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Date of hearing : 22 September 2025  

  

1. This document sets out the written reasons for the decision in this Regulatory Commission 

(“the Commission”) as to sanction in each case.  

2. This document should be read in conjunction with the “Decision and Reasons on Liability” 

dated 24 July 2025 after a contested hearing held on 22 July 2025 as to liability in the case of 

Birmingham City FC (“BCFC”). Liability for this misconduct was found proved against BCFC. 

Liability had already been admitted by Cambridge United FC (“CUFC”) on 2 June 2025.  

3. This document does not set out the entirety of the evidence heard by the Commission. It 

sets out the relevant evidence on the central relevant issues as heard by the Commission and 

assessed by the Commission in reaching findings of fact.   

4. The Commission dealt with these two consolidated sets of proceedings pursuant to 

Regulation 13 of the Disciplinary Regulations1 as they both arise out of the same incident in the  

same match.  

5. The Commission met by Microsoft Teams meeting on 22 September 2025 to consider the 

issue of sanction in each case for the charge contrary to FA Rule E20.1.  

  

(1) The charges.   

(i) Birmingham City FC  

6. By charge letter  dated 30 May 20252 The Football Association (“The FA”) alleged that  

Birmingham City FC (“BCFC”) during the English Football League One match against Cambridge 

United FC on 3 May 2025 (“the match”) failed to ensure that its players and/or technical area 

occupants did not behave in a way which was improper and/or provocative.  

7. Accordingly, The FA charged BCFC with:  

 
1 FA Handbook 2024-25, page 173. 2 
Pages 4 to 5 of the case bundle.  
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i. Failing on 3 May 2025, at half-time of the fixture, in or around the tunnel area, to ensure that 

its players and/or technical area occupants did not behave in a way which was improper 

and/or provocative contrary to rule E20.1 of the Rules of the Football  

  
Association.   

8. BCFC denied the charge in correspondence dated 4 June 2025 and requested a personal 

hearing2.  

9. Liability was found proved after a contested hearing held on 22 July 2025.  

  

(ii) Cambridge United FC  

10. By charge letter  dated 30 May 20253 The Football Association (“The FA”) alleged that  

Cambridge United FC (“CUFC”) during the English Football League One match against 

Birmingham City FC on 3 May 2025 (“the match”) failed to ensure that its players and/or technical 

area occupants did not behave in a way which was improper and/or provocative.  

11. Accordingly, The FA charged CUFC with:  

i. Failing on 3 May 2025, at half-time of the fixture, in or around the tunnel area, to ensure that 

its players and/or technical area occupants did not behave in a way which was improper 

and/or provocative contrary to rule E20.1 of the Rules of the Football Association.   

12. CUFC admitted the charge in correspondence  dated 2 June 2025 and requested a paper 

hearing5.   

  

(2) The sanction framework.  

(i) 2.1. FA Rule E20.  

13. FA Rule E20 provides:  

 
2 3 Page 27 of the case bundle.  
3 Pages 30 to 31 of the case bundle. 5 

Page 53 of the case bundle.  
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“E20. Each Affiliated Association, Competition and Club shall be responsible for ensuring 

that its Directors, players, officials, employees, servants and representatives, attending 

any match do not:   

E20.1 behave in a way which is improper, offensive, violent, threatening, abusive, 

indecent, insulting or provocative.”  

14. The FA’s ‘Essential Information for Clubs 2024/25’ sets out when incidents of ‘Mass 

Confrontation’ will be reported to The FA by Match Officials.  

15. In summary, Match Officials are required to report any incident where two or more players 

or club officials are involved in a confrontation with opposing players or club officials2.   

  

(ii) Designation of the charges as non-standard   

16. In respect of both Clubs, the charge has been designated as “Non-Standard”.  

17. Such designation is for the following reasons.   

18. For BCFC:  

i. due to previous breaches by the Club of FA Rule E20.1 in the 12 months preceding the 

current breach; and  ii. due to the involvement of technical area occupants.   

19. For CUFC:  

i. due to the involvement of technical area occupants.   

20. By virtue of paragraph 8 of The FA Disciplinary Regulations, Part E – Fast Track 

Regulations, Fast Track 2, The FA has an absolute discretion as to the designation 

of a case as a ‘Standard Case’. In exercising the discretion, The FA will not designate 

a case as Standard if, inter alia, one or more of the following applies:   

a. Where the particular facts of the alleged Misconduct are of a serious and/or unusual 

nature, as determined by The FA; and/or   

b. Where the Participant Charged had been issued a Charge for a similar matter, as 

determined by The FA, in the preceding 12 months, and that Charge was found 

proven.   
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21. In accordance with the “Non-Standard Penalty Guidelines” applicable to the 2024/25 

season, where a breach has been admitted, a Regulatory Commission may disregard 

the Standard Penalty available and may impose a maximum sanction of a £25,000 fine 

in respect of a League One Club.  

22. For each successive “Non-Standard breach” of FA Rule E20 within a 12-month period by 

a Club, the maximum fine available to a Commission shall double and then treble (and 

continue on that trajectory for further such breaches within the requisite period).   

  

(3) The submissions on sanction.  

23. The Commission read and considered all of the following written documents when 

considering the appropriate sanction in this case.  

24. The contents of those documents are not repeated herein but the Commission refers to 

those documents insofar as relevant in the reasoning set out below as to the sanction imposed 

and gives due weight to these submissions as so mentioned.  

  

(i) The FA.  

25.  The Commission read and considered:  

 i.  “The FA’s submissions on sanction” dated 7 August 2025.  

  

(ii) BCFC.  

24.  The Commission read and considered:  

 i.  “Birmingham City FC submissions on sanction” dated 22 August 2025.  

  

(iii) CUFC.  

25.  The Commission read and considered:  

i. Statement of Matt Clements (Head of Operations & Club Secretary, Cambridge United  

 
4 6 Pages 55 to 56 of the case 
bundle.  
5 Page 57 of the case bundle.  
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FC), undated6;  

ii. Statement of Neil Harris (Head Coach, Cambridge United FC), undated7;  

iii. Statement of Barry Corr (Assistant head Coach, Cambridge United FC), undated6;  

iv. Statement of James Gibbons (Player, Cambridge United FC), undated7;  

  

(4) The Commission’s factual findings and legal conclusions as to sanction.  

28. Where it is necessary for the Commission to come to any conclusion(s) as to the relevant 

facts, the burden of proof is borne by The FA to prove the fact(s) upon the balance of probability.   

29. The test to be applied is that the Commission is satisfied an event occurred if the 

Commission considers that, on the evidence, the occurrence of the event was more likely than 

not.   

  

(i) Birmingham City FC.  

30. The proven misconduct charge against BCFC represents a further breach of FA Rule 

E20.1 within the 12 months preceding 3 May 2025.   

31. BCFC’s previous breaches can be summarised as follows:  

i. A fixture against Wrexham AFC on 16 September 2024 for which the Club accepted the  

Standard “Penalty 1” of £2,500;   

ii. A fixture against Shrewsbury Town FC on 8 October 2024 for which the Club admitted the 

misconduct and received a financial penalty of £7,500; and   

iii. A fixture against Bolton Wanderers FC on 4 March 2025 for which the Club admitted the 

misconduct and received a financial penalty of £12,500;  

32. This proven misconduct therefore amounts to the fourth breach by BCFC of FA Rule E20.1 

within a 12-month period. It is noteworthy that the financial sanctions imposed for the 

above relevant misconduct at (ii) and (ii) included a reduction for the fact that BCFC 

admitted the misconduct. It follows that the starting point for assessment of sanction by 

 
6 Page 58 of the case bundle.  
7 9 Page 59 of the case bundle.  
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the relevant Commission must have been somewhat higher. Such reduction of sanction 

cannot apply in this case where liability was contested by BCFC.  

33. In these circumstances, the maximum financial penalty applicable to the latest proved 

misconduct is a fine of £100,000.  

34. The following aggravating factors apply in the case of BCFC:  

i. This proven misconduct represents BCFC’s fourth breach of FA Rule E20.1 in a 12-month 

period. The financial sanctions imposed on the previous occasions have failed to serve 

as a sufficient deterrent. The repeated misconduct indicates that and BCFC has not taken 

adequate steps to ensure there is no repetition of its previous misconduct;  

ii. This was a mass confrontation involving a significant number of individuals from both  

BCFC and CUFC. The evidence heard by the Commission 8  included evidence that 

“…There were perhaps 30 or so people in the tunnel area. Everyone was pushing and 

shoving. It was difficult to identify individuals and specific events. Lots of people looked 

unhappy. It was not clear what they were shouting about. Plainly the players and coaching 

staff of both teams were unhappy with each other. There was a very hostile atmosphere 

between the two sides.”. This was plainly a confrontation involving many players and 

technical area staff. This included a member of BCFC’s security staff. There is good 

evidence that BCFC staff were initially reluctant to provide the identity of that member of 

BCFC security staff to match officials. The scale of the disorder is a significant aggravating 

factor;  

iii. The issue of liability was contested. Although this in itself is to be reflected by the fact 

there is no reduction of the inevitable financial sanction, it also displays a lack of insight 

and contrition in relation to the proved misconduct. Although BCFC apologise in their 

written submissions upon sanction, there has not been a frank acceptance of wrongdoing 

by or on behalf of BCFC for involvement in this mass confrontation. Simple acceptance 

of the decision of the Commission upon liability is not a frank admission of blame for the 

misconduct.  

35. The following mitigating factors apply in the case of BCFC:  

 
8 Evidence of Paul Lister-Flynn, Match Official.  
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i. The mass confrontation occurred in the tunnel area and therefore was not seen by 

spectators or the general public; ii. Some members of BCFC playing or technical area 

staff tried to defuse the situation.  

36. The Commission notes this was an EFL League One match.  

37. In all of the circumstances, the Commission adopts a starting point to reflect this 

misconduct (including the aggravating features cited above and including the relevant 

previous  

  
misconduct) of a fine of £25,000.  

38. This figure must then be adjusted downwards for the mitigating factors cited above. This 

is mitigation to a significant but limited degree in all of the circumstances due to the nature 

of the misconduct itself. This results in a downward adjustment to £20,000.  

39. Accordingly, BCFC is fined £20,000.  

40. The Commission considered whether any part of the financial sanction should be 

suspended.   

41. Regulation 44 of the FA disciplinary regulations9 provides (our emphasis):   

“44. When considering imposing a suspended penalty, a Regulatory Commission must:   

a) Determine the appropriate penalty for the breach, irrespective of any 

consideration of it being suspended; and   

b) Consider whether there is a clear and compelling reason(s) for suspending 

that penalty; if so   

i. Set out what the clear and compelling reason(s) are; and   

ii. Decide the period of the suspension, or event, until which the penalty will be 

suspended; and  iii. Upon what other terms or conditions, if any, the penalty will be 

suspended.”   

 
9 Page 177 of the FA Handbook 2024/25.   
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42. Having considered the Regulations, the Commission concludes there are no clear and 

compelling reasons for suspending all or any part of the financial penalty.  

43. Accordingly, the fine of £20,000 is not suspended in whole or in part.  

  

(i) Cambridge United FC.  

44. CUFC admitted the misconduct and accordingly did not contest liability.  

45. Whilst CUFC has no breaches of FA Rule E20.1 in the 12 months preceding 3 May  

2025, CUFC does have a previous breach of FA Rule E20.1 arising from a fixture against  

  
Ipswich Town FC on 2 April 2022 (for which CUFC received a £2,500 fine).  

46. The following aggravating factors apply in the case of CUFC:  

i. This was a mass confrontation involving a significant number of individuals from both  

BCFC and CUFC. The evidence heard by the Commission 10  included evidence that 

“…There were perhaps 30 or so people in the tunnel area. Everyone was pushing and 

shoving. It was difficult to identify individuals and specific events. Lots of people looked 

unhappy. It was not clear what they were shouting about. Plainly the players and coaching 

staff of both teams were unhappy with each other. There was a very hostile atmosphere 

between the two sides.”. This was plainly a confrontation involving many players and 

technical area staff. The scale of the disorder is a significant aggravating factor;  

ii. On the balance of probability, the Commission accepts that Neil Harris (the Head Coach 

of CUFC) was highly aggressive and confrontational in this mass confrontation. This 

behaviour from a senior figure at CUFC who should be leading by example is a significant 

aggravating factor.  

47. The following mitigating factors apply in the case of CUFC:  

i. The mass confrontation occurred in the tunnel area and therefore was not seen by 

spectators or the general public; ii. Some members of CUFC playing or technical area 

staff tried to defuse the situation.  

 
10 Evidence of Paul Lister-Flynn, Match Official.  
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48. In these circumstances, the maximum financial penalty applicable to the latest admitted 

misconduct is a fine of £25,000.  

49. Had the case been categorised as a “standard” case, the standard applicable penalty for 

CUFC would be £2,500.  

50. CUFC admitted the charge at an early stage. The position of CUFC throughout 

proceedings has been to accept responsibility for the role its players and technical area 

staff played in the misconduct.  

51. In initial observations11 provided by CUFC to The FA (prior to any charges being issued), 

the Club accepted a “coming together did occur involving players and staff from both 

clubs”.  

Similarly, a statement from Matt Clements, CUFC’s Head of Operations and Club Secretary14,  

  
reiterates CUFC’s position that the incident reported by the Match Officials did occur and involved 

both Clubs.    

52. In respect of CUFC, the Commission is required to apply the “Non-Standard Penalty 

guidelines”. The involvement of technical area occupants increases the seriousness of 

the misconduct and will be reflected in the sanction.  

53. The FA has invited the Commission to impose a financial penalty in excess of £2,500 (the 

Standard Penalty for the 2024/25 season for a League One Club which accepts a breach 

of FA Rule E20.1). The maximum financial penalty applicable to CUFC’s breach is 

£25,000.   

54. The Commission notes this was an EFL League One match.  

55. The Commission adopts a starting point to reflect this misconduct (including the 

aggravating features cited above (but excluding reduction for acceptance of the 

misconduct) of a fine of £10,000.  

56. This figure must then be adjusted downwards for the mitigating factors cited above. This 

is mitigation to a significant degree in all of the circumstances due to the higher level of 

insight from CUFC as to the nature of the misconduct itself. This results in a downward 

adjustment to £7,500.  

 
11 See page 16 of the Hearing Bundle.  14 

Page 55 of the case bundle.  
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57 . Finally, CUFC is entitled to a reduction of sanction to reflect the acceptance of the 

misconduct.  

58. Reduction of sanction for acceptance of the misconduct is not a precise mathematical 

calculation. It requires an exercise of discretion. The appropriate and applicable reduction 

of sanction for acceptance of the misconduct will depend at least on the following factors:  

i. The strength or otherwise of the evidential case to be met by the Participant;  

ii. Whether there was a full acceptance of the misconduct at an early stage of the 

proceedings;  

iii. Whether the Participant showed a full and proper insight and contrition in relation to the 

misconduct at an early stage.  

59. In this case, the Commission accepts that CUFC admitted responsibility at an early stage.  

60. However, the case presented by The FA relied upon strong evidence from various sources 

of a mass confrontation involving CUFC players and/or staff. Nonetheless, CUFC has 

shown a good level of insight and admitted the misconduct at a very early stage and 

provided mitigating statements at that time.  

61. The Commission balanced all of the above factors and therefore reduced the appropriate 

sanction from £7,500 to £5,000.  

62. Having considered regulation 44 set out above, the Commission concludes there is no 

clear and compelling reason for suspending all or any of the sporting sanction. Therefore, 

the sporting sanction is not suspended in whole or in part.  

63. Accordingly, the fine of £5,000 is not suspended in whole or in part.   

  

(5) Sanction.  

64. The total sanction in this case is therefore as follows:  

i. BCFC is fined £20,000.  

ii. CUFC is fined £5,000.  

65. Both Birmingham City FC and Cambridge United FC are formally warned as to future 

conduct.  
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66. BCFC will pay the costs of the Commission insofar as the liability hearing on 22 July 2025 

is concerned. Such costs shall be quantified by The FA Judicial Services Department.  

67. There is no order as to costs in relation to the sanction non-personal hearing.  

68. The above sanctions are formally imposed.  

69. There is the right to appeal these decisions in accordance with FA Regulations.  

   

  

ABDUL S. IQBAL KC  

 FRANCIS DUKU  

ALEX COWDY  

  

22 September 2025  


