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DECISION 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
A. INTRODUCTION 

1. In a Compliance Report dated 1 December 2025 (“the Report”) the Club Financial 

Reporting Unit (“CFRU”) detailed the following breaches of EFL Regulations by Sheffield 

Wednesday Football Club (“SWFC”): 

a. Further default days incurred beyond the 123 default days already incurred in 

between 1 July 2025 and 9 July 2025 in breach of EFL Regulation 52.6.5 (“CFRU 
Breach 1”); and 



    

 

b. Non-payment of players on two occasions (July 2025 and September 2025) in 

breach of EFL Regulation 64.7 (“CFRU Breach 2”). 

2. The Report recommended that the appropriate sanction should be a deduction of 8 points 

against SWFC to run concurrently with those other sporting sanctions already imposed 

on the club, totalling 18 points0F

1. 

3. The Report was prepared by the CFRU in accordance with paragraph 4.2, Appendix 6, 

EFL Regulations 2025/26 (“Appendix 6”) for consideration by the Club Financial Review 

Panel (“CFRP”). The report was accompanied by the following exhibits: 

a. CFRU-1 – Relevant Extracts of the EFL Regulations 2025/26. 

b. CFRU-2 – Disciplinary Commission Decision re EFL and Sheffield Wednesday FC 

dated 28 November 2025. 

c. CFRU-3 – EFL Unpaid Salary Sanction Guidelines. 

d. CFRU-4 – Disciplinary Commission Consent Award re The Football League Limited 

and Sheffield United dated 28 March 2024. 

e. CFRU-5 – List of SWFC embargoes during the Relevant Period. 

f. CFRU-6 – Disciplinary Commission Decision re Sanction re EFL and Derby County 

FC dated 30 June 2021. 

4. The Report was sent to SWFC on 1 December 2025. Pursuant to paragraph 4.3 of 

Appendix 6 SWFC was informed that it had fourteen days to confirm whether it agreed or 

disagreed with the report or any part of the Report and where it disagreed provide any 

written observations, together with any supporting documentation. 

5. By letter dated 4 December 2025 solicitors acting for SWFC replied thus: 

“In accordance with paragraph 4.3 of Appendix 6 of the EFL Regulations, the 

Club hereby confirms that it agrees with the Report and the recommendations 

contained within paragraph 7 of the Report – that the Club should receive an 8-
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point deduction to be served concurrently with the other sporting sanctions that 

the Club has already received. In doing so, the Club would like to draw the 

attention of the CFRP to several key points.” 

6. This is the CRFP’s final decision. It is necessarily a summary. We considered and gave 

appropriate weight to all the material made available to us.  

 

B.  REGULATIONS & PROCEDURE.  

7. The Report concerns breaches of EFL Regulations 52.6.5 and 64.7. 

8. The relevant part of EFL Regulation 52.6 states: 

“52.6 Without prejudice to any other powers or restrictions set out in these 

Regulations or as may be ordered by a Disciplinary Commission and/or 

the CFRP, where any Club defaults on payment of any amounts: 

52.6.1 due to any other Club (or club) (including but not limited to any 

Transfer Fee, Compensation Fee, Loan Fee, other contributions 

due pursuant to the terms of any Temporary Loan Transfer, or any 

subsequent payments which become due under the terms of any 

original transfer(s), ticket monies, or other payments pursuant to 

the terms of any other agreement); and/or 

52.6.2  to HMRC as described in Regulation 17; and/or 

52.6.3 covered by Article 47.1.5 (football creditor claims of full time or 

former full time employees for arrears of remuneration due up to 

the date of termination of employment)  

for a period of: 

(a)  10 days (whether one default of 10 days, or a number of individual 

defaults which when taken together amount to 10 days) in any 

12-month period (1 July to 30 June) then that Club shall receive 

a written warning from the League; 



    

 

(b)  20 days (whether one default of 20 days, or a number of individual 

defaults which when taken together amount to 20 days) in any 

12-month period (1 July to 30 June) then that Club shall 

immediately pay to the League a fine as follows: 

(i)  Clubs in League 2, the greater of £2,000 or 5% of the 

outstanding sum due: 

(ii)  Clubs in League 1, the greater of £3,500 or 5% of the 

outstanding sum due; or 

(iii)  Clubs in the Championship, the greater of £6,000 or 5% of 

the outstanding sum due; 

(c)  30 days (whether one default of 30 days, or a number of individual 

defaults which when taken together amount to 30 days) or more 

in any 12-month period (1 July to 30 June) (‘Persistent Default’) 

then that Club shall not be permitted to pay or commit to pay any 

Transfer Fee, Compensation Fee or Loan Fee or any other form 

of payment (other than a sell on fee) in respect of the registration 

of any Player during the period: 

(i)  commencing on the date on which the Persistent Default 

occurred; and 

(ii)  ending three full Transfer Windows after the Persistent 

Default occurred (“Fee Restriction”). 

52.6.4  Where a Fee Restriction is imposed under this Regulation 52.6 the 

Club may appeal to the CFRP via a CFRU Decision Review in 

accordance with Appendix 6 of these Regulations (within 14 days 

of the Fee Restriction being applied) such sanction in 

circumstances where it can prove: 

(a)  any debt counting toward the Persistent Default was not due and 

owing at that time; or 

(b) the sanction applied to it is disproportionate taking into account 

all the circumstances. 



    

 

52.6.5  Where a Club continues to fail to make payment of sums due set 

out above in Regulation 52.6.1 to 52.6.3 then the League may refer 

the Club in default to a Disciplinary Commission or the CFRP as a 

Compliance Matter who shall determine the appropriate further 

sanction (in addition to the Fee Restriction) in accordance with 

Regulation 93. Any referral under this Regulation 52.6.5 shall 

follow the procedural process set out in Appendix 6 of the 

Regulations but for the avoidance of doubt shall not require the 

League to charge the Club, with a referral to the CFRP being 

sufficient on the grounds of misconduct. 

[…]” 

9. EFL Regulation 64 is entitled “Conditions of Contract” and Regulation 64.7 provides: 

“The terms of a Standard Contract between a Club and a Player shall be strictly 

adhered to.” 

10. This matter was expressly referred to the CFRP as a “Compliance Matter” which is defined 

in Appendix 6 as follows: 

“1.5  ‘Compliance Matters’ means: 

1.5.1  any allegation brought by CFRU that a Club is in default of any 

obligation or other requirement as set out in any Financial 

Regulation(s) (whether such allegation was made by the CFRU (or 

The League) prior to the creation of the CFRP); 

1.5.2  ratification of Agreed Decisions proposed by a Club and CFRU in 

relation to matters concerning the Financial Regulations in 

accordance with the procedures set out in Regulation 85 as if the 

same were set out in this Appendix 6; 

1.5.3  disciplinary cases brought by CFRU in relation to a Club’s alleged 

non-compliance with any decision made pursuant to any of the 

Financial Regulations prior to the date of the adoption of this 

Appendix 6.” 

11. Financial Regulations are defined in Appendix 6 as: 



    

 

“1.6.1  Regulation 16 (Club Financial Records); 

1.6.2 Regulation 17 (HMRC Reporting); 

1.6.3  Regulation 52.6 (Fee Restrictions); 

1.6.4  Regulation 54 (Non-payment to Players); 

1.6.5  Regulation 64.7 (Conditions of contract); and 

1.6.6  the Financial Fair Play Regulations.” 

12. The matters referred to us fall within paragraph 1.5.1, Appendix 6. 

13. The procedure for the CFRP is contained in paragraph 4, Appendix 6 which provides: 

“4  Referral of Compliance Matters to the CFRP 

4.1  The CFRU will be responsible for referring Compliance Matters to the 

CFRP. 

4.2  When referring a Compliance Matter to the CFRP the CFRU will be 

required to submit a report to the Chair and the Club concerned which will 

include the following as a minimum requirement: 

4.2.1  the CFRU’s results of its review and questions that it has put to the 

Club; 

4.2.2  the Club’s responses to any questions raised by the CFRU; and 

4.2.3  the CFRU’s recommendation, 

(the ‘Report’). 

4.3  Within 14 days of receiving the Report, the Club will confirm whether it 

agrees with the Report and any recommendations contained therein or 

not. 

4.4  Where the Club confirms that it does not agree with the Report (or any part 

of the Report), the Club will at the same time, provide the CFRP and the 



    

 

CFRU with its written observations, together with any supporting 

documentation. 

4.5  The Club will not be permitted to submit any further documents to the 

CFRP after that deadline save: 

4.5.1 in exceptional circumstances and with the consent of the CFRP; or 

4.5.2 where the CFRU consents; or 

4.5.3 where the CFRP requests additional documentation from the Club. 

4.6  If the Club does not agree with the recommendation of the CFRU, both the 

CFRU and the Club will have the right to request a hearing before the 

CFRP. The Chair also has the right to order that a hearing take place 

where it deems appropriate.” 

14. Appendix 6 is silent as to what procedure should be adopted where, as in this matter, 

there is agreement between a club and CFRU on the Report and the recommendations 

therein. While the parties are agreed, we are not being asked to ratify an “Agreed 

Decision”, as provided by paragraph 1.5.2., it is an agreed position but not an “Agreed 

Decision”. 

15. Therefore, since the CFRU referred this as a “Compliance Matter”1F

2, we concluded that we 

have jurisdiction over it and must determine it. Having considered the papers, and the 

agreement between the parties, the CFRP Chair did not deem it necessary nor 

appropriate to order a hearing. Further, he appointed two members of the CFRP to 

consider this matter with him. 

 

C.  FACTS 

16. The Report states expressly that it should be read in the context of: 

 
2 §2.4-§2.6, Report.  



    

 

a. SWFC entering into administration on 24 October 2025 resulting in a 12-point 

deduction in Season 2025/26; and 

b. SWFC being found guilty of a number of breaches of the EFL Regulations with a 

Disciplinary Commission agreeing that the club should be deducted 6-points in 

Season 2025/26. The CFRP was provided with details of the Disciplinary 

Commission decision and relevant breaches. 

17. In summary the agreed facts are as follows. 

(a) Background 

18. EFL Regulation 52.6.3(c) is commonly known as the ‘30 Day Rule’. It stipulates that if a 

club defaults on: 

a. Sums owed to any other club (including but not limited to any Transfer Fee, 

Compensation Fee, Loan Fee, other contributions due pursuant to the terms of any 

Temporary Loan Transfer, or any subsequent payments which become due under 

the terms of any original transfer(s), ticket monies, or other payments pursuant to 

the terms of any other agreement);  

b. To the HMRC; and/or  

c. due to other football creditors (covered by Article 47.1.5). 

for more than 30 days, then that club shall (subject to appeal) be placed under a Fee 

Restriction.  

19. Clubs who continually default on sums covered by EFL Regulation 52.6 were previously 

referred to a Disciplinary Commission for misconduct but can now be referred to the 

CFRP. 

20. On 3 June 2025, the EFL brought charges against SWFC and its ultimate beneficial 

owner, Dejphon Chansiri (“the Owner”). SWFC and the Owner together were the 

Respondents (“the Respondents”). The matter was referred to a Disciplinary 

Commission (“the Disciplinary Commission Proceedings”). On 24 June 2025 the 

Respondents admitted the breaches but raised points of mitigation in respect of the 



    

 

appropriate sanction. Their response included an appeal against the Fee Restriction 

imposed by the EFL. 

21. The EFL’s Notification of Charges was later amended on 9 July 2025 following a decision 

by the Disciplinary Commission that it would hear all charges up to that date. Given the 

rule amendments at the EFL’s Annual General Meeting in June 2025, any further charges 

post-dating 9 July 2025 for breaches of Financial Regulations, would have to be dealt with 

by the CFRU by referral to the CFRP.  

22. In the Disciplinary Commission Proceedings SWFC was charged with sixteen breaches 

of the EFL Regulations and the Owner with three counts of procuring the SWFC’s 

breaches. The said breaches covered March up to 9 July 2025. Since it has some 

relevance to the facts of the instant matter the charges were as follows: 

a. As against SWFC: 

i. Breaches 1-3: Failure to pay its players on time for the months of March, May 

and June 2025 in breach of Regulation 64.7; 

ii. Breaches 4, 5, 6, 8 and 9: Failure to pay to other clubs five sets of transfer fees 

on time in breach of Regulations 52.6.1; 

iii. Breaches 7 and 10: Failure to pay to other clubs loan fees and wages relating 

to two players in breach of Regulations 52.6.1; 

iv. Breach 11: Failure to pay its HMRC PAYE liability of £1,072,711.25 due on 22 

June 2025 in breach of Regulation 52.6.2; 

v. Breaches 12-14: Failure to pay its employee (non-player) wages on time for 

the months of March, May and June 2025 in breach of Regulation 52.6.1; and 

vi. Breaches 15-16: Failure to self-report its defaults in respect of (i) the May 2025 

employee (non-player) wages; and (ii) the May 2025 loan wages due to 

Southampton in respect of Shea Charles, in breach of Regulation 52.6.6. 

vii. In total, SWFC’s breaches that were the subject of the Disciplinary Commission 

Proceedings totalled £5,304,367.74 of defaults for 260 days up to and including 



    

 

9 July 2025. The totals relating to the period 1 July 2025 to 9 July 2025 (i.e. 

from the start of Season 2025/26) are £4,275,665.84 and 123 days 

respectively.) 

b. As against the Owner: 

i. Breach 1: That Mr Chansiri procured the Club’s Player Salary Breaches; 

ii. Breach 2: That Mr Chansiri procured the Club’s Transfer Fee Breaches, Loan 

Compensation Breaches, HMRC Breach and Employee Salary Breaches; and 

iii. Breach 3: That Mr Chansiri procured the Club’s Self-Reporting Breaches. 

23. Given the Respondents’ admissions, the issue in the Disciplinary Commission 

Proceedings was what the appropriate sanction should be in the circumstances of that 

case. 

24. The EFL and the Respondents subsequently reached an agreement on sanction prior to 

the hearing of the Disciplinary Commission Proceedings. 

25. As against SWFC, the agreed sanction was as follows: 

a. SWFC shall be subject to an immediate additional 6-point deduction; 

b. SWFC shall pay £85,000 (excluding VAT) as a contribution to the League’s costs of 

the Disciplinary Commission Proceedings, payable as a Football Creditor claim upon 

exit of insolvency pursuant to paragraph 11.1.2 of the EFL’s Insolvency Policy; and 

c. SWFC shall pay 50% of the costs of the Disciplinary Commission and Sport 

Resolutions associated with the Disciplinary Commission Proceedings. 

26. As against the Owner, the agreed sanction was that he gave an undertaking to the EFL 

agreeing that he would not seek: 

a. A significant Interest (as defined in the EFL 2025/26 Regulations), or any legal, 

financial, beneficial or other interest in any Member Club at any time competing in 

the English Football League; or 



    

 

b. To become a Director (as defined in the EFL 2025/26 Regulations) of any Member 

Club at any time competing in the English Football League, 

27. In each case for a period of three years from the date that the undertakings were signed 

(27 November 2025). 

28. The agreed sanctions were approved by the Disciplinary Commission on 28 November 

2025 (“the DC Decision”). 

29. On 24 October 2025, SWFC filed a notice to appoint administrators (“the Administration 
Notice”), an “Event of Insolvency” pursuant to the EFL Regulations. On the same date, 

Sheffield 3 Limited, the entity that owns the stadium in which the Club plays its competitive 

fixtures, Hillsborough Stadium, also filed a notice to appoint administrators. Sheffield 3 

Limited is controlled by the Owner. 

30. As a result of the Administration Notice, SWFC was immediately subject to a 12-point 

deduction pursuant to Regulation 12 (“the Event of Insolvency Deduction”). SWFC did 

not exercise its right to appeal that 12-point deduction. 

(b)  CFRU Breaches 1 and 2  

31. The CFRU has identified two categories of breach of the Financial Regulations in the 

period after 9 July 2025: 

a. Further default days incurred beyond the 123 default days already incurred in 

between 1 July 2025 and 9 July 2025 in breach of EFL Regulation 52.6.5 (defined 

earlier as CFRU Breach 1); and 

b. The non-payment of players on two occasions (July 2025 and September 2025) in 

breach of EFL Regulation 64.7 (defined earlier as CFRU Breach 2) 

32. The CFRU considers the relevant period for these breaches to be 10 July 2025 (the day 

after the last day covered by the Disciplinary Commission Proceedings) and 24 October 

2025 (the date the Club entered administration). The CFRP agrees that is the appropriate 

“Relevant Period”. 



    

 

33. Based on evidence supplied, and as accepted by SWFC, an additional 286 default days 

were accrued for repeated in breach of EFL Regulations 52.6 (CFRU Breach 1) and 64.7 

(CFRU Breach 2). There was a total of 13 breaches with a total debt of £4,272,268.62. 

This is in addition to the 123 default days from 1 July 2025 to 9 July 2025 considered in 

the Disciplinary Commission Proceedings. 

 

D.  SWFC’s REPRESENTATIONS 

34. In paragraph 3 of their letter dated 4 December 2025 solicitors acting for SWFC made a 

number of points in support of the imposition of a concurrent points deduction. Those 

points were brought together in paragraph 4 as follows: 

“In summary, an additional sanction based on the same set of facts would be 

disproportionate because it would amount to double punishment, serve no 

further regulatory purpose, and inflict undue harm on innocent parties. The 

existing sanctions have already addressed the relevant breaches and achieved 

the objectives of the EFL Regulations. Any further penalty would be excessive, 

unjust, and contrary to the principles of fairness and proportionality that underpin 

the disciplinary process.” 

 

E.  DECISION 

35. The CFRP considered with care the Report, the representations on behalf of SWFC, 

supporting evidence and the other documentation supplied, including the DC Decision.  

36. For the reasons set out above, the CRFP has jurisdiction to consider this matter, and it 

was properly referred by the CFRU.  

37. There are two issues and both concern the agreed sanction. The first is the 

appropriateness of the proposed points deduction and the second, the proposition that it 

runs concurrently with the 18-point sanction.  



    

 

38. Addressing first the appropriateness of the agreed sanction, a financial penalty is not 

appropriate in this case. SWFC has significant financial pressures. In any event such a 

penalty would not reflect the seriousness of the repeated breaches. 

39. In respect of CFRU Breach 1 SWFC has incurred 286 default days in relation to 13 

different debts totalling £4.27m. The CFRU placed reliance on the consent award in The 

Football League Limited vs Sheffield United2F

3. In that instance, Sheffield United incurred 

in excess of 600 default days in relation to transfer fees owed to other Clubs. The relevant 

liabilities owed by that club were in excess of £8m. 

40. The sanction applied by the  consent award in that case was: 

a. A two-point penalty on the next occasion Sheffield United played in the 

Championship (at the time they were a member of the Premier League); 

b. A suspended two-point penalty for any further defaults in excess of five days; and 

c. Costs of the EFL and the Disciplinary Commission to be paid by the club. 

41. Based upon that consent award the CFRU opined “that a similar two-point penalty is 

should be applicable in this instance”3F

4.  

42. Looking at that breach in isolation the agreed 2-point deduction is not unreasonable nor 

is it disproportionate.  

43. As for CFRU Breach 2, the non-payment of players’ (or any staff) wages is a serious 

matter. That is made clear at the start of the sanction guidelines for such breaches4F

5. The 

guidelines are out of date for they do not refer to EFL Regulation 64.7. It is not clear to 

what they are annexed. They do not appear in the EFL Regulations as one might expect 

them to.  

44. In any event we understand them to be extant for sanctioning purposes and to that end 

they contain the following table: 

 
3 28 March 2024.  
4 §6.8, Report. 
5 EFL Unpaid Salary Sanction Guidelines.  



    

 
 



    

 

45. By reference to those guidelines, the sanction which the Disciplinary Commission 

endorsed was lenient.  

46. These are fourth and fifth breaches by SWFC of EFL Regulation 64.7, following the three 

dealt with as part of the DC Decision. For a fourth breach the guideline states “refer to a 

Disciplinary Commission”. The guideline continues: 

“In the event that a Club does not agree to the terms of an Agreed Decision with 

the EFL, the EFL will refer the matter to a Disciplinary Commission and will make 

submissions that the appropriate minimum sanction is a 3-point deduction for 

each instance of non-payment…” 

47. It appears that the CFRU relies upon that paragraph to support its suggested 3-point 

deduction for each breach in this instance. The difficulty with that approach is that it 

overlooks or does not consider the following: 

a. The suggested guideline outcome is to refer the matter to a DC. 

b. Further, for a third breach the suggested sanction is a 4-point deduction, in addition 

to the activation of any suspended points deduction, resulting in a potential total 11-

point deduction where the club has self-reported or 13-point deduction where it has 

not self-reported.  

48. The Report does not state why the CFRU concluded that the appropriate sanction for each 

breach was a 3-point deduction. In our view, it should have been at least 5 points per 

breach making a total of a 10-point deduction. For reasons explained below, that the 

simple arithmetic approach of 5 + 5 points is not necessarily appropriate. 

49. The breaches of EFL Regulation 64.7 are also breaches of EFL Regulation 52.6.3. The 

club must not be sanctioned twice for the same offending. Given that factual overlap and 

general principles of totality (as to which see below), the simple arithmetic approach of 2 

points (CFRU Breach 1) + 10 points (CFRU Breach 2) is not appropriate. A sanction of 10 

points would be more appropriate. Therefore, the proposed agreed sanction of 8 points is 

lenient.  



    

 

50. The second issue is the imposition of the points deduction concurrently with the 18-point 

deduction imposed in consequence of the DC Decision and the Event of Insolvency 

Deduction.  

51. As a matter of general principle, when sanctioning for more than one offence, the principle 

of totality is that the overall sanction should: 

a. Reflect all of the offending behaviour with reference to harm, loss and/or damage 

and culpability, together with the aggravating and mitigating factors relating to the 

breaches and those personal to the club; and 

b. Be just and proportionate. 

52. Sanctions can be structured as concurrent (to be served at the same time) or consecutive 

(to be served one after the other). There is no inflexible rule as to how the sanction should 

be structured. If consecutive, it is usually impossible to arrive at a just and proportionate 

sanction simply by adding together notional single sentences. Ordinarily some downward 

adjustment is required. If concurrent, it will often be the case that the notional sanction on 

any single breach will not adequately reflect the overall offending. Ordinarily some upward 

adjustment is required and may have the effect of going outside the category range 

appropriate for a single breach.  

53. Concurrent sanctions will ordinarily be appropriate where the breaches arise out of the 

same incident or facts or there is a series of breaches of the same or similar kind.  

54. Consecutive sanctions will ordinarily be appropriate where: 

a. The breaches arise out of unrelated facts or incidents. 

b. The breaches committed in the same incident are distinct, involving an aggravating 

element that requires separate recognition. 

c. The breaches are of the same or similar kind, but the overall offending will not 

sufficiently be reflected by concurrent sanctions. 

d. One or more of the breaches qualifies for a minimum sanction and concurrent 

sanctions would improperly undermine that minimum. 



    

 

55. In explaining its rationale for imposing a concurrent sanction the CFRU explained in the 

Report: 

“7.2  However, whilst the CFRU considers the points deduction detailed above 

to be warranted, for reasons of: 

(a)  Proportionality; 

(b)  Totality; 

(c)  Taking into account the other sanctions received by the Club; and 

(d)  The Owner’s conduct which procured breaches and the entering of 

administration which incurred those sanctions. 

the CFRU submits that any further points to be deducted from the Club 

should run concurrently with those other sporting sanctions the Club has 

already received (totalling 18 points). 

7.3  To apply these points concurrently recognises the severity of the breaches 

in the Relevant Period and what would be the appropriate and 

proportionate sanction for the same, whilst acknowledging that there is 

clear overlap between the breaches in the Disciplinary Commission 

Proceedings and CFRU Breach 1 and CFRU Breach 2 in terms of the 

underlying causes. 

7.4  These causes could collectively be described as ‘financial 

mismanagement’ by or procured by the Owner and has culminated in the 

Club’s administration for which it has already received the Event of 

Insolvency Deduction (12 points) and a further sanction from the 

Disciplinary Commission (6 points). 

7.5  To apply the recommended sanctions in addition to the existing points 

penalties (and not concurrently), would, in the CFRU’s view, be 

disproportionate. Nor would it serve to restore or maintain the public’s 

confidence in the EFL’s league competition.” 



    

 

56. With respect we disagree that “to apply these points concurrently recognises the severity 

of the breaches in the Relevant Period”. The severity of the breaches is recognised by the 

level of the points deduction. In our view it should be a deduction of at least 10 points.  

57. There is a considerable degree of overlap between the factors in paragraph 7.2(a)-(d). 

Starting with totality and the principles we have identified, there is some factual overlap 

between CFRU Breach 1 and CFRU Breach 2, which we have identified. Further, they are 

part of a series of breaches of the same or similar kind as those sanctioned in the 

Disciplinary Commission Proceedings. However, they post-date and are separate from 

them. We therefore do not agree that to impose consecutive sanctions would be double 

punishment. It would be to punish for the separate offending.   

58. The core issues are proportionality and the cause of the new (post 9 July 2025) breaches. 

Proportionality in sanctioning refers to the imposition of a penalty or consequence that is 

not excessively harsh or severe when compared to the gravity of the offending or 

misconduct.  

59. As for the cause of the post 9 July 2025 breaches, the agreed position is that all the 

breaches were caused by what the CFRU describes as the “financial mismanagement” 

by or procured by the Owner. The breaches pre and post 9 July 2025 were caused by or 

relate to SWFC consistently not being provided with sufficient funding by its Owners (or 

other sources) in order for it to pay its various debts. Ultimately this situation has led to 

the Club entering administration on 24 October 2025, for which it has already received the 

Event of Insolvency Deduction (12 points) and a further sanction from the Disciplinary 

Commission (6 points).  

60. In an ideal world all breaches up to the end of the Relevant Period would have been dealt 

with by one Disciplinary Commission or body at the same time. That was not possible 

because the continuing nature of the breaches and the rule change which permits 

continually default clubs to be referred to the CFRP.  

61. We have been greatly exercised by the proposed agreement to impose a concurrent 

points deduction. We do not believe that the imposition of a consecutive sanction would 

be wrong in principle nor affect the public’s confidence in the fairness of the competition. 



    

 

It would do no more than reflect the continuing further breaches which makes the matter 

globally more serious. 

62. Ultimately, and not without real hesitation we have decided not to interfere with the 

proposed agreement for these reasons: 

a. The breaches pre- and post- 9 July 2025 have the same root cause. This was a 

football club starved of the necessary funds sliding into administration.  

b. SWFC has been punished heavily with sanction which have effect in the present 

2025/26 season. That acts as a deterrent and should vindicate the clubs which have 

not breached the Regulations. 

c. Further, any additional points penalty applied immediately to this season will 

therefore likely make no difference to SWFC’s on pitch outcome this season, nor the 

outcome for any of its competitors in the Championship.  

d. There is a cogent argument that SWFC entering administration represents a drawing 

of a line under the Owner’s regime and an opportunity for new owner/s to seek to 

rebuild the club. We do agree with SWFC’s representatives that further immediate 

sanctions would unjustly punish those who were not responsible. 

e. We considered imposing an additional sanction but suspending its immediate effect. 

However, we concluded that such may deter a potential purchaser/s and make the 

exit from Administration more difficult. That in turn would risk the sustainability of the 

club and its ability to fulfil its fixtures and so the integrity of the competition. 

63. All those reasons persuade us that it we should not interfere and any additional sanction 

would now be disproportionate to the offending.  

64. Having decided not to interfere with the agreed imposition of a concurrent sanction, we 

saw no purpose in increasing the number of points. We are confident the CFRU will 

consider and reflect on our views.  

65. We record our gratitude for the helpful Report and for SWFC’s cooperation.
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