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IN THE MATTER OF 

BETWEEN: 

ENGLAND BOXING 

- and -

PAUL SMITH 

SAFEGUARDING REVIEW PANEL 

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 This is the written decision of the England Boxing Safeguarding Review Panel (“SRP”)

consisting of  (Chair), , and  in the matter of

Mr Paul Smith (“PS”) presented by England Boxing (“EB”) in accordance with s4.1(ii) and

s4.1(iii) of the England Boxing Safeguarding and Child Protection Procedures policy (the

“Policy”) version 2.1 (dated 28 March 2023).

2. FIRST HEARING

Hearing particulars

2.1 The panel has been formed under the following provisions of the Policy:

(a) s4.1(ii) Upon receipt of a concern or referral relating to a safeguarding matter or

investigation; and

(b) s4.1(iii) Upon notification of a breach or potential breach of the EB Safeguarding Policy

and/or the EB Adults at Risk Policy and/or any other EB safeguarding provision.

2.2 The SRP first sat on Wednesday 22 January 2025 at 6:00pm, virtually via Zoom. 

2.3 The first panel was attended by the SRP and Mr Anthony Sheppard (“AS”) on behalf of EB. PS 

did not attend the first hearing. 

2.4 Prior to the first hearing the SRP were provided documentation by AS on behalf of EB consisting 

of: 

(a) the PS panel pack; and

(b) appendices A to Q.

Breaches reported by EB 

2.5 At the first hearing the SRP were asked to consider the evidence put forward by AS in support 

of the allegations made against PS in relation to 7 key elements: 

(a) breaches of the Safeguarding Policy and incorporated Code of Conduct, Policies and

Guidelines related to safeguarding;

(b) transportation of young people in PS’s vehicle without an additional adult chaperone;

(c) communication with young people in a closed group via digital media;
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(d) 

(e) 

(f) 

2.6 In addition to the points raised at paragraph 2.5, the SRP were notified of 19 potential policy 

breaches put forth by EB. 

Burden and standard of proof 

2.7 The burden of proving the breaches was on EB. 

2.8 The applicable standard of proof was the balance of probability meaning that the SRP will need 

to be satisfied that the breaches put forth by EB, based on the evidence provided and mitigating 

points raised by PS, were more likely than not a breach of the Policy. 

Jurisdiction 

2.9 In accordance with s4.2 of the Policy the SRP shall have jurisdiction to deal with the matter in 

accordance with the provisions of the Policy. 

2.10 The SRP found that the Policy can be applied to PS as he was actively involved with EB at the 

time of the accused breaches. 

First hearing decision 

2.11 The SRP considered the evidence put forth by AS and the statements in defence of PS and 

under ss4.11, 4.12, and 6.1 imposed an interim suspension on PS for 3 months to allow AS and 

EB to gather additional evidence as a number of questions were raised on the evidence provided 

ahead of the first hearing. 

2.12 The SRP imposed the interim suspension in accordance with s6.5(iv). 

Post-first hearing 

2.13 PS was advised of his interim suspension for up to an additional 3 months (on top of his already 

served suspension during the investigation process) and was advised the SRP would reconvene 

at a date within the 3 months. 

3. SECOND HEARING

Hearing particulars

3.1 The SRP reconvened following AS producing additional evidence in support of the original key

points raised in allegations of a breach by PS, in particular paragraph 2.5(a), 2.5(b), and 2.5(c)

above.

3.2 The SRP reconvened on Wednesday 26 February 2025 at 6:00pm, virtually via Zoom.

3.3 Ahead of the second hearing the SRP considered it appropriate for PS to attend and be provided

the opportunity to provide context to the allegations raised against him and for the SPR to have

the opportunity to raise questions to PS.

3.4 During the hearing PS gave context to each allegation under paragraph 2.5 above and the SRP

raised multiple questions.

Determination

3.5 The SRP took account of all the written and live evidence presented by AS and PS and

considered the appropriate decision of the panel.

3.6 The SRP determined that the main points of concern were:

(a) the multiple and continued intentional breaches of the Policy by PS with no remorse and

understanding that the actions by PS were breaching his responsibility and duties as an








