brown at 7.34am on 17 
February 2015167. Mr Scoular sent Brabners’ advice note to the Event Partners at 
11:34am on 17 February 2014168, stating: 

“Please find attached the legal position from Brabners. 

On further discussion with the lawyer he believes that we have not materially breached 
the contract, however it is all subject to Maltese Law. 

                                                
165 There was no such contractual arrangement.  The BJA’s relationship is with CSF.  It had, we 
understood, a contractual arrangement with UFC (or Zuffa Inc). 
166 Tab 86 
167 Tab 84 
168 Tab 87 



Legally Privileged 
Strictly Private and 

Confidential 
Final Report 
29-02-2016 

 81 

The contract is very weighted to EJU but he believes the EJU have wrongfully 
terminated the contract. 

The actions are laid out in the executive summary.” 

We note Brabners’ report states in the Executive Summary, inter alia: 

What Mr Scoular reported to Event Partners is contrary to what is stated in Brabners’ 
report.  At no point do Brabners say that they think the EJU has breached its contract 
with the BJA, nor do they advise to that effect subsequently. On the contrary their view 
is that “British Judo is in a difficult position” and “risks having liability”.  This is 
essentially advice that the BJA are in breach of contract.   

3.205 On 19 February 2015, Mamo TCV Advocates of Valletta, Malta, acting on behalf of the 
BJA, write to the EJU stating primarily that the EJU had no grounds to terminate the 
EJU Contract169.  It states no reasons for this view. The purpose of sending this letter is 
unclear as no action is threatened, nor is any taken. 

3.206 On the same date, lawyers for the EJU write to the BJA in response to its letter of 13 
February 2015170 stating: 

“It is surprising that the BJA represents that there is no proper basis for the termination 
of the contract. My client has indicated a clear breach of two contract articles, namely 
article 4.7b and 4.1, and this without prejudice to my client’s right to raise other 
breaches in any legal proceedings or otherwise.171 

The breaches entitle my client to invoke termination under article 5.4 of the said 
contract. Contrary to your client’s allegation, there was copious correspondence on the 
issues that led to termination, and the EJU’s position was clear to the BJA from the 
outset. Much to everyone’s regret, the BJA chose to ignore the several warnings given 
to it, and this led to my client’s fully justified action.” 

3.207 A press statement confirming the cancellation of the Event is issued by the BJA on 19 
February 2015172. 

Mr Brown misleads UK Sport 

On 20 February 2015 Simon Morton of UK Sport emailed various people within UK 
Sport to brief them regarding the withdrawal of the Event. In his briefing Mr Morton 
states, inter alia: “In particular BJA stated that they had been discussing this UFC 
sponsorship with EJU for a long time and that no issues had been raised by the 
European body.”173  

                                                
169 Tab 88 
170 Tab 89 
171 For example, a breach of Clause 1.1 or 1.5. 
172 Tab 90 
173 Tab 91 



Legally Privileged 
Strictly Private and 

Confidential 
Final Report 
29-02-2016 

 82 

The information provided to Mr Morton was false, as can be seen from the account 
above. The only time discussions took place between the BJA (as represented by Mr 
Brown) and the EJU, the EJU indicates its unhappiness with any association with UFC. 
It appears therefore that when had directly asked this question of the 
BJA, she had been lied to. 

3.208 On 26 February 2015, of UK Sport emailed Mr Brown to ask whether he 
had a paid role with UFC. Mr Brown replies on the same date stating: 

“The information you have received is incorrect as I do not have a paid role with 
UFC.”174 

Whilst Mr Brown was correct in stating he did not have a paid role with UFC, the 
company of which he was sole director and sole member (CSF) was contractually 
entitled to be paid by UFC175. Mr Brown did not reveal this information to UK 
Sport, although he told in July 2014 that he was to receive as a 
result of the BJA-CSF-UFC arrangements. Mr Brown should have appreciated that the 
essence of the question was not whether he was paid by UFC, but whether he stood to 
benefit financially from his role in the UFC arrangement.  He did, yet stood behind the 
disingenuous contractual structure he had created to say that he did not. 

Non-Payment of licence fee for the Event (“Licence Fee”) 

3.209 In our view this is a minor issue. We address it as there is some suggestion in the 
correspondence that this would have provided the EJU with an alternative right to 
terminate the EJU Contract. The relevant clause of the EJU Contract is: 

4.1 License Fee 

The Licence Fee to be paid to EJU is 
 50% of the licence must be received as a non-refundable deposit within 1 month 

of signing of the contract. The other 50% must be paid by not later than 3 months 
before the event. 

BJA bought the Euros in a similar amount to the Licence Fee on 30 June 2014176. 

3.210 An invoice for the Licence Fee in the sum of was sent to BJA by EJU by 
email dated 4 February 2015177. The invoice number is “Ltd2015/01”, it states it was 
issued on 12 January 2015 and that the deadline for payment was 9 February 2015. 
The email was sent to an incorrect email address (“accounts@britishjudo.org.uk”) but 
was copied to British Judo (we assume bja@britishjudo.org.uk). BJA had, in 2011, 
informed EJU not to use the email address bja@britishjudo.org.uk because it was not 
used178. 

                                                
174 Tab 92 
175 This assumes that (i) the contract was even executed between CSF and UFC and (ii) that UFC 
performed under the contract. As stated above, we have not seen a copy of the contract and we are 
unable to ask Mr Brown whether he received any income from CSF as he did not attend for interview. No 
doubt he can respond to this draft report if it is incorrect. 
176 Tab 93 
177 Tab 94 
178 Tab 95 
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3.211 By email to the EJU Treasury Office dated 12 February 2015179, ,
 confirmed receipt of invoice 01, which we assume is the invoice for 

the License Fee of 4 February 2015. The invoice was not paid.   

3.212 It has been suggested that a possible reason for the termination by the EJU of the EJU 
Contract was non-payment of this invoice.  This cannot be the case.  The contract 
could not have been terminated for non-payment at the time at which it was terminated 
by the EJU.  

3.213 The reason for this is that breach of a clause for time of payment is not regarded in 
English law as a breach of condition (which would allow a party to terminate a 
contract), unless the clause in question says that it can.  The clause in question here 
does not make time of the essence for payment.  In order to terminate for non-payment 
of the licence fee, the EJU would have had to have written to the BJA making time of 
the essence in relation to the payment of the licence fee.  The EJU would have to give 
the BJA a reasonable time in which to pay, e.g. 7 days.  As the BJA already was in 
funds and had the funds in Euros to pay the licence fee, they could have done this 
easily within any reasonable time frame set by the EJU. The EJU made no such 
demand.  Therefore, the EJU could not have terminated the EJU Contract for failure to 
pay the licence fee at the time at which it did. 

Settlement with EJU 

3.214 Representatives of BJA and EJU met on 2 May 2015180 for settlement discussions. BJA 
were asked by EJU to sign an agreement which placed all responsibility for the loss of 
the right to stage the Event on the BJA. The BJA, in our view rightly, refused to do so. 
Solicitors for the BJA then drew up a without prejudice letter setting out the basis for 
the settlement and a settlement agreement was entered into by the BJA and the EJU 
on 19 May 2015.181 The settlement agreement states inter alia: 

 
 

  

  
 

3.216 Following the termination of the EJU Contract, the Event was integrated into the 
European Games which took place in Baku on 12-28 June 2015. We note press reports 
suggested the Event was cancelled at the behest of 
of the EJU182. These reports are unsubstantiated. In our view, they are irrelevant. In our 
view, the EJU was fully entitled to terminate the EJU Contract on the basis that the BJA 
had failed to receive the approval of the EJU to UFC’s sponsorship of the Event. 

                                                
179 Tab 96 
180 Tab 97 
181 Tab 98 
182 Tab 99 
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The BJA’s Insurance position 

3.217 The BJA were covered by an insurance policy in respect of the Event183. The insurance 
policy wording states, inter alia: 

“This insurance does not cover losses directly or indirectly arising out of, contributed to 
by, or resulting from: 

1.  Any contractual breach by you.” 

3.218 On 24 February 2014, the insurance broker, Perkins Slade, informed 
that184: 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

forwarded the email to Mr Scoular. 

3.219 Hiscox engaged a Maltese law firm, Fenech & Fenech Advocates to advise. Their 
review is dated 7 April 2015185. Fenech & Fenech Advocates’ review is inconclusive: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3.220 It is fortunate for the BJA that the Fenech and Fenech’s advice is as poor as it is.  
Fenech and Fenech miss completely Clauses 1.1 and 1.5 which, in and of themselves, 
gave the EJU the ability to terminate. Even in relation to clause 4.7, their interpretation 

                                                
183 Tab 100 
184 Tab 101 
185 Tab 102 
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of the EJU Contract is hard to understand.  It is clear from clause 4.7 of the EJU 
Contract, read in the context of the agreement as a whole (and particularly clause 1.5), 
that the ability to approve sponsorship is not limited to areas adjacent to the podium. It 
is a general free-standing right which one would expect to find in any form of staging 
agreement entered into by an international governing body with a hosting national 
federation.  Therefore, it is our view that BJA were very lucky that the advice was 
framed as it was. 

3.221 Nonetheless, Insurers do not entirely accept that the BJA was blameless in relation to 
this matter. On 15 April 2015, received the following email from 
Perkins Slade186: 

“For your comfort (and for the records) before you go away, I can confirm we have now 
received written confirmation from Hiscox with regard to the claim. 

We have advised Hiscox that the claim will be in the order of  and the 
response received was as follows: 

Provided the quantum is at that level, I’m happy not to scrutinise the 
termination of the EJU contract further and agree in principle that the exclusion 
which had been in issue will not apply. As discussed, there is a possible further 
complication re the BJA’s wish for us not to subrogate against the EJU. 
However, I am happy to park that point for now and discuss further when we 
know what the total loss is. 

Whilst you are away we will continue our negotiations with Hiscox as regards 
the amount to be claims [sic] vs the level at which they would not look to 
recover from EJU and will advise you of our progress as we go along.” 

3.222 On 31 July 2015, Perkins Slade email  in the following terms187: 

“Hi , 

As per our conversation just now, I am pleased to confirm that Hiscox has made an 
offer in settlement of your cancellation claim at  

Of the schedule of loss submitted, there are still queries over approximately 
but I have agreed with Hiscox that we will split the difference on this and agree that 

 will be included within the claim. 

This makes the total schedule of loss  of which Hiscox will pay BJA 50% = 
 In consideration that they are paying a reduced amount of 50% of the claim, 

Hiscox agrees to waive its rights of recovery against EJU…” 

3.223 replied to Perkins Slade as follows188: 

“… I wish to formally accept Hiscox’s offer of in respect to the outstanding 
claim for the European Championships 2015.” 

3.224 The BJA executed a settlement agreement189 with Hiscox whereby it was agreed: 

                                                
186 Tab 103 
187 Tab 104 
188 Tab 104 
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“We, British Judo Association, hereby agree to accept the sum of by way of full 
and final settlement, satisfaction and discharge of any and all claims and losses under 
policy number xxx for loss arising out of the cancellation of the 2015 European Judo 
Championships which had been scheduled to take place in Glasgow in April 2015.” 

3.225 Therefore it seems that the BJA was paid , representing half of its claim of 
against Insurers.  The issue insurers raised is whether the BJA were 

responsible for the breach.  If they were not, they would have had an obligation to pay 
the claim in full.  It seems to us that the 50% settlement reflects some uncertainty as to 
whether or not the BJA were in breach of contract, together with a commercial 
appreciation that the costs of finding out are likely to be in excess of   In 
addition, Insurers would have been left with a right of subrogation against the EJU.  If 
this right of subrogation had been worthwhile, the Insurers would have not have given it 
up. Consequently, what this settlement indicates is that the loss of the right to stage the 
Event has directly cost the BJA at least  plus legal fees. 

3.226  In our view, the settlement did not represent a vindication of the BJA, but the reverse. 
It represented an acknowledgment that BJA was partly (at least) to blame and an 
acknowledgement that settlement at 50% was one which was likely to minimise legal 
costs.  There may, of course, be another considerations.  Hiscox are very active in the 
market for event cancellation insurance.  They would obviously not wish to obtain a 
reputation, no matter how unfounded, for being difficult about paying claims.  This 
represents another reason why it may have well have been in its interest to settle a 
relevantly small claim, relatively cheaply.  

Termination of the UFC arrangements with CSF 

3.227 In an attempt to persuade the EJU to retain the BJA as host of the Event, Mr Brown in 
the letter to the EJU dated 12 February 2015, stated the BJA would conform to the 
EJU’s request relating to the UFC. It is reported in the Board minutes of 17 February 
2015 that the contract with UFC should be renegotiated and that UFC should have no 
part in the sponsorship of the British Open. 

3.228 The question of how and on what terms these arrangements were unwound is one we 
would have liked to have put to Mr Brown. Did he receive payment under the CSF-UFC 
contract? Was there an attempt to substitute other rights for the rights sold under the 
BJA-CSF-UFC arrangements? We do know from that of the 
which had already been received by BJA from CSF in relation to the UFC sponsorship, 
some 0 was returned to CSF. Therefore, the financial benefit to the BJA from the 
BJA-CSF-UFC arrangements was . This was more than offset by the 
irrecoverable loss not covered by insurance and other liabilities and costs incurred by 
the BJA, including the costs of this Review. 

The motivation of the EJU 

3.229 Finally, it has been suggested that there may have been other considerations 
influencing the EJU’s decision to withdraw the Event and that such removal suited the 
EJU. We found no evidence of this. The fact remains that the conduct of the Chairman 
and Chief Executive of the BJA placed the BJA in a position where the EJU, whatever 
its motives, was contractually entitled to withdraw the right to stage the Event from the 
BJA 

  

                                                                                                                                         
189 Tab 105 
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4. Conclusions 

4.1 In the light of the above factual findings, we have reached the following conclusions: 

4.1.1 The BJA had succeeded in obtaining the right to stage the 2015 EJU European 
Judo Championships 2015 as a result of an excellent Bid Document and 
campaign.190 The 2015 EJU European Championships was on course to be an 
excellently managed event which would have added prestige to the BJA and 
British sport in general.191 

4.1.2 On 1 August 2014, the BJA entered into an agreement with CSF192, a company 
of which Mr Brown was the sole member and Director.193 The agreement 
contemplated an onward sale of sponsorship rights to UFC (Zuffa Inc).194 The 
CSF-UFC (Zuffa Inc) Contract was not disclosed to the BJA Board and we are 
told the BJA does not have a copy.195 

4.1.3 On 11 February 2015, the EJU terminated the EJU Contract and withdrew the 
right of the BJA to stage the 2015 EJU European Judo Championships.196 

4.1.4 The EJU were fully entitled to terminate the right of the BJA to stage the 2015 
EJU European Judo Championships as, in breach of clauses 1.5 and 4.7(b) of 
the EJU Contract, the BJA had failed to seek the consent of the EJU to UFC 
sponsorship. 

4.1.5 The loss of the right to stage the 2015 EJU European Judo Championships is 
attributable almost entirely to the activities of Mr Brown: 

(a) he knew all and any sponsorship arrangements had to be approved in 
advance by the EJU;197 

(b) he arranged the sponsorship with UFC in circumstances where he 
knew the EJU was unlikely to consent to such sponsorship;198 

(c) he entered into contractual arrangements with CSF on behalf of the 
BJA without seeking the consent of the EJU; 

(d) he failed to disclose these arrangements to the EJU at the time of their 
conclusion i.e. 1 August 2014; 

(e) he continued to fail to disclose these arrangements notwithstanding 
numerous opportunities in the period August to November 2014. 
Indeed at a meeting with the EJU in November 2014 he expressly 

                                                
190 See paragraph 3.1 of the Review. See also  comments at page 48 of his interview transcript. 
191 See page 29 of the transcript of interview with  
192 See paragraph 3.109 of the Review. 
193 See paragraph 3.34 of the Review. 
194 Tab 39 
195 Drafts do at appear at tabs 10 and 17 (which is how we know it is a back-to-back arrangement). 
196 See paragraph 3.181 of the Review. 
197 See Mr Brown’s answer to question 2 of the questions directed to Directors of the BJA – Schedule [5]. 
198 See paragraph 3.103 of the Review. 
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agreed that the BJA would not enter into a sponsorship arrangement 
with UFC;199 

(f) when asked directly about these arrangements he, through Mr Scoular, 
materially misrepresented their true nature;200 an 

(g) when their true nature became apparent he placed the BJA in a 
position where it could not resist the termination of the EJU Contract 
and the loss of the right to stage the 2015 EJU European Judo 
Championships. 

4.2 Mr Brown did this against a background where he had a direct personal interest in the 
controversial sponsorship going ahead. According to the contract we have seen, Mr 
Brown’s company (CSF) was set to benefit to the tune of were the 
arrangements to proceed.201 

4.3 Mr Brown was less than candid with the BJA Board in relation to these 
arrangements.202 When formal approval from the BJA Board was first sought to the 
arrangements on 24 June 2014,203 Mr Brown did not disclose: 

4.3.1 that he stood to benefit financially and the extent of that benefit; 

4.3.2 the structure of the rights sale, which meant that the BJA would be selling its 
rights to an intermediary for on-sale to UFC; 

4.3.3 that he was sole Director and Member of the intermediary;  

4.3.4 that the BJA would not be in any direct contractual relationship with UFC; or 

4.3.5 that EJU consent to the arrangements would be necessary. The EJU had 
already indicated their hostility to the proposed sponsorship before the contract 
was signed. 

4.4 The contractual structure of the arrangements was never put properly before the BJA 
Board.204 

4.5 The BJA and its Board were never shown an executed copy of the contract between 
CSF and UFC (Zuffa Inc).205 

4.6 Mr Scoular told UK Sport that EJU approval to UFC sponsorship had been granted 
when it had not.206 The source of this information must be Mr Brown. Based upon the 
contemporaneous documentary evidence, Mr Brown cannot have had any reasonable 
belief that at that stage the EJU had consented to UFC sponsorship. 

                                                
199 See for example paragraph 3.181 of the Review 
200 See paragraphs 3.150-3.155 of the Review. 
201 See paragraph 3.63 of the Review.  
202 See paragraph 3.48 of the Review. 
203 See paragraph3.47 of the Review. 
204 See the responses of Directors of the BJA to questions 4 and 5 of the questions set for Directors – 
Schedule 2. 
205 See the responses of Directors of the BJA to question 4 of the questions set for Directors – Schedule 
2. 
206 See paragraph 3.92 of the Review. 
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4.7 The sponsorship arrangements should have been subject to the scrutiny of the 
Steering Group. However they were not and Mr Brown and Mr Scoular seemed to take 
the decision unilaterally to withdraw the right of approval from the Steering Group on 
the basis that the BJA-CSF-UFC arrangement was a BJA contract, in the sense that it 
conveyed BJA rights other than those in relation to the Event. These rights could easily 
have been separated out in another agreement. It is our view that the right of approval 
of the Steering Group to sponsorship arrangements was withdrawn so that less people 
would know about their nature and contents. The intention was to avoid scrutiny as 
transparency would have been the enemy of these arrangements. 

4.8 In consequence of the loss of the right to stage the 2015 EJU European Judo 
Championships, the BJA was exposed to: 

4.8.1 the possibility of legal action from the EJU; 

4.8.2 the possibility of legal action from CSF; 

4.8.3 the potential obligation to pay the EJU the licence fee of Euros  and 

4.8.4 losses arising from staging costs wasted. 

4.9 Mr Scoular was familiar with the contents of the EJU Contract.207 He knew that all 
sponsorship or other major contractual arrangements were subject to EJU approval. 
However, neither before execution of the BJA-CSF Contract, or subsequently, did he 
seek such approval. 

4.10 Mr Scoular was not involved in any discussions with the EJU over the UFC sponsorship 
at the time the BJA-CSF Contract was entered into. However, Mr Scoular was involved 
in: 

4.10.1 negotiating the CSF-UFC arrangements208 (in relation to which he accepted he 
was uncomfortable); 

4.10.2 drawing up plans for mixed martial arts governing bodies without the authority 
of the BJA Board;209 

4.10.3 actively misrepresenting the nature of UFC sponsorship to the EJU when the 
arrangements came to light in January/February 2015;210 

4.10.4 not ensuring that the true nature of the BJA-CSF-UFC arrangements were 
brought to the attention of the Board. He would have known of these 
arrangements as he negotiated them on behalf of the BJA; and 

4.10.5 by assisting Mr Brown in executing his actions, being complicit on the loss of 
the right to stage 2015 EJU European Judo Championships. 

4.11 Whilst Mr Brown was the key actor in the chain of events which led to the withdrawal of 
the right to stage the 2015 EJU European Judo Championships, we consider that Mr 
Scoular was kept fully informed of Mr Brown’s actions and assisted Mr Brown in the 

                                                
207 See transcript of Mr Scoular’s interview at pages 11 and 12 
208 See paragraph 3.26 of this Review. 
209 See paragraph 3.26 of this Review. 
210 See paragraph 3.150-3.155 of this Review. 
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actions he took, which ultimately led to the loss of the 2015 EJU European Judo 
Championships.  

4.12 Notwithstanding his position as Chief Executive of the BJA, Mr Scoular seemed to 
regard his duties as being owed to Mr Brown and not to the BJA Board. Having 
examined the documents in detail, we are unable to find any evidence of his seeking to 
enlighten the BJA Board about any of the contractual arrangements or other 
developments that had taken place, other than at the insistence or prompting of Mr 
Brown. The BJA Board had a right to expect Mr Scoular to keep them fully and 
independently informed of all relevant developments in relation to the 2015 EJU 
European Judo Championships, which he did not do. 
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5. LESSONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS    

Lessons 

5.1 The events outlined in this Review clearly illustrate what can happen if the executive 
management of a sport’s governing body, here represented by its Chairman and Chief 
Executive, decide upon and pursue a course of action  which they are determined to 
pursue whatever the wishes of the non-executive Board of Directors. This is a classic 
example of “executive override”. As such there are relatively few lessons to be learned. 
When executives decide to follow such a course of action, it is extremely difficult for the 
Board of Directors to prevent or restrain them. The concealment of the true nature of 
transactions and a disingenuous approach to provision of the facts (as happened here) 
is an unfortunately common feature of this type of corporate failure. As the BJA 
ultimately found out, it can lead to companies having to subsequently engage in crisis 
and reputation management, in this case unsuccessfully.  

5.2 We do not consider the BJA Board to be at fault for the events that unfolded 
surrounding the removal of the right to stage the Event from the BJA. The problem was 
that at all material times the BJA Board was not in possession of all relevant material 
facts. For example, the BJA Board was not told that the EJU Contract required the EJU 
not merely to approve all sponsors, but all relevant contracting parties with the BJA in 
relation to the Event. Not only did the EJU have a right of review of such contracts, it 
had a right of prior approval which was a condition precedent to validity of any such 
agreements. We can only presume that if the BJA Board knew of such requirement at 
the time at which it approved, in general terms, the arrangement involving UFC more 
questions would have been raised.  

5.3 As regards the contractual arrangements between the BJA, CSF and UFC, these 
arrangements were described, in disingenuous terms, by Mr Brown and Mr Scoular to 
the BJA Board. He made a number of efforts to conceal the overall structure of the 
arrangements from the BJA Board. If, however, the arrangements and their contractual 
terms had been put in front of the BJA Board in their entirety, a rather different picture 
of the desirability of these arrangements might have emerged. We would hope, and 
imagine, that the BJA Board are likely to have been very concerned about 
arrangements whereby Mr Brown had obliged the BJA to provide sponsorship services 
(ultimately) to a body towards which the EJU had already demonstrated its public 
hostility, particularly in circumstances where the EJU was required to approve those 
arrangements in advance. The fact that it was in Mr Brown’s financial interest to do this 
would (or should) have raised more alarm bells. It would have been seen that what Mr 
Brown was doing was utilising a business opportunity that had become available to the 
BJA and was leveraging it for his own personal gain. Put in this way, we are sure that 
the BJA Board would not have been so compliant in accepting that the arrangements 
should continue, notwithstanding the beneficial effect of the receipt of sponsorship 
monies (which never materialised). 

5.4 To take a further example, the BJA Board at all material times seems to have been told 
that BJA had a contractual relationship with the UFC. The BJA never had a contractual 
relationship with UFC. This meant that if the BJA was called upon to enforce its rights 
to payment of the sponsorship monies, it could not do so.  Its only contractual right was 
against CSF, a shelf company with no assets. The weakness of this contractual 
structure would probably have been apparent had all of the contractual documents 
been available to the BJA Board. The evidence before us is that at no stage were they. 
They were certainly in the possession of Mr Brown who should have disclosed them in 
full to the BJA Board. 
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5.5 It is also unacceptable that the BJA do not appear to have had a copy of the signed 
CSF-UFC (Zuffa Inc) contract. This is a back to back sale of rights. The BJA had to 
know what it was that CSF was selling, and for how much.  Indeed, the absence of 
knowledge of this arrangement is such that the BJA could not even be sure that the 
contract between CSF and UFC (Zuffa Inc) even existed. It is most disturbing that this 
documentation was not obtained by Mr Scoular. Indeed, if he did not have it, he should 
have insisted on reviewing the contracts in draft before they were signed and checking 
signed copies, so that he was happy that CSF was not over or under-delivering. 

5.6 Therefore the primary lesson that is to be learnt from these events is that there is 
always a danger of executive override where executives determinedly wish to pursue 
their own favoured course of action and do so by depriving the Board of information 
and making disingenuous statements. One solution which we recommend is to make it 
mandatory that all and any contracts above a certain value, say £5,000, must be 
produced and disseminated to all Directors of the Company for approval in full in 
advance of execution. In our view if this had been done there is a good possibility that 
the BJA Board would not have approved the arrangements which lead directly to the 
loss of the right to stage the Event. 

5.7 The BJA Board and UK Sport may like to consider that, in order to reduce the risk of 
management override, a channel be opened for formal communication between the 
independent directors on the BJA Board and UK Sport (as well as other major 
stakeholders). The communication protocol should include clear ground rules regarding 
that which is confidential to the BJA Board and vice versa.  

5.8 As far as UK Sport is concerned, we consider that it took all prudent measures to seek 
to ensure that the BJA complied with its obligations to the EJU pursuant to the EJU 
Contract (even though UK Sport were not a signatory to the EJU Contract). UK Sport 
sought assurances that EJU approval had been granted and indeed were assured 
(wrongly) by Mr Scoular that approval had been given to the UFC sponsorship when it 
had not. The only lesson for UK Sport here is that they should insist upon having 
access to executed copies of staging agreements for the competitions that it is funding 
so that it can be aware of the necessary deliverables under them. These deliverables 
should be subject to review in the run-up to events and be ratified by the board of the 
relevant sports body. That way UK Sport can help ensure that the sort of executive 
override that took place in this case does not occur in future and that contract 
formalities are being complied with. There is no suggestion that UK Sport failed in this 
regard in this case. UK Sport was not staging the Event and did not enter into the EJU 
Contract. However, where public money is involved and where there is a chance of 
executive override this fairly limited form of contractual scrutiny may be desirable. 

5.9 From an external perspective, it seems that the BJA relationship with the EJU and IJF 
was characterised by a degree of inappropriate informality. It seems that Mr Brown in 
particular may have formed (incorrect) impressions from what he was being told in 
corridors as to the position of the EJU and IJF in relation to UFC. The primary evidence 
here is overwhelmingly to the effect that their position as regards the undesirability of 
UFC was conveyed directly to Mr Brown, and subsequently, to Mr Scoular. 
Nonetheless, if informal discussions are relied upon, the capacity for people to differ as 
to their interpretation is extraordinarily wide. Therefore, our recommendation in this 
regard is that where consents or approvals need to be obtained from international 
governing bodies, they be approached explicitly and on the record to provide them in 
written form. If the BJA had sought explicit approval for the BJA-CSF-UFC (Zuffa Inc) 
arrangements before they were entered into, and if no response had been received by 
the time at which these arrangements became public i.e. January/February 2015, then 
the BJA would have a strong argument that approval had been given or that the need 
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for it had been waived. By letting matters slip, the possibility of relying on such 
arguments was lost.  

5.10 However, it is our view that Mr Brown knew that no such approval would be granted 
and therefore staked the BJA’s position on the hope that the EJU would only find out 
about the arrangements at a stage so late that no alternative arrangements could be 
made. Nonetheless, if BJA had taken the straight-forward approach of notifying the 
arrangements to the EJU and seeking approval, it would either have received explicit 
disapproval (in which circumstances it could refuse to enter into the CSF 
arrangements) or explicit approval which would have removed the risk of the right to 
stage the Event being removed from the BJA. The strategy of concealment and silence 
simply backfired.  

5.11 Therefore a lesson for a national governing body dealing with an international 
governing body is that any necessary approvals should be addressed directly, early 
and explicitly, not simply pushed under the carpet or muddled through.  

5.12 The Chairman’s role in the BJA is a non-executive unpaid one. As long as the 
Chairman retains a non-executive role, this position is unobjectionable. However, if an 
elected chairman has no other source of income and takes on an executive role, a 
potential conflict of interest is created. If such officers are not paid there is a danger 
they will find a way of paying themselves either directly or indirectly through third party 
beneficiaries, which usually operates to the detriment of the governing body in 
question. Therefore, whilst we recognise the preference of the EJU for dealing with the 
Chairman of the BJA or a high-ranking former Judoka, it would be our strong 
recommendation that it be made clear that if the Chairmanship of any amateur 
governing body is non-executive, that all executive tasks should be carried out by the 
paid executives and not by elected Chairmen and that there be no question of 
payments being made to non-executive Chairmen by third parties in relation to any 
matters arising out of their role as Chairman.  

5.13 Furthermore, the selection process in respect of the Chairman of the BJA should 
include an assessment mechanism to ensure any future chairman is equipped with the 
appropriate organisational/ financial/governance skills and experience before being 
eligible to participate in an election process. 

5.14 The Directors of the BJA had appointed a full-time Chief Executive and they were 
entitled to believe they could rely on him to monitor and inform them of matters being 
conducted by the Chairman. In this case, Mr Scoular appears to have acted upon 
instructions from the Chairman without reference to the BJA Board. The BJA Board had 
the right to expect more from Mr Scoular. 
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6. Recommendations 

6.1 Following on from the lessons learnt above we would recommend that the UK Sport 
and BJA Board take the following action: 

(a) Publish this report in full, making it available on their respective websites to 
anyone concerned with it; 

(b) The BJA Board consider commencing disciplinary proceedings against Mr 
Scoular for breach of his contractual obligations to the BJA; 

(c) The BJA Board request that Mr Brown return to the BJA any monies received 
by him pursuant to the BJA-CSF-UFC (Zuffa Inc) arrangements; 

(d) That the BJA request that Mr Brown resigns from any other current positions 
he has with the  BJA.  Presently, he remains a Director of British Judo 
Association Competitions and Events Limited (company number 020965566). 

(e) That the BJA consider passing a resolution that Mr Brown is not a fit and 
proper person to be appointed to any office within the BJA and that the BJA will 
oppose any attempt to seek his election to any post or office within Judo either 
domestically or internationally; 

(f) All directors of the BJA Board to have the benefit of professional training in 
how to act as a directors and on appropriate corporate governance; 

(g) The handbook for directors to be amended such that all material contracts (e.g. 
any contract with a value of £5,000 or more) must be presented in their entirety 
to the BJA Board for approval in advance of signature; and 

(h) That the handbook for directors makes it clear that the elected Chairman is not 
to act in an executive capacity on behalf of the BJA. 

MARK GAY 
HAMLINS LLP 
29 February 2016 
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Schedule 1 - Project Board Terms of Reference 

Judo European Championships 2015 Review 

Introduction 

The EJU (“EJU”) has withdrawn the Licence granted in June 2013 to the British Judo 
Association (“BJA”) to host the European Championships (“the Event”), which was due to take 
place in April 2015.  The stated reason for this decision was the BJA’s persistence with a 
sponsorship arrangement which did not accord with the EJU’s values.  Further allegations of 
breach of contract have subsequently been made by the EJU, which are refuted by the BJA.  
Advice has been taken to establish the correct legal position.   

As a result of the EJU’s decision to withdraw the Licence questions have been raised about the 
role of the BJA Board members and staff involved in the management of the Event, 
sponsorship arrangements made to support the BJA, and the relationship with the key 
stakeholders, including the EJU, the Sponsors, public stakeholders, the Board of Directors of 
the BJA and the membership of the BJA.  

BJA and UK Sport (as one of the public funding bodies for the Event) will be jointly forming a 
Project Board to:  

 establish the facts about the circumstances in which the Licence was withdrawn;  

 establish the actions/inactions taken;  

 identify any systemic issues which need to be addressed;  

 learn lessons for the future;  

 identify any necessary action for the BJA; and 

 identify any lessons for the future for UK Sport and the wider sporting system. 

Project Board 

The Project Board members will consist of: 

Members Role & Remit  

1 x Independent Chair  To lead the project board and provide 
recommendations. 

2x members from BJA  The BJA representatives are from the Finance 
Risk and Governance Commission they will 
use the results to understand  whether any 
action or inaction within the context of the 
operating and decision making systems, may 
have contributed to the withdrawal of the 
Licence and if such actions or inactions 
warrant further action.  

2 x members from UK Sport  The UK Sport representatives will be from the 
organisations governance and events team 
and will use the results of the review to inform 
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 the wider sports system when it comes to 
bidding/hosting major sporting events.  

Scope & Process 

The review is to cover any actions and inactions since June 2013 of individuals connected with 
the hosting of the Event and the sponsorship arrangements that may have contributed to the 
withdrawal of the Licence, including matters of policy, procedure, systems and resourcing, 
including ongoing monitoring of the plans for the Event as well as the adequacy of 
communication with the BJA Board and external stakeholders.   

Scope 

It is anticipated that the review will establish how the following areas were managed during the 
time period covered by the review: 

 The operating and decision making context of both the Event planning and the 
sponsorship negotiations relevant to the time period covered by this Review. 

 The decision making and operating systems, including (but not limited to) employees 
and Board members of the BJA and event stakeholders throughout the period covered 
by the Review.  How delegated authority was managed and the acceleration of issues 
to the appropriate level. 

 How identified conflicts were managed on an ongoing basis at organising committee, 
stakeholder board and BJA board, and the appropriateness of that approach to the 
relevant conflict. 

 The overall control environment within both the project and more widely within BJA that 
might have mitigated certain risks/outcomes 

 Communications; transparency of communications at organising committee, steering 
group and BJA board level and the appropriateness of how and when the risks and 
decisions were communicated  

 The use of internal and external expertise  

 Management of financial commitments and risk at organising committee, steering 
group and BJA board level.  

 The structures established internally to both deliver the event against the project plan 
and manage the risks associated with the project.  

 Consideration given to the delivery model and the risk this posed to the BJA as the 
underwriter.  

 An identification of any element of the operating and decision making systems that may 
have contributed to the withdrawal of the Licence 

 The structures established to maintain communications with internal and external 
stakeholders  

 The Project Plan, how this linked to the financial commitments, risk monitoring and risk 
mitigation.  
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Approach 

A phased approach is being suggested for the review:  

Phase 1:  

 Terms of Reference to be agreed by Project Board; and  

 Independent Chair and Firm to be appointed.  

Phase 2: 

The Independent Chair will: 

Review of the factual analysis: 

 Conduct fieldwork including review of materials including the Contract between the BJA 
and the EJU for hosting the Event, and the minutes of the meetings of the BJA Board 
and the Steering Group and Organising Committee of the Event; 

 The above material will be supplemented when necessary through other relevant 
material, including contractual documents, records of correspondence and meetings 
with stakeholders, and reports in the media, including social media; 

 Selective interviews will be undertaken to assist information discovery and clarification.  
Interview notes to be taken and signed off by the interviewees; and 

 Produce and report factual analysis of the events leading up to withdrawal, by 
attending both BJA's and UKS offices tending to data collation. 

The Independent Chair / Project Board will: 

 Look at information as it emerges from the various ongoing actions associated with the 
cancellation of the Event; 

 The actions of individuals will be assessed against the expectations and obligations of 
their appointed roles.  These include but are not limited to, including those described in 
employment agreements, job descriptions, annual performance agreements, any policy 
or Code of Conduct, and any other related documents applying at the relevant time; 
and 

 Procedural fairness will be observed throughout the review, based on the principles of 
natural justice. 

Independent Chair will: 

 Request any additional information;  

 Ask any necessary supplementary questions of key individuals; and 

 Draft a report with recommendations.   
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Phase 3: 

Project Board members will review the recommendation from the Chair to establish, future 
learnings and actions required. For the members these might include (but not be limited to): 

BJA:  

 Recommendations to BJA on other action identified in the course of the review to 
improve support for the Board and executive staff.  

 Recommendations as to whether any formal investigations ought to be commenced by 
BJA in relation to staff or any Board members. 

 Identification of examples of best practice, their key components and how they can be 
replicated;  

 Review of the mechanisms in place within the BJA to ensure recommendations will be 
acted upon. 

UK Sport:  

 The review is provide lessons learnt from the experience for UK Sport to disseminate 
across the wider sporting landscape regarding the bidding/hosting of major sporting 
events. 

 Help UK Sport understand the decisions and processes that have been followed in 
respect of BJA stewardship of the event 

Timing and duration 

Project initiation – May 2015 

Factual Analysis including interviews – TBC 2015 

Final Meeting with Project Board  – TBC 2015 

Final report – 11 September 2015 

The factual analysis is expected to take no more than 2-5 working days max.  These are 
unlikely to be consecutive.  If the scope of the review is altered, additional days will be 
proposed by between the Firm and Independent Chair and will be subject to the agreement of 
the Project Board. 

Reporting 

A factual analysis of the events leading up to withdrawal of the Licence. 

A final report is to be provided to the Project Board outlining the investigation process, the 
findings of the review, and recommendations from the Independent Chair. 

A closure meeting will be held with the Project Board prior to the submission of the Final Report 
to the BJA and UK Sport Board/Major Events Panel. If required, the Independent Chair will 
present their recommendations in person to the respective Boards/Panels. 

May 2015  
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Schedule 2 - Questions posed to BJA Directors and their Answers 

QUESTIONS 1-4 

 Qu 1 
Was a copy of the contract 
between the BJA and the EJU 
granting the BJA the right to 
host the European Judo 
Championships 2015 (the EJU 
Contract) presented to you at 
any time, either before or after 
it was entered into on 24 April 
2014? If so, when and in what 
format?  

Qu 2 
Were you aware the EJU 
Contract contained a 
clause to the effect that 
all contracts with any 
sponsor for the 
Championships had to be 
approved by the EJU 
before they are signed? If 
so, how and when did 
you become aware of 
this? 

Qu 3 
Was EJU permission 
sought for the relationship 
between UFC and the BJA? 
If yes, how was this 
effected and how was this 
communicated to you? 

Qu 4 
Was a copy of the contract between 
the Combat Sports Federation and 
Zuffa Inc (the UFC) presented to you at 
any time, either before or after it was 
entered into? If so, when and in what 
format? 

Yes on one occasion by email on 
16th February 2015 sent at 
16.57 hours and opened later 
that evening at around 21.30 
hours. 

I became aware of this 
detail in the contract on 
receipt of the email of 16th 
February. 

I refer you to the minutes of 
the Board meeting on 19th 
August 2014 under 
Chairman’s report (14/58) 
bullet point 6. 

No, only in the form of a position 
statement sent by email to Board 
members on 3rd November 2014. 

 Yes – the first time that I recall 
having sight of the contract was 
Monday 16/02/2015 16:26. This 
was the date and time of an 
email that I received from 

on behalf of Andrew 
Scoular which had attached to it 
a signed copy of the Contract in 
PDF format 

No – the first time that I 
became aware of a 
“contract” related issue was 
through a phone call I 
received on Thursday 12th 
February 2015 

Whilst I have been provided 
with a document entitled 
“timeline & Evidence Trail” – 
date/document evidence 
/evidence, that was 
circulated to the Board by 
email Monday 02/03/2015 
14:57, I am not aware of 
having sight of evidence that 
demonstrates “EJU 
permission sought for the 
relationship between UFC 
and the BJA” 
 

I do not recall having sight of a contract 
between the Combat Sports Federation 
and Zuffa Inc. 
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First seen after the withdrawal of 
the European Championships 
from the BJA on 17/February 
2015 at a BJA Board meeting. 

See response in Q1. No- Not to my knowledge No – Never seen. 

This contract was only presented 
to the Board after the withdrawal 
of the Championships. It was 
emailed to the Board on 
February 16th 2015. The Board 
does not usually look at the 
specifics of contracts and is not 
usually presented with contracts. 

This clause had been 
mentioned in a Board 
meeting by Kerrith Brown. I 
do not recall specifically 
when it was, but it was 
before the relationship with 
UFC was agreed. At this 
stage, there had been no 
mention from the EJU 
about any negativity 
towards MMA in general or 
UFC in particular, therefore 
no real weight was given to 
it. 

Kerrith Brown and Andrew 
Scoular reported in detail to 
the Board on all of their 
meetings and discussions 
with EJU. Both indicated on 
several occasions that, 
despite their best efforts to 
put the discussions on a 
amore professional basis, 

Kerrith stated that he had 
made them fully aware of it, 
and that they had not 
indicated any significant 
problems. However, there 
was an absence of a formal 
agreement from EJU, in line 
with their general approach, 
on the matter. It was also 
clear throughout that it was 
Kerrith, not Andrew, who had 
the majority of dealings with 
EJU. This is in line with the 
way EJU tend to operate 
they prefer to talk to “judo 
people”. 

No 

 I have some recollection of 
seeing a contract during 
February 2014 but not before or 
since. 

I think so Can’t be certain Not to my knowledge 
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I received a copy of the 
European Championship Hosting 
Contract in my capacity as a 
member of the Project Steering 
Group and Chair of the Local 
Organising Committee. It was 
included in the pack presented to 
Group members for discussion 
at one of the initial meetings. 
From memory this took place at 
the Steering Group meeting on 
the 2nd of May 2014. 

I was aware of this clause, 
and became aware by 
reading the contract, in 
addition there was some 
further discussion regarding 
the issue at subsequent 
steering group and BJA 
Board meetings. 

As far as I’m aware 
permission was not sought 
from the EJU to allow the 
BJA to enter into a general 
sponsorship relationship with 
UFC, nor would I expect any 
such permission to be sought 
as I would regard this as 

 

 

No contract between CSF and UFC 
presented to me was presented to me at 
any time.  

 No I was not aware of any 
clause that prior approval 
should be sought prior to 
acceptance of any 
sponsorship deals 

I am not aware of permission 
being sought or given for the 
BJA/UFC relationship 

No 

No. instructed verbally at BOD 
meeting 24/06/2014 

No No No 

I cannot recall seeing a copy of 
the contract 

I cannot recall when I 
became aware of this. 
From memory, this was 
when the problems with the 
EJU surfaced in early 2015. 
Either late Jan or early Feb. 

I do not know. The feedback 
to the Board was provided 
orally by the CEO and the 
Chair and so will be recorded 
more accurately in the 
minutes which you will have 
seen. There may have been 
a paper presented or it may 
have been mentioned in the 
Chair's report to the Board 
but I simply cannot recall this 
issue specifically.  
You will have seen the e 
mails which I sent out 

See my comments above. I do not believe 
I have seen the CSF contract with Zuffa 
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subsequent to the Board 
meeting at which the 
relationship with UFC and 
the CSF were discussed and 
which caused considerable 
angst amongst the Board 
members present. (I missed 
this particular meeting which, 
from memory was around 
June 2014). My concerns 
were that the explanation by 
the CEO and The Chair as to 
how the monies flowing in to 
the CSF were to be applied 
had not been expressed with 
sufficient clarity. As a 
consequence, I felt it 
necessary that the Chair's 
clear conflict needed to aired 
properly for the members of 
the Board to make a fully 
informed decision. 
The Board subsequently 
confirmed their decision but I 
do recall that the way forward 
was to be for the CEO and 
Chair to tread carefully and 
operate on a short leash. 
That was my interpretation of 
how the Board wanted it to 
be dealt with in view of the 
clear concerns re the 
relationship 

 On 16 February 2015 AS 
emailed a copy of the contract 
signed and dated 24 April 2014 

I had forgotten, but from 
checking my notes of the 
Board meeting on 24 

I did not know that the EJU 
needed to give permission 
for the UFC and the BJA to 

I have never seen any contract between 
CSF and Zuffa.  At the board meeting on 
19 August 2014, I have recorded in my 
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to me.  My term of office as a 
Director had commenced in April 
2014, so I would not have 
expected to see this document 
previously.  It was also provided 
with the board papers for 17 
February 2015. 

October 2014, I recorded 
that AS stated that UFC 
sponsorship had been 
agreed, that UFC would 
access their database to 
promote judo. That 
sponsorship for the 
European championship 
had not been agreed yet 
because all adverts had to 
be approved.  It was 
intended for two “UFC fit” 
and “fight path” adverts.  
Rationale was to be 
included in the pack to be 
provided.  KB asked if there 
were any questions, and 
there were none.    At this 
meeting KB advised the 
board he had been asked 
to become a member of the 
IMMAF board; he indicated 
that he had not fully 
accepted this voluntary role 
yet.  He stated there was 
an alliance, and said we 
are looking after CSF as an 
advisory board.  He talked 
about finalising the UFC 
sponsorship deal.  At this 
meeting MTK said there 
was a problem with the fee 
for the Grand Prix, that the 
IJF was putting the 
squeeze on.  She stated 
that AS was challenging the 
EJU’s decision, and that 

enter into a relationship.  I 
was aware towards the end 
of 2014 that the IJF were not 
pleased that the BJA was 
exploring a relationship with 
an MMA organisation, and 
that this disapproval was no 
secret.  My knowledge of the 
politics of the EJU and the 
IJF is minimal.   

 
 

    
 

 He stated that 
the BJA’s actions amounted 
to independent behaviour 
which was not pleasing to the 
IJF, but he did not indicate 
that there were any risks 
attaching to the BJA’s 
continued path of working 
with an MMA organisation.  I 
was left with the sense that 
the IJF were mildly irritated 
with the BJA, but no more.   
 

notes, that KB reported that details of the 
UFC sponsorship were still being ironed 
out, and that the conflict of interest was 
still being addressed.  He said that he was 
in Russia this week, seeking clarity for the 
EJU.  My notes are brief, but indicate that 
there was a political agenda, and that the 
Miami junior world championships had 
been sponsored by the UFC, and it had 
been okay with the IJF. 
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the contract was 
misleading.  At this meeting 
we were told the IJF had 
queried why KB had sat 
with his junior players at the 
competition in Miami. 

Yes, it was emailed to all Board 
Directors on 16 February 2015 
and hard copies were handed 
out at the Board meeting on 17 
February 2015. I was not a 
Board member at the time that 
the contract was entered into in 
April 2014. 

I became aware of this 
when the EJU Contract was 
sent to me on 16 February 
2015 and Andrew Scoular 
had mentioned it in an 
earlier telephone 
conversation (unfortunately 
I don’t recall the date of the 
call, it was about a week 
earlier.) 

I was made aware that the 
conversation between 
Andrew Scoular, Kerrith 
Brown and the EJU 
Marketing Director relating to 
UFC branding at the 
Championships had taken 
place January 2015. I was 
informed of this in the 
telephone conversation 
mentioned in the preceding 
question and also in the 
written report that was 
circulated to the Board on 16 
February 2015.  

No 

 
 

No I would have expected this 
to be the case 

I was not aware that this was 
done formally at the time of 
the discussion at the board 
meeting when the decision to 
go ahead was made. 
However KB indicated that 
he had spoken informally to 
members of the IJF/EJU and 
they were also interested in 
how judo might benefit from 
a relationship with UFC, 
indicating that this would not 
be an issue. 
 

No, no formal copy was shown to me 
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No response provided    

 We did receive a copy of the 
contract which was looked over 
by Andrew Scholar. The contract 
was a standard contract. If there 
was anything that need 
clarification, Andrew would have 
sought professional advice, and 
if any part of the contract raised 
any concerns he would have 
consulted myself. It was always 
open to UK Sport to check the 
contract and to be involved in 
making sure that there was 
nothing in it which has caused 
concern. 

I was aware of the 
requirement. I am aware 
that within the contract, the 
contract was only signed 
when all it stipulated parties 
were happy, with it, 
including UK Sport, that if 
we had any sponsorship 
the form of advertising, that 
we had to seek the EJU’s 
approval. I believe that the 
rest of the Board were also 
aware of this requirement.  

We attempted to inform the 
EJU that we were looking to 
obtain sponsorship with UFC. 
The schedule we were 
considering was for British 
Judo (The BJA) and within 
that deal we would have 
rights to obtain advertising in 
accordance with the terms of 
the EJU contract, which 
allows 50% rights. 

Combat Sports Federation 
brokered the deal at the request of the 
sponsor. I notified the Board at the first 
possible opportunity of the conflict of 
interest, the notification is recorded in the 
minutes. In the summing up process, in 
relation to the agreement, the CEO would 
have provided information which would 
have been circulated to the Board, this 
gave Board members the opportunity to 
scrutinise CSF’s involvement in brokering 
the deal. Certain Board members 
requested more clarity regarding the 
CSF’s involvement, the deal was 
approved after the second deliberation.  
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QUESTIONS 5-8 

 Qu 5 
Was a copy of the contract 
between the Combat Sports 
Federation and the BJA 
presented to you at any 
time, either before or after 
it was entered into? If so, 
when and in what format? 

Qu 6 
The Combat Sports 
Federation was set up to 
broker the UFC sponsorship 
for the BJA. Were you told 
why the CSF was required as 
an intermediary and at whose 
request it was formed? Did 
you know who its 
shareholders and/or director 
were? 

Qu 7 
Would you define the 
relationship between the 
BJA and UFC as a 
sponsorship relationship? 
If no, how would you define 
such a relationship? 

Qu 8  
When (please provide a date 
and time if possible) and how 
were you informed the EJU 
Contract had been 
terminated and the European 
Judo Championships 2015 
had been withdrawn from 
Glasgow. 

No. 
 

Not prior to the August Board 
meeting.  I refer you to the 
minutes of the Board meeting 
on 24th June 2014, under UFC 
(14/39) paragraph 5.  The 
Chairman confirmed that he was 
a Director at the Board meeting 
on 19th August 2014. 

Yes. By email sent at 16.57 hours on 
16th February 2015 and opened 
later that evening at around 
21.30 hours. 

 I do not recall having sight of 
a contract between the 
Combat Sports federation 
and the BJA 

It was not apparent to me at the 
time that the Chairman was a 
Director. I was not made aware 
of any other Shareholders/ 
Directors. This became a very 
emotive subject for the Board in 
July 2014. I have an email trail 
containing 26 emails one with 
an attachment (BJA UFC CSF 
above) notifying the Chairman 
of a resignation of a Board 
Member. Information by way of 
a verbal update was provided at 
the Board meeting of 
24/06/2015 by the Chairman 

Based on the information 
made available – yes. Based 
on the definition of the word 
sponsorship – yes. Most 
importantly within the context 
of the contract document – 
yes 

From memory as I do not have 
a record, I received a phone 
call from a Vice president of the 
Association on 12/02/2015 
(can’t recall time) informing me 
that the EJU had terminated the 
contract. I then received a 
phone call from the Chairman 
on 13/02/2015 informing me 
that the contract had been 
terminated. I received an 
electronic copy of the letter 
from Andrew Scoular, as part of 
a wider pack of information that 
contained a letter from the EJU 
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and CEO. date 11/02/2015 on 16/02/2015 

 No. No - After the withdrawal of the 
EJU contract it was unofficially 
brought to my attention. I 
subsequently brought this to the 
attention of other BJA board 
members,  

I also challenged 
Mr K Brown at this point. This 
was then raised at the following 
Board meeting. To this day I am 
still not fully clear what this 
involves. 

Yes – However I have not 
seen the contract between 
the UFC and BJA. This I 
believe was solely perused 
by the BJA Chair at that time, 
Mr K Brown. 

13/14 February 2015 Mr K 
Brown called to inform me this 
was the case 

No At the Board meeting of June 
24th 2014, Kerrith Brown gave 
an overview of UFC and CSF. 
We were told that CSF were 
looking to broker partnerships 
and relations between all 
combat sports. I had the 
impression that CSF were 
looking to become a significant 
player in this area between a 
variety of bodies and combat 
sports (amba was also 
specifically mentioned at one 
point) and not just between UFC 
and BJA. I was not clear as to 
what they brought to the direct 
association between UFC and 
BJA but did not pursue this as 
those with greater experience of 
these fields on the Board 
seemed comfortable with it. I 
was not told, as far as I can 
recall, who the shareholders of 

My clear understanding was 
that the relationship between 
BJA and UFC was purely one 
of sponsorship. The Board 
discussed the proposed 
relationship at some length 
and had some reservations. 
These reservations would 
have been magnified 
considerably had the 
proposed relationship been 
anything more than that. 

I was at the North-West 
Championships on February 14 
and 15 when I first informally 
became aware (on the 
Saturday) that the event had 
been withdrawn. However, on 
checking my emails, I found 
that I had been sent an email 
from Kerrith at 16:51 on Friday 
13th February. I have 
appended this email below 
(Appendix 1). 
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CSF were, but I believe that 
Kerrith did declare an interest in 
that he had become “involved 
with” CSF. I cannot recall 
exactly what “involved with” 
entailed. Kerrith later mentioned 
in the meeting on October 24th 
2014 that he had asked to 
become involved on a “voluntary 
basis” with IMMAF and had 
agreed to do so, and at the 9th 
December 2014 meeting 
informed us that he had joined 
the Board of IMMAF. It was at 
this stage that I began to have 
the beginnings of concerns over 
potential conflict of interest or a 
potential distraction  

 I have some recollection of 
seeing a contract during 
February 2014 but not before 
or since. 

I think so Can’t be certain At a relevant B.O.D which I am 
sure you will have minutes 

The contract between the 
BJA and CSF was not 
presented to me.  

Yes, the issue was fully 
discussed at the BJA Board 
meetings of the 24th of June and 
19th of August 2014. The Chair 
informed the board that the UFC 
required the establishment of 
the CSF to act as an 
intermediary in managing the 
proposed sponsorship 
agreement between the 
themselves and the BJA, as the 
UFC did not want to have a 
direct contractual relationship 
the National Governing Body of 

I would define the 
relationship/agreement 
between the BJA and UFC as 
a sponsorship of the 
organisation as distinct from 
a direct sponsorship of the 
proposed Glasgow 2015 
European Judo 
Championships. I form this 
view because the agreement 
between the BJA and UFC 
contained a number of 
proposed deliverables, one of 
which had been negotiated 

I was informed by Kerrith 
Brown during a telephone 
conversation which took place 
on Thursday 12THof February 
2015. 
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Judo or any of the other core 
combat sports which they were 
considering sponsoring. Kerrith 
Brown declared an interest at 
both board meetings and 
informed the BJA Board that he 
was a director of, and therefore 
had a pecuniary interest in the 
CSF. 

as the provision of advertising 
space within the Fan Zone at 
the then forthcoming 
European Championships.  
However the contract 
contained sufficient flexibility, 
in the event that the BJA was 
unable to deliver the planned 
advertising space, that the 
agreement could be altered 
to provide alternative 
identified benefits to the UFC 
at no loss of sponsorship 
revenue to the BJA. 

 No I was not aware that CSF and 
Zuffa Inc were set up as 
intermediaries and did not know 
who the shareholders and 
director were. 

In my opinion the deal 
between BJA and UFC was a 
sponsorship relationship. 

I can’t remember the exact date 
and time but believe it was 
sometime late March when I 
was told by email of the 
withdrawal of the 
championships. 

No 
 

I was not aware of any clause 
that prior approval should be 
sought prior to acceptance of 
any sponsorship deals 

I am not aware of permission 
being sought or given for the 
BJA/UFC relationship 

Yes. By email from the 
Chairman (Kerrith Brown) 
13/02/2015 

 I cannot recall seeing the 
CSF contract however, when 
I was trying to trace where 
the funds went to give more 
clarity to the Board (see my 
answer to point 3 above) it 
may be that I did see the 
contract. I simply can't recall. 
I can remember 
conversations with AS and 
with the Chairman during 

Again, from memory, KB met to 
"catch up on things generally". 
We met in Winchester and I 
cannot be sure when this was 
but I think it was in the autumn 
of 2013. At the time, KB was in 
the habit of touching base with 
me on issues. This was just 
another such meeting.  
Amongst other things 

 I always believed it to be in 
essence a sponsorship 
agreement. I am aware of the 
way in which it has been 
characterised. 

I recall that The CEO rang me 
to tell of the potential problem 
whilst I was driving. From 
memory it was the day before 
he had been advised that the 
EJU were going to have a 
meeting to confirm their 
decision to withdraw the right to 
host the competition. This 
would have been late January 



Legally Privileged 
Strictly Private and 

Confidential 
Final Report 
29-02-2016 

 110 

which I eventually 
established that KB would 
receive payment through the 
structure that had been set 
up. Despite protestations of a 
declaration of interest, I was 
left with the distinct 
impression that the important 
detail of KB's compensation 
had not surfaced in the Board 
debate and Board members 
were unclear as to how the 
funding flows worked. It took 
some time in the telephone 
conversation with KB to get 
him to confirm that he would 
be the recipient of part of the 
funds flowing in to the CSF. 

discussed, KB was full of the 
fact that he was close to 
achieving a sponsorship deal 
with UFC. 
The sport's inability to make 
progress in obtaining a sponsor 
had been a perennial problem 
with little progress being made. 

 
KB however, 

wanted to do this for the benefit 
of the BJA and to lead the 
process rather than allow 
another sport to take the lead. 
 It was clear that there was still 
some way to go so I just waited 
until the concept was more fully 
formed and assumed it would all 
be discussed then. 

or early February. 

 I had a copy of this contract 
dated 1 August 2014.  It is 
unsigned, and schedule 2 is 
incomplete.  I had not seen it 
on 24 June 2014 when the 
board was told that the UFC 
were setting up Combat 
Sports Regulation.    
 
After the board meeting on 

We were told at the board 
meeting dated 24 June 2014 
that UFC were setting up 
Combat Sports Federation, and 
that it was something they 
required.  We were told they 
wanted KB involved.   We were 
told that the British Combat 
Sports Federation would receive 

and was the 

Yes, but I have no knowledge 
of the legal definition of a 
sponsorship relationship.  I 
gained the impression that 
the UFC wanted assistance 
with understanding the 
requirements of sports 
governance, and to associate 
itself with a respected martial 
arts NGB, and that in return it 

AS emailed me 8:22 am on 13 
February, indicating he needed 
to talk to me. We spoke on the 
phone at 9am and he informed 
me that the EJU were 
withdrawing the championships 
because of the UFC 
relationship, that the BJA had 
indicated it would withdraw 
from the UFC relationship, and 
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24 June 2014, when the 
board agreed in principle to 
proceed with caution, it 
received an email from AS 
dated 11 July 2014: “I 
felt  that you should all be 
aware of the progress 
provide you with information 
so that if and  when asked by 
anyone about the 
sponsorship you had the right 
information. 

replied to this with a 
number of questions.  I 
endorsed 
questions and added my own 
in an email copied to all 
Board members dated 12 
July 2014.  
AS sent it to  on 15 July in 
response to an email on 14 
July.   He indicated that he 
had held off until we resolve 
the conflict of interest issue, 
and that he had asked for 
advice from UKS 
Governance on the process.  

sent the contract to me, 
but I could not fully 
understand it, and considered 
that the BJA required 
independent legal advice.  
On 15 July I emailed . 

 is the of the 
finance risk and governance 
group, and had been absent 

remainder of the UFC 
sponsorship.  We were told the 
Combat Sports Federation 
would deal with administration 
and management, that the UFC 
needed a regulatory structure, 
and that we were providing 
consultancy in exchange for 
sponsorship.  We were told that 
the sponsorship would be 
announced on July 19 in Dublin.  
I was unclear of the status and 
purpose of CSF; the language 
had not been consistent, and it 
had been unclear when the 
expression “we” was used 
whether that meant the BJA, 
and if so whether CSF was a 
vehicle for the BJA to engage 
with the UFC.  I was unclear 
why a new organisation needed 
to be established, since there 
are several existing martial arts 
organisations, so I looked up 
CSF after the meeting.  
Although it had only just been 
established, I thought it was 
possible that there may have 
been an explanation, which is 
why I raised the question of its 
status.  I was not content that I 
had an adequate understanding 
of the situation, but had no 
reason to suspect that the BJA’s 
interests were being harmed. 

would provide financial 
support to assist the BJA to 
stage two major events to a 
high standard.  I had the 
impression that it was to be a 
partnership. 

that the EJU would be meeting 
later to decide how to proceed.  
The same day, 13 February 
2015, I received an email from 
KB at 4:51pm confirming the 
cancellation. 
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at the board meeting on 24 
June 2014.  On 11/07/14 
there was an email from AS 
to Board: “As you are aware 
we agreed to accept the 
sponsorship on offer from 
UFC. We have now accepted 
the offer and signed the 
contract. The official launch 
will take place next Friday at 
noon in Dublin at a major 
UFC event.” 
I had raised with the 
need for clarity around CSF, 
and KB issued a statement in 
response dated 13 July 2014.  
After I reported my concerns 
to him, he made some 
enquiries, and the email to 
the board dated 16 July 
reflected position as I 
understood it. 

Yes, a draft of the agreement 
was given to me in hard copy 
when I attended my BJA 
induction on 27 August 2014. 

It was explained to me that CSF 
had been set up at UFC’s 
request to be its agent for 
securing sponsorship deals. I 
was told that Kerrith Brown was 
a Director of CSF and that this 
interest had been declared at an 
earlier Board meeting (prior to 
my appointment onto the 
Board). 

Yes, I would define the 
relationship as a sponsorship 
relationship between the UFC 
and the BJA. The nature of 
the relationship was set out in 
the sponsorship agreement 
referred to in question 5 
above, in which the BJA 
granted a broad set of 
sponsorship rights to the 
UFC. 

I was informed that the 
Championships were being 
withdrawn from Glasgow by the 
EJU during a telephone 
conversation with Andrew 
Scoular on 12 February 2015 
(unfortunately I don’t recall the 
exact time). I was told that 
Andrew Scoular and Kerrith 
Brown were still in contact with 
the EJU and were hoping to be 
able to reverse the decision by 
agreeing to terminate the 
sponsorship agreement with 
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the UFC.  

 No, no copy was shown to 
me, although the nature and 
content of the contract was 
mentioned at the board 
meeting prior to my 
resignation. 

 Yes on the surface, although 
I believed there to be other 
agendas. 

I had resigned at this point. 

No response provided     

 No. All the necessary information 
was provided by myself and 
Andrew Scholar to the Board as 
part of the summing up process.  

It was a Sponsorship 
Relationship between BJA & 
UFC, the deal having been 
brokered by CSF. 

On 11 February 2015 by letter. 
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QUESTIONS 9-13 

 Qu 9 
In what ways were you 
kept informed of the 
situation following the 
withdrawal of the 
European Judo 
Championships from 
Glasgow? Please provide 
full details 

Qu 10  
Were you provided 
with a full copy of the 
legal advice prepared 
by Brabners LLP for 
the BJA following the 
withdrawal of the 
European Judo 
Championships from 
Glasgow? 

Qu 11  
How did you 
interpret such 
advice? 

Qu 12 
Taking into account the 
advice provided by 
Brabners and the 
communications received 
by you from Mr Scoular 
and Mr Brown, did you 
believe the BJA was in 
breach of the EJU 
Contract? Please explain 
your answer. 

Qu 13 
Is there anything else that 
you wish to tell us from your 
direct knowledge which you 
consider to be directly 
relevant to the removal of 
the European 
Championships. 

Board updates by email 
(dates below) and Board 
meeting on 31st March 
2015 and 30th June 2015 
 

 17th February 2015 
 19th February 2015 (x 

2) 
 20th February 2015 
 2nd March 2015 
 6th March 2015 
 5th May 2015 
 25th May 2015 

Yes 
 

In brief I interpreted 
the advice as follows: 

 The definitive 
advice would need 
to be provided by 
lawyers based in 
the country of 
jurisdiction (a firm 
was recommended) 

 That the advice of 
Brabners was 
based on how the 
case would be 
considered under 
English law. 

 I noted Brabners 
comments at 3.3.1 
Clause 4.7(b) 
paragraphs 4,6 and 
7. 

 

Possibly on two counts 
(see below) however my 
final judgment on this 
matter will depend on the 
advice of the Maltese 
Lawyers. 

 Failure to pay the 
license fee on time. 

 Failure to comply with 
clause 4.7(b) of the 
contract between the 
EJU and the BJA. 

 

No. 
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 Following the withdrawal of 
the championships the 
Chief Executive provided 
information to the Board in 
a timely way through email, 
briefings and at Board 
Meetings 

Yes – if you are referring 
to document – Brabners 
European Judo Union – 
v – British judo 
Association “Note of 
Advice 16/01/2015” 

I do not interpret legal 
advice; I employ 
lawyers to do that on 
my behalf. The advice 
provided is caveated 
and appears to 
generally support the 
actions taken by the 
EJU, based on the 
information that 
informed it. 

Yes – The advice provided 
and communications 
received does not 
obsvigate the association 
from discharging its duties 
in line with the signed 
Contract - Clause 4.7 B. It 
clearly states that “All 
contracts with any sponsors 
have to be cleared by the 
EJU before they are 
signed”. So far as I am 
aware there is no evidence 
that this happened - The 
contract is quite clear 
regarding sponsorship. 

The Board have implemented 
a governance structure, 
compliant with advice and 
guidance from UK Sport, that 
should enable and facilitate 
oversight of “all” business of 
the association. The 
“executive” are responsible for 
in this instance, ensuring 
contract compliance and for 
supporting the Chairperson in 
discharging his duties in line 
with any policy and again in 
this instance, contractual 
arrangements, for which he is 
directly responsible for on 
behalf of the association. From 
the information that has been 
made available to me it 
appears that that there has 
been a contract management 
failure in key areas, which has 
contributed to the decision 
taken by the EJU to terminate 
the contract. It is also a 
concern for me that 
discussions may have been 
taking place prior to the 
cancellation of the event that 
the Board or some members 
on the Board, may not have 
been informed of. I am also 
unclear of the role that the 
Organisation Committee had 
particularly in relation to the 
events leading up to 
termination. 
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Up-dated at the following 
BJA board meetings. 
Additionally officials of the 
EJU (President and vice 
president) verbally up-
dated me at EJU Judo 
events I attended. This 
information was relayed to 
the BJA board with EJU 
consent. 

Yes - February 17th. The report seemed to 
indicate there was an 
element of EJU 
‘blame’. After fully 
digesting the report, I 
personally interpreted 
this as an attempt to 
support a BJA 
insurance claim for 
costs arising for the 
cancellation of the EJU 
contract, therefore 
more of a damage 
limitation exercise. 

Yes this was a breach of 
contract- The president of 
the EJU verbally informed, 
Mr Brown and Mr Scoular 
on several occasions, the 
EJU was ‘unhappy’ with the 
BJA’s relationship with UFC 
and therefore Mixed Martial 
Arts (MMA). There was a 
clear breach of contract on 
two points: 1) All potential 
contracts with other 
sponsors must be approved 
by the EJU before signing. 
2) BJA’s failure to meet 
contractual deadlines 
regarding payment i.e. 50% 
none refundable deposit 
within one month of 
signing, and the other 50% 
of the fee must be paid by, 
‘no later than’ 3 months 
before the event. Neither 
deadlines were met. 

I voiced my concerns both 
formally and informally to 
fellow board members 
including Mr Brown on several 
occasions regarding the BJA/ 
UFC relationship and the 
conflict this was causing with 
the EJU. Even after the 
withdrawal of the contract by 
the EJU Mr Brown continued 
to pursue the UFC 
sponsorship contract. This in 
my opinion further inflamed the 
situation and greatly 
diminished the changes of 
repairing relationships with the 
EJU. I strongly believe Mr 
Browns relationship with the 
UFC/ IMMAF/CSF was a direct 
conflict of interest and not in 
the best interest of the BJA 
membership, and directly 
contravenes a key duty of a 
BJA board member i.e. ‘to put 
the interests of the BJA first.’ 

 On February 16th, Andrew 
Scoular 
emails an update which I 
presume you have, running 
to 16 pages (I can email a 
copy if you wish, please let 
me know if you require 
this). The EJU contract was 
emailed at the same time. 
Further updates came later 
as events unfolded. I 

Yes It was fairly easy to 
summarise the advice. 
Brabners firstly stated 
that the contract was 
heavily biased towards 
EJU. This I could see 
for myself from reading 
it. it is also something I 
would expect, as the 
EJU was able to 
virtually dictate the 

I took the view, and 
continue to take the view, 
that the real question is not 
whether the BJA were in 
breach of but whether we 
were in significant breach. 
By “significant”, I mean, 
had we breached the 
contract in such a way that 
the problems could not be 
sorted out by amicable 

On the issue of UFC 
involvement, I examined the 
email trail that had been 
presented to the Board. 
Stipulating that it is a full 
record of all email 
correspondence, and I have no 
reason to suppose otherwise, I 
noted that the EJU had 
indicated concern about UFC 
involvement but had at no 
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consider that, given my role 
on the Board, these were of 
sufficient detail for my 
needs in fulfilling my duties.  

terms of the 
agreement. Brabners 
then stated that we 
had very few legal 
options for redress 
against the EJU. 

agreement to the full 
satisfaction of both parties, 
that may not be that same 
thing as a legal breach. I 
examined the situation 
regarding the non-payment 
of the license fee and 
talked to the 

 
I concluded that the 

EJU appeared to have very 
suddenly demanded 
payment of the licence fee 
in full and had not given a 
reasonable period of notice, 
although the timing may 
have been within the 
bounds of the contract. I 
have also spoken to others 
with experience of EJU 
events who say that the 
payment of the fee is 
usually allowed on quite 
elastic time frames, even in 
cases being paid after the 
event has taken place and 
being paid out of the 
revenues of the event. 

 

point suggested or even hinted 
that this could be cause for 
withdrawal of the 
championships, and then 
suddenly announced that the 
championships had been 
withdrawn, with absolutely no 
prior warning in writing that this 
might happen

I further noted that the BJA 
appealed, having agreed to 
sever all UFC connection with 
the event, but the appeal was 
rejected. 
An examination of the political 
situation and related issues 
would indicate that the EJU 
were able to “find” and 
alternative host in a 
remarkable short period of 
time, and that this happened to 
coincide with the provision of 
an Olympic qualification event 
in judo at the Baku event,  
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I was 

also satisfied with  
statement that it was not 
reasonably possible, given 
our governance, the size of 
the fee and the fact that it is 
non-refundable, to pay the 
fee within the time frame 
the EJU suddenly 
requested, assuming that 
there had been no prior 
demand which had been 
hidden from us. I consider it 
unlikely that  would 
collude 

 
 

    
 
 

    
   

 

I am 
aware that this is a rather 
indirect answer to the 
question. To now be much 
more direct and stick more 
closely to the question, I would 
respond that yes, in my 
opinion the BJA was in breach 
of the contract. I do not 
however believe that the 
breach was irreparable or that 
it was necessary to withdraw 
the championships as a result, 
and I consider that qualification 
to be important. 

 E mail updates from the 
C.E.O. to the best of my 
knowledge 

I believe there may have 
been  

There was fault on 
both sides 

  

Up until the BJA Board 
meeting on Tuesday 17th of 
February I received 
telephone calls from both 
Andrew and Kerrith. At the 
board meeting of the 17th 

the Board agreed to 
establish a short life 

As a member of the 
above steering group I 
received a copy of the 
legal advice received 
from both Brabners and 
the Maltese Law firm 
which was engaged on 
our behalf, together with 

I’m not sure that I 
understand this 
question. 

Taking into account 
information received from 
all relevant sources I do not 
consider the BJA to have 
been in breach of contract. 
I base this view significantly 
on the fact the BJA/ UFC 
sponsorship relationship 
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working group to deal with 
the immediate aftermath of 
the withdrawal of the 
Championships, I served 
on this group which met by 
telephone several times per 
week in the weeks following 
the withdrawal of the 
hosting rights to the 
championships. Therefore I 
was kept completely up to 
date regarding the issues 
arising, and progress 
made, in managing the 
situation. 

information regarding 
the claims and 
associated information 
submitted to the BJA 
Event Insurers. The 
initial legal advice was 
also presented to the 
BJA Board meeting on 
the 17thof February 
2015. 

pertained to the overall 
activity of the BJA and the 
only reference to the 
European Championships 
was the advertising media 
to be sited within the 
venue’s fan zone and not 
the arena or field of play. In 
addition the BJA Chair and 
the CEO were undertaking 
regular dialogue with EJU 
representatives at both 
operational and strategic 
levels to plan the efficient 
delivery of the 2015 
European Championships, 
and at no time was the 
issue of the BJA/UFC 
sponsorship agreement 
raised formally, either 
verbally or in writing. The 
BJA and EJU were party to 
a formal written contract 
which governed the rights 
and responsibilities of each 
organisation, including a 
clause empowering the 
EJU ‘to disapprove any 
sponsor’. Therefore I would 
have thought it reasonable 
that if indeed they were 
uncomfortable even the 
planned very limited 
involvement of the UFC as 
an advertiser in the event 
Fan Zone, and that 
consequently they 
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considered the BJA to be in 
danger of breaching the 
clause detailed above then 
they would have raised this 
issue formally with our 
representatives at least 
verbally but preferably in 
writing. No such 
communication was 
received by the BJA, which 
denied the BJA the 
opportunity to discuss and 
potentially remedy any 
‘perceived’ breach of 
contract claimed by the 
EJU.  

 I was kept informed via 
email. 

No, I did not get a copy 
of the legal advice from 
Brabners. 

No copy provided. No, I don’t believe that 
there was a breach of the 
EJU contract and that the 
members of the board 
acted in good faith for the 
good and benefit of the 
BJA, however the entry into 
the contract with UFC 
without the prior approval of 
the EJU probably didn’t 
help the case for the BJA to 
retain the European 
Championships and maybe 
the EJU felt that BJA had 
overstep the mark, but this 
is only my opinion. 

No 

From BJA CEO (Andrew 
Scoular) via email and at 
BOD meetings. 

Yes Looked like sound 
advice 

No. from the information 
received from the CEO and 
Chairman all appeared to 

No 
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be fine. 

I think the communication 
was adequate following the 
decision to 
withdraw.  However, I 
indicated that there were 
two distinct and separate 
courses of action to take. 
One was a damage 
limitation exercise and the 
other was an independent 
review of the circumstances 
of the loss of the 
championships. I think the 
decision to try to run the 
two together through a 
working party that was set 
up was wrong headed in 
the extreme and that it was 
the role of those tasked 
with the governance of the 
BJA who should 
commission the review. I 
extricated the conduct of 
the review from the task 
force and got the two 
independent directors on 
the Finance, Risk and 
Governance Pannel to 
head up the conduct of the 
Independent review from 
the BJA's perspective. The 
task force has reported 
back regarding the work 
done to limit the damage. 
Various individuals have 

Can't recall whether it 
was the full advice or 
preliminary advice or a 
precis. My recollection 
was that it was 
preliminary advice and 
subject to taking further 
advice on Maltese law 
as it relates to the 
contract. 

My overall 
interpretation was that 
we could've been 
exposed and we would 
be advised to not run a 
costly legal action the 
outcome of which 
would be uncertain. In 
the circumstances, 
seeing that we would 
be suing the EJU, it 
again would not be 
beneficial to do so 
from a longer term 
political perspective. 

My understanding was, 
based on comments from 
the executive and Chair, 
that there were minor 
technical breaches that 
wouldn't amount to a 
breach of contract but that 
it was neither commercially 
nor politically sensible to
progress the matter through 
the courts. This was 
especially so as it 
transpired that our insurers 
were minded to settle our 
claims. On reflection, I think 
it was at this stage that it 
was indicated that our 
insurers were paying up as 
they considered that we 
had not breached the 
contract. I may be wrong on 
this but that was my 
recollection. 

No 
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been involved in trying to 
repair the relationship 
damage with the EJU 
although I have no 
knowledge of whether this 
latter aspect has been 
effective or otherwise. 

 17 February 2015 board 
meeting.  A small steering 
group was formed to 
monitor progress.  
Thereafter, regular updates 
by email, including action 
plans and risk registers 
and:-  

 19 February steering 
group conference call 

 25 February meeting  
 27 February steering 

group conference call 
 March steering group 

conference call.  Agreed 
to get IMMAF & 
UKMMAF articles for next 
Board meeting.   

 7 and 8 March all board 
members attended 
competitions in Sheffield 

 Action plan was regularly 
updated, so board 
members knew position if 
asked. 

 10 March board meeting 
 25 March steering group 

conference call 
 30 March board members 

We were provided with 
the initial briefing note at 
the Board meeting on 17 
February 2015.  

I had the impression 
that, under Maltese 
law, the concept of 
good faith was of 
critical importance.  I 
interpreted the advice 
as indicating that there 
were areas where the 
BJA were vulnerable 
to an allegation of 
breach of contract. 

I believe that the EJU had a 
contract with the BJA which 
was very one sided, not to 
say unfair, and that the 
relationship between the 
parties was based more on 
what was said and 
understood between the 
parties, than on what the 
legal documents contained.  
I could see that a case 
could be made out for 
breach of contract, notably 
in connection with the 
timing of the payments.  
However there was a 
strong counterargument, 
based on custom and 
practice, and the EJU’s 
acquiescence in the status 
quo ante.  The money for 
the licence was available to 
the BJA, and the BJA 
would have no reason to 
jeopardise this prestigious 
event for non-payment, if in 
fact it was aware that the 
event was in jeopardy.  
Given the on-going 

had been present at the 
meeting on 24 June 2014. He 
was invited to comment on the 
potential relationship with the 
sponsorship and the proposal 
to hold an event at Wembley.  
He said the IJF were 
interested, and that there was 
prestige and having events in 
London and Paris.  
Minutes of the 9 December 
2014 meeting (I missed the 
meeting, but have a copy of 
the minutes) records, in the 
chairman’s report, that KBE 
had been appointed to the 
IMMAF Board of Directors.   It 
also stated that he had 
attended with George Kerr 
(President) and Colin Draycott 
(Vice President of BJA and 
member of the IJF’s ethics 
committee) and that a 
presentation by the CEO had 
been well received.  The report 
added that comments had 
been made about the 
relationship with UFC.  The 
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dinner 
 31 March board meeting. 
 May update on EJU 

agreement 
 30 July board meeting 

relationship between the 
EJU and the BJA, it 
seemed unlikely that the 
EJU would act gratuitously 
and without warning to 
repudiate the contract, 
unless the BJA had been 
explicitly advised of the 
risk.  I was not aware that 
the EJU had told the BJA 
that its association with 
UFC was fundamentally 
incompatible with the terms 
of its licence for the event, 
or its affiliation to the EJU.  
There was a strong feeling 
among some board 
members that the unilateral 
withdrawal of the 
championships from the 
BJA was directly connected 
with the desire to have a 
high-ranking judo 
competition as part of the 
inaugural European Games 
in 2015.  

report further added that the 
chair and the president had 
been given badges of honour.  
As the EJU had known for 
many months about the UFC 
Association, I find it 
inconceivable that the senior 
EJU personnel would not have 
spoken directly to the 
President if they had wanted 
the championships to go 
ahead in Glasgow without the 
involvement of the UFC.  
8/12/14 AS asked to look 
at Contract with Wembley 
10/1/15 reply to AS that it 
seemed risky for BJA.  
Annotated & returned it.  
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A Board meeting took place 
on 17 February where the 
situation was discussed. In 
the days and weeks that 
followed, Andrew Scoular 
kept the Board informed of 
developments via frequent 
emails. I was also part of 
the working group that had 
been set up to manage the 
situation in relation to 
stakeholder 
communications and 
stakeholder management. 

A copy of the advice 
note prepared by 
Brabners was given to 
me at the Board meeting 
on 17 February 2015 

The advice by 
Brabners was 
caveated with a 
statement saying that 
they were unable to 
provide advice on 
Maltese Law (the EJU 
Contract was 
governed by Maltese 
law) and 
recommended that the 
BJA seeks legal 
advice from a Maltese 
firm. However, based 

As noted by Brabners 
whether or not the BJA was 
in breach of the EJU 
Contract depends in part on 
the interpretation of clause 
4.7b. if it is assumed that 
the approval referred to in 
clause 4.7b relates to 
approval of sponsorship 
rights relating to the 
Championships, then it 
would seem that the BJA 
did in fact breach this 
clause as to the best of my 

No 
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The working group spoke 
via conference call and/or 
communicated by email for 
the first few weeks and the 
frequency of the contact 
reduced after approx. 3-4 
weeks. 

on their reading of the 
various documents, 
they were unable to 
state conclusively 
whether the BJS was 
in breach of its 
agreement with the 
EJU and in the event 
that it was indeed in 
breach, what damages 
the EJU could 
potentially claim. Their 
view seemed to be 
that “on the face of it” 
there were strong 
arguments to suggest 
that the BJA was in 
breach of the contract 
but they did not 
definitively confirm 
this. 

knowledge, approval for the 
rights granted to the UFC 
under clause 4.1 of the 
UFC/CSF agreement had 
not been approved by the 
EJU before the agreement 
was signed (though I 
understand that approval 
was sought later. However, 
the UFC/CSF agreement 
did allow the BJA to offer 
substitute alternative rights 
in the event that it is unable 
to deliver any of it rights, so 
it would have been possible 
for the BJA to replace these 
rights with others not 
relating to the 
Championships. Further, 
based on my experience of 
commercial contracts, it is 
usual for termination 
clauses to specify the 
materiality of a breach and 
to allow a party to remedy a 
material breach within a 
certain time before 
termination comes into 
effect. I note that the EJU 
Contract did not include 
such provisions. My 
general opinion is that 
whilst the EJU seems to 
have been within its rights 
to terminate the agreement, 
they have applied a very 
strict interpretation to the 
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contract. In most 
partnerships of this nature, 
it would be usual for both 
parties to work together to 
resolve any issues before 
terminating a contract. 

 
 

I had resigned at this point I had resigned at this 
point 

I had resigned at this 
point 

I had resigned at this point I had resigned at this point 

 A steering group was set 
up initially. Please refer to 
British Judo timeline.  

Yes an email was sent 
to the Board 
immediately, informing 
them that the European 
Championships had 
been lost.  
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Schedule 3 - Transcript of Interview with  

SEE ATTACHED
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Schedule 4 - Transcript of Interview with  

SEE ATTACHED
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Schedule 5 - Transcript of interview with 

SEE ATTACHED
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Schedule 6 – Index of key documents relied upon 
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