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The withdrawal of admissions: to resile, or not to 
resile?  
Ala n Col l ins ,  Hug h Ja mes Sol ic i t ors  

 
 

 

 

 
That is the question that was considered, and answered, by the Court of Appeal in the 
case of 
J v ASWLA1. 
 
The defendant local authority had sought to resile form an admission of liability made in 
open correspondence and, subsequently, in its defense in a claim brought in negligence 
on behalf of the Claimant by his litigation friend. 
 
This was and is known as a “failure to remove” case where the Defendant had failed to 
remove the Claimant at birth, or very shortly thereafter, from his mother. He was 
subsequently removed from her, and taken into care by the Defendant and, indeed, this 
remained the situation until he attained his 18th birthday. 
 
The Claimant lived with a foster family albeit he remained in the Defendant’s care, and 
this was to prove significant when it subsequently sought to resile from its admission of 
liability. 
 
Aged 12 proceedings were brought by the Claimant’s litigation friend against the 
Defendant on the basis that it had been negligent in failing to remove him earlier than it 
did from his 
mother. The Defendant admitted liability which, perhaps, was unsurprising given its 
history of involvement with the mother prior to her giving birth to the Claimant. 
 
Given the Claimant’s tender age, and the nature of the abuse he had been subjected to, 
the Defendant was concerned not to subject him, until he was older, to a psychiatric 
assessment which in the ordinary course of litigation would enable damages to be 
assessed. Having responsibility for the Claimant’s welfare it was of the opinion that 
matters needed to tread water, and so the case was stayed. 
 
In 2019 the Supreme Court in the case of GN v Poole BC2 considered in essence the 
concept of “failure to remove”, and held that the orthodox principles of negligence 
applied, and for a local authority to owe a duty of care there had to be an “assumption 
of responsibility” 
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In the wake of the Supreme Court decision the Defendant applied to resile from its admission of liability. At first 
instance the circuit judge concurred agreeing with the argument that there could be no liability on the facts 
because the Claimant was not in the Defendant’s care at the time he was abused, and so there was no 
“assumption of responsibility”. Not to allow the Defendant to withdraw its admission she concluded would be 
unfair because the prejudice it would suffer outweighed that of the Claimant.  
 
The Claimant successfully appealed to the High Court.  
 
3 CPR 14 and PD 14 set out the factors that need to be considered when a party applies to resile from an 
admission:  
 
7.2 In deciding whether to give permission for an admission to be withdrawn, the court will have regard to all the 
circumstances of the case, including - 
 
(a) the grounds upon which the applicant seeks to withdraw the admission including whether or not new 

evidence has come to light which was not available at the time the admission was made; 

(b) the conduct of the parties, including any conduct which led the party making the admission to do so; 

(c) the prejudice that may be caused to any person if the admission is withdrawn; 

(d) the prejudice that may be caused to any person if the application is refused; 

(e) the stage in the proceedings at which the application to withdraw is made, in particular in relation to the date 

or period fixed for trial; 

(f) the prospects of success (if the admission is withdrawn) of the claim or part of the claim in relation to which 

the admission was made; and 

(g) the interests of the administration of justice. 

Marcus Smith J. held that when considering the factors set out in PD 7.2 above the judge must step back and 

look at the position objectively. Had the circuit judge done so she would have appreciated the prejudice that the 

Claimant would suffer by having to prove issues that had hitherto been considered settled.  

He also went on to point out that whilst not a settlement the admission had the trappings of one. 

 

 
The withdrawal of admissions: to resile, or not to resile? –   

continued 1  
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The withdrawal of admissions: to resile, or not to resile? –  

continued 2 
 

 

 

The Defendant had conducted itself in such a way that the issue of liability had been regarded by all 

as closed, and just because the law may, subsequently, have changed did not lend itself to re-

opening what was a closed transaction. 4 

Moreover, the Defendant had of course made a serious of decisions intended to assist the Claimant 

given that he was in its care which were it now in effect were applying to his detriment: (i) admitting 

breach of the duty of care; and (ii) delaying the assessment of damages.  

The Defendant in its defence had chosen not to plead to the facts and matters pleaded in the 

particulars of claim having admitted to being in breach of the duty of care, and further that the 

Claimant should have been removed during his first month of life.  

The admission meant that that the facts and matters concerning the breach did not need to be 

investigated, but the Defendant by seeking to resile and as both Marcus Smith J. in the High Court 

and the Court of Appeal pointedly observed it was going further: The withdrawal went far beyond 

that. Not only did the local authority apply to withdraw the legal admission, it also applied to withdraw 

the admission that if, contrary to its case, there was a duty, it had breached that duty and that the 

consequence of the breach was that J was not placed for adoption when he should have been. 5  

The effect of withdrawal would mean that the facts and matters once deemed closed as issues 

would be live and would have to be investigated some 15 to 20 years on. Given that the Claimant 

would be required to prove all aspects of his case this would present a significant challenge 

The Defendant had of course chosen to delay matters thus exacerbating the prejudice that the 

Claimant would suffer in the event of the withdrawal of the admission. Absent the admission the 

Claimant’s claim would have been progressed and he would not now find himself some seven years 

on at a complete disadvantage.  

The Court of Appeal endorsed the approach of Marcus Smith J., and found that the circuit judge had 

failed to step back and consider, objectively, the prejudicial impact on the Claimant of resiling who 

would be left worse off than he was with the admission.  

This approach taken by the Court of Appeal follows that taken not just by Marcus Smith J. but by the 

High Court in: Lufthansa Technik AG v Astronics Advanced Electronic Systems. 6 

Admissions are what they say on the lid, and CPR 14 is there to for a purpose. It is to encourage the 

narrowing of issues and enables the party in receipt of an admission to proceed with confidence 

knowing that the litigation is effectively over in respect of the subject matter of the admission, 

relieving them of the need to spend time and effort investigating what otherwise may have been in 

dispute. If CPR 14 did not mean what it says, and an admission did not provide the certainty that it 

brought, then the provision would be pointless.  
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The withdrawal of admissions: to resile, or not to resile? –   

continued 3 
 

 

 

 

CPR 14 and PD 14.7 clearly provide for withdrawal, but these cases show that the jurisdiction to do 

so is not at the expense of undermining the certainty that admissions bring. The Court of Appeal 

has clearly demonstrated, with its analysis, that an application to withdraw must be considered 

objectively, and if the net result is to leave the party who had the benefit worse off prejudicially than 

it was with the admission that is a powerful reason to refuse.  

For the practitioner who has the benefit of the admission it is prudent to make use of it by obtaining 

judgment, and then setting in train the steps that are needed to conclude the client’s case.  

 

Alan Collins  

Hugh James Solicitors  

HJ represented the Claimant 
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On the 11th April 2022, the Judicial College published the Sixteenth Edition of its guidelines to the assessment of 

general damages in personal injury cases. The previous edition was published in November 2019. These 

guidelines were first published in 1992 and they provide a critical tool for practitioners and the courts. They rely 

heavily on reported decisions from the courts, and they cover categories as diverse as injuries caused by death, 

chronic pain, dermatitis and other skin conditions.  The Guidelines have now created a sub-category of psychiatric 

injury reflecting awards made to victims of sexual abuse. The Judicial College notes that the Independent Inquiry 

into Child Sex Abuse has reported on the conclusions of its Accountability and Reparations Investigation and their 

report recommended the creation of a free-standing category reflecting awards for sexual abuse.  

The new category can be seen at Part C, Chapter 4 of the Guidelines. Chapter 4 begins by saying :- 

“The cases in this section include damages for the sexual and/or physical abuse itself as well as any psychiatric 

injury caused to the injured person. In many cases there is also an element in the award of general damages for 

the indignity, mental suffering, humiliation, distress, or anger caused by such an attack. This is sometimes 

characterised as aggravated damages, but more properly is injury to feelings and is included in the brackets below. 

Where the element for injury to feelings has been broken down in reported cases, which is usually where there is 

significant injury, the range is usually in the region of £15,000 to £25,000.” 

The Chapter then lists those factors to be taken into account when valuing general damages 

These are :-  

(i) the nature and duration of the abuse and any physical injuries caused;     

(ii) the nature and duration of the psychological injury and its effect on the injured person's ability to cope with life, 

education, and work;     

 (iii) the effect on the injured person's ability to sustain personal and sexual relationships;  

 (iv) abuse of trust;     

 (v) the extent to which treatment would be successful; 

(vi) future vulnerability 

(vii) prognosis for psychological injury 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Judicial College Guidelines creates new 
category for child abuse damages   
By Malcolm Johnson, Lime Solicitors 

 

By Andrew Lord, Associate Solicitor at 
Leigh Day 
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Prior to the creation of this new category in the Judicial College Guidelines, the approach 
to valuing general damages in child abuse compensation claims was set out in such as 
cases as Various Claimants v Flintshire County Council [2000] Scott Baker J 26 July 
2000 unreported and Various Claimants v Bryn Alyn (Holdings) Limited [2003] QB  
1441. Very briefly, these judicial decisions recognised that damages in these cases  
should be in a special category of their own. The Court of Appeal said in KR :-  

 
“There is no doubt that awards in cases such as this should take account of the nature, 
severity and duration of the abuse itself and of its immediate effects, as well as of any 
long-term psychiatric harm that it may have caused even though the latter may be the 
primary motivating and much more the serious injury giving rise to the claim.” 

 
That statement recognised that the psychiatric damages awarded under the Judicial  
College Guidelines would not be sufficient.  

 
The new Judicial College Guidelines then contain a list of “Aggravating features” that  
would lead to an additional sum for injury to feelings. This includes the following features:- 

(i) the nature of the abuse;    

(ii) the level of abuse of trust;     
(iii) any manipulation following the abuse to stop reporting of the abuse, or to seek to put blame on the injured 

party;     
(iv) the need for the injured party to give accounts and evidence of the abuse in criminal or civil proceedings, or 

in any other relevant investigation.    

 
Note that the list “includes” the above features, and consequently it is still open to the court to take other features 

into account.  

 
An example of an award of aggravated damages can be seen in the case of AT, NT, ML, AK v Dulghieru and 

Dulghieru [2008] EWHC 225 (QB) where damages were awarded to four women forced to work in the sex trade at 

£125,000, £117,000, £82,000 and £97,000.  However, those damages included an element for false imprisonment. 

Aggravated damages were awarded at £35,000 for two of the women and £30,000 for the other two together with 

exemplary damages of £15,000 each.  

 

 

 

 

Judicial College Guidelines creates new category for child abuse 
damages  – Continued 1 
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The problem with aggravated damages is that in recent quantum awards, the courts’ practice is to award both 

general damages and aggravated damages together without valuing each. Moreover, Defendants are naturally 

resistant to such awards and frequently dismiss any such award unless it is a case where the Claimant has 

been forced to give evidence at trial against their abuser.  This is only one of the features listed above, whereas 

the other features are common to abuse claims. However, the new category in the Judicial College Guidelines 

emphasises and supports this particular type of damage, and the circumstances in which it can be awarded.   

 
There are then three different brackets of damages. Broadly speaking all of these brackets represent an 

increase in the level of damages commonly awarded by the courts in practice. Examples of high awards can be 

seen in cases such as FZO v Adams v The London Borough of Haringey [2018] EWHC 3584 (QB) where 

the judge assessed general damages included aggravated damages at £85,000. In that case, the judge 

commented that the case fell within the severe category of psychiatric injury in the Judicial College Guidelines 

 
“a) Severe £45,000 to £120,000   

 
In these cases the injured person will have suffered serious abuse and/or severe and prolonged psychiatric 

injury. At the upper end the abuse will have had serious effects on their ability to cope with education, work, and 

to sustain personal and sexual relations. There may be elements of false imprisonment. Where, despite the 

seriousness of the abuse and problems caused, the prognosis is good, the lower end of the bracket is 

appropriate. The majority of cases in this bracket fall within the range of £55,000 to £90,000.”   

  
(b) Moderate £20,570 to £45,000   

  
Cases where the abuse is less serious and prolonged and there is a less severe psychological reaction with 

fewer effects on education, work, or relationships. This bracket also includes cases where there has been a 

more serious level of abuse but the psychological reaction is limited and is either resolved or the prognosis is 

good. There may be some aggravating features.     

  
(c) Less Severe £9,730 to £20,570   

  
Where the abuse is a lower level of seriousness and short-lived and the psychological effects are mild or 

resolved quickly, or the prognosis for resolution with treatment is very good. There will be few if any aggravating 

features.”  

 
At this point, I should mention the decision of Mr Justice Johnson in TVZ and Others v Manchester City 

Football Club [2022] EWHC 7 (QB).  Johnson J adopted a generous approach to the valuation of the claims in 

that case. He pointed out that in breach of privacy cases, substantial damages could be awarded for the loss of 

autonomy occasioned by the breach itself, irrespective of any distress – Gulati v MGN Ltd [2015] EWHC 1482 

(Ch).  

 

 

 

 

 

Judicial College Guidelines creates new category for child abuse 
damages  – Continued 2 
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It was not easy to see why the law should afford less protection to bodily autonomy and integrity than privacy 

and autonomy over personal protection, or why it should value the protection of children from sexual abuse less 

than the protection of celebrities from breaches of privacy. Johnson J also pointed to other cases, such as 

Vento v Chief Constable of West Yorkshire [2002] EWCA Civ 1871 (a discrimination case) where the court 

made separate awards for injury to feelings. In the case itself, one of the Claimants, TVZ received £75,000 for 

the abuse and a further £65,000 for pain, suffering and loss of amenity.  

 
That approach has not been echoed in the new Guidelines. Sadly for the Claimants in TVZ, they failed on the 

issues of vicarious liability and limitation. If that approach on quantum were followed by any other court, it would 

be likely to be appealed by a Defendant.  

 
Whilst the new category is to be welcomed, the definitions only go so far in claims where the nature of the abuse 

and the injury is so diverse. It is clear that caselaw is still going to be important, and that Claimants should press 

for figures adjusted for inflation since those cases were reported.  

 
On that point, the new Judicial College Guidelines note the increasing march of inflation, and that at the end of 

September 2021 the general increase in the Retail Price Index since the last edition has been 6.56%. However, 

the Judicial College has also decided to remove figures for general damages, which do not include the 10% 

uplift announced by the Court of Appeal in Simmons v Castle [2012] EWCA Civ 128, on the grounds that there 

are likely to be very few cases in which the pre-uplift figures will be relevant. 

 
As might be expected, commentary from Defendant practitioners points to the words of the introduction to the 

Guidelines “….this is a book of guidelines, not tramlines, and that any award made is the prerogative of the 

court.” 

 
Malcolm Johnson,  
Lime Solicitors  
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The Claimant brought a claim against Hereford and Worcester Army Cadet Force arising from years of sexual 

abuse that she suffered at the hands of one of the cadet instructors, Simon Tindall.   

 
The Claimant joined the cadets at the age of 12 years old and remained in the cadets from December 2000 until 

around 2004.  The abuser, Simon Tindall, was employed as an officer cadet instructor from 2000 until September 

2003.  

 
The Claimant was groomed and sexually abused from 2001 to 2009.  The abuse started whilst Tindall was 

employed as an instructor however during the period of abuse he was investigated for alleged abuse relating to 

the Claimant and another and this resulted in him leaving the cadets. Tindall, however, remained in contact with 

the Claimant and the abuse continued until she was 21 years old.  It was the Claimant’s case that the Defendant 

should be held responsible for the entirety of the abuse as the abuse was only possible due to Tindall’s prior 

manipulation and abuse of the Claimant and as such was an unbroken chain of events.   

 
The Claimant later reported the abuse to the police and Tindall was convicted in relation to the Claimant in 2012.    
Despite initially denying liability, once proceedings were issued the Defendant admitted it was vicariously liable for 

the abuse that took place whilst Tindall was employed as a cadet instructor i.e up until 2003.  Liability was denied 

liability for the abuse that took place after this date.  A limitation defence was also raised.  

 
The Claimant’s mental health has been significantly impacted as a result of the abuse.  She had many years of 

therapy and medical evidence confirmed that she had a recurrent depressive disorder.  Causation was not 

straightforward however the Claimant’s expert evidence confirmed that the abuse by Tindall materially contributed 

to pre-existing or conditions that would have existed anyway.  It was noted that a prolonged exposure to trauma, 

especially in someone with existent psychological difficulties, will significantly exacerbate those conditions. There 

were further symptoms including nightmares and difficulties in forming and maintaining relationships that the 

Claimant’s expert psychiatrist solely attributed to the abuse the Claimant had suffered from Tindall.  

 
Despite her difficulties, the Claimant had excelled academically however she had struggled to work full time and 

medical evidence noted that her “mental fragility had restricted her development and future potential earnings.” 

 
The Claimant had struggled to work full time in the past, previously reducing her hours to three or four days a 

week.  She reported finding full time work too stressful and not conducive to managing her mental health.  In 

addition to her difficulties working full time the Claimant also described a delay in progressing her career and felt 

that that she should have been further along in her career than she was.  As such the Claimant’s expert was of 

the view that she would only achieve 80% of her future potential earnings.  

 
.  

 

 
 

Claimant brought a claim against 

Hereford and Worcester Army Cadet 

Force 

By Jessica Standley, Bolt Burdon Kemp 
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A detailed schedule of loss was prepared and a claim for future loss of earnings advanced on the basis that she 

would continue to work four days a week throughout her career and therefore would only earn 80% of her 

potential earnings.  As the Claimant was in her 30s at the time of pursuing the case this resulted in a considerable 

loss of earnings claim.  It was also set out that the Claimant would have progressed further in her career at an 

earlier stage which had impacted upon her earnings to date, and would continue to impact her future earnings 

After proceedings were issued the case proceeded to CCMC. A non-party disclosure application was made for the 

police documents and disclosure and witness statements were exchanged. The Claimant had attended an 

appointment with the Defendant’s expert however no report had been disclosed.   

 Following the CCMC a JSM was arranged.  Despite vicarious liability, limitation, causation and quantum being 

in issue, the parties were able to agree settlement in the sum of £480,000. There was no breakdown agreed in 

relation to the settlement however this included a large sum in respect of the Claimant’s past and future loss of 

earnings based on the Claimant’s medical evidence that she would only reach 80% of her potential earnings. It is 

also worth noting that the Claimant was able to successfully obtain an interim payment for damages along with a 

payment on account of costs once the JSM had been agreed to.  

This was a fantastic outcome for the Claimant who was relieved to have resolved her case without the need to go 

to trial. 

 

Jessica Standley  

Bolt Burdon Kemp  

 

 

 

Claimant brought a claim against Hereford and Worcester Army Cadet 
Force – Continued  
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On 16th June 2022, Anne Whyte QC published her Final Report following her independent review in the wake of a 

number of allegations of abuse and mistreatment in gymnastics. 

The Final Report stands at 306 pages and makes for a very troubling read. I hope those affected by the contents 

are okay and seeking support, if required. 

Who are British Gymnastics? 

British Gymnastics is a membership organisation. Members therefore join by paying a fee in exchange for benefits 

including access to the clubs and insurance (including legal liability insurance) amongst other things. What I found 

interesting, and of significant importance, was the data surrounding its members. As an organisation, in 2020, there 

were 364,178 individual members. Of this total, 81% female and 78% under the age of 12 – ie. children. Another 

thing from the report that struck a chord with me was how Anne Whyte QC explored coach education. Those 

teaching and spending considerable amounts of time with the 78% of those under 12 had virtually non-existent 

Continuing Professional Development “CPD”. I could not have put it any better but Anne Whyte QC commented “It 

is difficult to think of any child educational environment where this would be considered acceptable.” 

It was identified that the number of coaches had decreased in recent years; from 2014 to 2020 there was a 

reduction of 26% in the number of coaches. Coincidentally, this is concurrent with British Gymnastics turning 

around their previously unhealthy financial situation. 

What did the Final Report unearth? 

There were over 400 submissions in response to the Call for Evidence in August 2020 and a common theme was 

that British Gymnastics had not only failed to prevent or limit abusive behaviours, but had condoned some of them 

in the pursuit of national and international success. This meant that gymnast welfare and wellbeing was not at the 

centre of British Gymnastics’ culture at the time. Instead, resources were invested in increasing participation and 

membership. 

Over 40% of submissions revealed complaints of physical abuse. This included physical chastisement, 

inappropriate training on injury, the enforcement of excessive training hours and training loads leading to physical 

pain and exhaustion beyond acceptable limits, overstretching to the point of distress and withholding food, water 

and access to the toilet during training sessions. Truly harrowing descriptions of abuse and mistreatment. 

Over half of submissions reported emotional abuse including emotional forms of punishment when a child was 

frightened of a skill, injured or deemed to be under-performing. This included being isolated, ejected from training or 

ignored. Gymnasts were humiliated in front of others and were restricted in expressing their feelings. 

30% of submissions reported excessive weight management and Anne Whyte QC comments that there was a 

‘tyranny of the scales’.  She concludes how this was coach-led and unnecessary.  Disturbing accounts were 

described by gymnasts of them purging, dehydrating themselves, strategies to hide food and the search by 

coaches of luggage and rooms for food.  Unsurprisingly leading to a conclusion of some gymnasts suffering from 

eating disorders and associated mental health issues.  Complex health conditions likely to cause harm to them 

going forward. 

 

 

Anne Whyte’s review in the wake of a 
number of allegations of abuse and 
mistreatment in gymnastics  

By Chelsea Pye, Slater and Gordon UK 
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There were also 30 complaints of sexual abuse allegations which involved grooming, sexual assault and 

sexualised communications. Although the conclusion of the Final Report was that the allegations of sexual 

abuse, unlike the other allegations, were not systemic. 

Conclusions and Recommendations in the Final Report 

The culture within gymnastics did not place the wellbeing or welfare of the gymnasts as a central feature. 

Instead there was a coach-led culture, a culture of fear within an ‘insular organisation’. 

Club owners are recommended to introduce mandatory safeguarding training. High-performance gymnasts 

should have access to an independent disclosure service and dedicated welfare officer outside their club. 

British Gymnastics must have a fit-for-purpose case management system that covers number and nature of 

complaints, and must ensure all welfare-related complaints about employed coaches are independently 

investigated. 

A director of education has been recommended and they should ensure there is an increase in direct contact 

with registered clubs. 

British Gymnastics must appoint independent board members with relevant expertise. 

Conclusion 

British Gymnastics have failed gymnasts. They have failed to follow through and enforce their own rules. Anne 

Whyte QC advises there was a defensive and myopic approach towards criticism. The ramifications of the 

physical and emotional abuse which was systemic in gymnastics will be felt by victims for years to come, and 

only when these organisations step up and focus on ensuring the protection of children through tough and 

rigorous policies and training procedures will children in sport be better protected and safeguarded. As 

someone who represents victims of abuse, I feel these changes are crucial. I would also welcome the creation 

of a independent sports ombudsman as outlined by Anne Whyte QC in her review. Campaigners such as Claire 

Heafford at Gymnasts for Change have also expressed the need for further measures to be implemented. Her 

article on Sunday 19th June 2022 in The Times succinctly outlines the changes required and the reason why 

these are essential and I am quoting her recommendations below: 
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‘• BG must introduce maximum training hours for athletes under the age of 18. It’s not uncommon for girls under 

ten to train upwards of 20 hours a week, quickly rising to 30 hours a week after the age of ten. Such early 

specialisation and high training volumes isolate children and adolescents from friends and family — leaving elite 

child athletes vulnerable to coercion and abuse. 

• The government also has a moral responsibility to recognise the training hours of elite child athletes as “child 

labour”. Children and young athletes require special protection from abuse and from injuries and illness resulting 

from sport, including mental wellbeing. It’s time the government moves to offer elite child athletes the same legal 

protections and working conditions afforded to child actors. 

• BG must also make clear that it will no longer turn a blind eye to inappropriate relationships between coaches 

and athletes. Under no circumstances should elite child athletes be living with their coaches, a practice that has 

been worryingly common for far too long. It is a damaging set-up that promotes harmful power dynamics and co-

dependency on the unhealthiest of scales. BG must ban it. It must also create and maintain a list of banned 

coaches so that parents and gymnasts can make decisions about the clubs they attend. 

• BG safeguarding officers must now commit to learning from the experiences of older athletes. They should make 

a commitment to work with the older generation of gymnasts, aged 40-60 at present, to conduct full psychological 

assessments and recognise the full breadth of psychiatric injuries associated with abusive coaching techniques 

and participation in elite programmes. 

• To date, as campaigners, we have done everything we can to report abusive coaches to the police, but in only 

one case has it been possible to bring a charge of child cruelty. Lack of legislative protections for children in sport 

has been coupled with a failure on the part of the police to recognise how abuse in sport shows up in gymnastics. 

This abuse must be understood in the wider context of violence against women and girls and the Whyte Review 

must be considered in tandem with the former HM Inspector of Constabulary Zoë Billingham’s report on this issue. 

• Local authority children’s protection services appear to have little understanding of physical and emotional abuse 

within sport settings and specifically within gymnastics. We have heard of cases where the local authority 

designated officer (LADO) dismisses abuse claims as “par for the course” or part of a “no pain, no gain” ethos. We 

need a nationally accredited training scheme for LADOs, who are a key safeguarding link for sports organisations. 
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• We also call for the introduction of well-designed statutory legislation to introduce mandatory reporting of 

known and suspected child sexual abuse. This key legislation already exists in most European jurisdictions but 

does not yet exist in the UK. It would apply to coaches, sports staff and others working in what are defined as 

“regulated activities”. It also supports and legally protects the mandated reporters. We would also ask for a 

comprehensive collection of data relating to child sexual abuse referrals and outcomes. There is no database in 

the UK that contains this vital information. 

• The Disclosure and Barring Service must be turned into a competent prosecuting authority: to date no sports 

clubs or national governing bodies have been prosecuted for failing to return prescribed referrals, which are 

specifically designed to reduce the likelihood of adults who pose a risk to children securing future work in 

similar settings elsewhere. Clubs and perhaps even governing bodies must be held to account for any failure to 

return these important statutory documents. 

• A democratic accreditation body must be established to ensure sport receives well-structured and correct 

training designed to raise standards of safeguarding in sport.’ 

My only hope is that the recommendations and the full force of the Final Report is felt by British Gymnastics 

and that action is taken swiftly including the further measures called for by Gymnasts for Change. 

Unfortunately, all too often organisations can say the correct response following a public review such as this but 

the actions taken are not rigorous or consistent. 

Chelsea Pye 

Slater and Gordon UK 
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THE ASSOCIATION OF CHILD ABUSE LAWYERS 

  

The Association of Child Abuse Lawyers (ACAL) provides practical support for survivors and 

professionals working in the field of abuse. Formed 14 years ago, ACAL maintains a telephone help line 

and web site presence to sign-post survivors of abuse to lawyers who have the expertise and 

experience to assist them in obtaining the redress to which they are entitled. ACAL also campaigns in 

this area, and provides training, a mentoring service for members, access to data bases and an 

information exchange to members to assist them in their work. ACAL’s membership is made up of 

solicitors, barristers, psychiatrists and social work experts who are all specialists in this field. 

 

Student Member 

• Cost: £40.00 

• Benefits: Website, AGM, Workshop, Newsletter 
 

Non-practicing member, e.g. Experts 

• Cost: £85.00 

• Benefits:  Website, AGM, Workshop, Newsletter 
 

 Barrister Member 

• Cost: £85.00 

• Benefits:  Website, AGM, Workshop, Newsletter, Database, Experts Register 
 

Sole Practitioner Member 

• Cost: £85.00 

• Benefits:  Website, AGM, Workshop (3 CPA Hours), Newsletter, Database, Experts Register 
 

Small Firm (5 partners or under) Practitioner Member 

• Cost: £100.00 

• Benefits:  Website, AGM, Workshop (3 CPA Hours), Newsletter, Database, Experts Register 
 

Other Practitioner Members 

• Cost: £150.00 

• Benefits:  Website, AGM, Workshop (3 CPA Hours), Newsletter, Database, Experts Register 
 

Phone:  020 8390 4701 

ACAL website: www.childabuselawyers.com 

E-mail:  info@childabuselawyers.com  
 

 

 

 

 

Disclaimer 
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Disclaimer 

This material may not be reproduced in any form without the prior 
permission of ACAL.  The material cannot stand on its own and is not 
intended to be relied upon for giving advice in specific cases. 
 
ACAL cannot give advice on the law in relation to particular cases. 
 
To the extent permitted by law, ACAL will not be liable by reason of breach 
of contract, negligence, or otherwise for any loss of consequential loss 
occasioned to any person acting omitting to act or refraining from acting in 
reliance upon the material arising from or connected with any error or 
omission in the material. 
 

Consequential loss shall be deemed to include, but is not limited to, any 

loss of profits or anticipated profits, damage to reputation, or goodwill, loss 

of business or anticipated business, damages, costs, expenses incurred or 

payable to any third party or any other indirect or consequential losses. 

 


