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For ease of reference the offending paragraphs are repeated below:

24. In parliament on 10th December 1997 Mr Tony Banks MP, the Minister for Sport at
the time said: “UK Athletics 1998, an interim successor body to the British Athletics
Federation, was announced on 28 November. The United Kingdom Sports Council
is proposing to make a significant investment through its Exchequer funding to
support the body during its envisaged 12 months' life”. This represented the first
steps towards the Additional Party taking charge of athletics through its creation UK
Athletics.

38. On 12th December 2006, Minister for Sport Richard Caborne MP said in
parliament: UK Sport is also actively involved in senior appointments, including the
current recruitment of the new CEO and chair for UK Athletics. In addition it has a
member of staff with responsibility for monitoring progress in the sport and
intervening where appropriate”.

66. On 18th October 2005, Sue Campbell, Chair of UK Sport gave evidence to the
Department for Culture, Media and Sport select committee. She was asked to
discuss her approach to the increased number of athletes that Great Britain would
need to field as the host nation. In Her reply Ms Campbell said “we have started in
a slightly more businesslike way looking at the number of athletes we need, the
number of medals we need, the number of athletes we need in the medals zone
and the number of athletes we need underpinning that in order to drive the level of
medal success we corporately want to achieve in both the Olympics and
Paralympics”.

68. Further into the giving of evidence Ms Campbell said “We know that there are
certain components that you need around the athlete and the first, as Craig quite
rightly said, is a world class coach. We are investing now in UK Sport, very much in
partnership with the governing bodies, in developing elite home grown coaches
because in the past we have had to import many of our Olympic coaches. We have
learned a great deal from that but we want to produce home grown world coaches
as part of the legacy of the Olympic Games”.

71. In the evidence referred to in paragraph 66 above Ms Campbell later said in
connection to the legacy: “We have got a big job to do and I think you need to
keep asking what is the legacy for people beyond the Olympics, not just the
facilities. You need to keep making us address that issue”.
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74. The House of Commons Committee of Public Accounts published on the 18th July
2006 a report entitled "UK Sport: Supporting elite athletes" (HC 898). On page 5,
paragraph 6 of the Conclusions and recommendations, a scathing observation on
either the integrity or competence of UK Sport is made:

"For three years running, in reporting to Parliament and the public, UK Sport and
the Department overstated performance against the target for medals won at major
international championships. In compiling the results, UK Sport included 83 medals
won in events not taken into account in setting the target, thereby turning
underperformance into apparent success."

75. At the same Public Accounts Select Committee Hearing referred to in Paragraph 74
above, Liz Nicholl, UK Sport’s Director of Performance gave oral evidence on
6th February 2006. She was asked by the Committee Chairman Mr Edward Leigh MP:
“Could you tell us what action you now expect from athletics in the light of its
disappointing performances in recent years?”

76. Ms Nicholl replied: “ In terms of athletics, we have worked closely with athletics
over the last 12 months. In particular, there is a new performance director now in
the lead role in athletics who started last March. We required a new performance
plan from athletics for the period between now and Beijing. That performance plan
has been received. It has been reviewed by partners in the performance
environment and accepted and is now being rolled out . There is a challenge in
terms of change in athletics as well , because they are reviewing athletics in the
UK. There is a new England Athletics; there is a new chief executive of England
Athletics; there is a new disability manager in athletics, a whole host of changes
over the last 12 months. Fifteen per cent of the medals available in the Games are
in athletics; we absolutely need this sport to perform.”

As indicated in paragraph 43 above, with hindsight we now know that athletics
delivered the worst medals performance in over 30 years at the 2008 Beijing
Olympic Games.

77. Having started their report into UK Sport by accusing them of cheating in the way
they counted medals, the Chairman of the Committee of Public Accounts felt the
need to summon Liz Nicholl, the Performance Director of UK Sport to return on 6th
March 2006 to “clarify” some confusion in her evidence. The Chairman described
this as “taking the unusual step of summoning witnesses back because of some
confusion about answers which were given”.
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Statement by the Mr C Zacharides - The Appellant

It is not the intention of the Appellant to challenge or question any of the statements
above, made in Parliament.

In contrast, it is the intention to give effect to the excellent scrutinising work done in
Parliament and by its Committees.

It is intended to contrast comments such as that made by the Minister for Sport to
Parliament as indicated in paragraph 38 above, claiming:

“UK Sport is also actively involved in senior appointments, including the current
recruitment of the new CEO and chair for UK Athletics”

with the information provided by UK Sport, where they say:

“UK Sport holds no communications with UK Athletics specifically relating to the
appointment of Mr Moorcroft's successor. [The next CEO or the Chairman of UK Athletics]

UK Sport holds no internal communications connected with the remuneration and profile of
the next CEO or the Chairman [of UK Athletics]

UK Sport holds no information relating to the views, hope and influence of UK Sport in
respect of the next CEO or the Chairman [of UK Athletics]”.

The above quotations from UK Sport are taken from their letter dated 1st February 2007
which is reproduced on the following pages for your information.

If we are to be denied the opportunity to use statements made in Parliament to
demonstrate how UK Sport appear to talk with two tongues, then we would seek
understanding for the number of witnesses that we would wish to call. These witnesses
will represent the Athletics Community from elite to grass roots within the sport, from all
locations within the country, and all from aspects of Athletics, including coaching,
officiating, competing and administration. Collectively the witnesses will demonstrate that
UK Athletics are governing body imposed by UK Sport who have no long term or natural
connection with our sport.
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The Appellant requests guidance as to how the Tribunal would wish him to proceed.

Mr.C.Zacharides (Zac)
The Appellant Dated: 30th November 2010

Address for service:
14 Edward Grove,
New Barnet,
Hertfordshire,
EN4 8BA

Email: zac@cgsystems.co.uk


