
BEFORE THE WORLD SAILING JUDICIAL BOARD 
 
IN THE MATTER OF 
 
A COMPLAINT CONCERNING 
MR JOHN CRAIG 
 
 

DECISION OF INDEPENDENT PANEL 
 
 
1. Introduction 
 
1.1 The J Class Association (the “JCA”) submitted a written complaint to World Sailing 

(“WS”) by way of a letter dated 14th August 2019. 
 

1.2 The complaint concerned the conduct of Mr John Craig, a WS International Race Officer, 
in connection with his activities as secretary to the JCA. 
 

1.3 Pursuant to WS Regulation 35.6.12, the complaint was passed by the Chief Executive 
Officer to the Judicial Board. The Judicial Board duly appointed a Disciplinary 
Investigating Officer in September 2019. 
 

1.4 The Disciplinary Investigating Officer conducted an investigation and concluded that, 
pursuant to WS Regulation 35.6.13(c), Mr Craig’s conduct amounted to Misconduct that 
might warrant disciplinary action within the jurisdiction of WS. The Disciplinary 
Investigating Officer accordingly decided to charge Mr Craig with Misconduct. Written 
notice of charge in accordance with WS Regulation 35.6.16 was communicated to Mr 
Craig by email to his usual email address on 9th December 2019. 
 

1.5 Pursuant to WS Regulation 35.6.19, on 20th December 2019 the Judicial Board 
appointed an Independent Panel (the “Panel”) to determine the charge. The Judicial 
Board also appointed Sport Resolutions to act as Registrar. 
 

1.6 Pursuant to Rule 4.1 of the WS Judicial Board Rules of Procedure applicable to 
disciplinary complaints received by WS under Part E of WS Regulation 35 (the “Rules of 
Procedure”), Mr Craig was required to lodge a written reply with the Registrar within 14 
days of the date of service of the notice of charge. 
 

1.7 The 14th day after the date of service of the notice of charge being 23rd December 2019, 
the Panel decided to allow Mr Craig until 7th January 2020 in which to submit his reply to 
the charge. This decision was communicated to Mr Craig by the Registrar by email to his 
usual email address on 20th December 2019. 
 

1.8 Mr Craig failed to lodge a reply with the Registrar by 7th January 2020. Having made 
enquiry of the Disciplinary Investigating Officer, however, the Panel was satisfied that the 
notice of charge was served on Mr Craig for the purposes of Rule 4.3(a) of the WS Rules 
of Procedure. 
 

1.9 At the request of the Panel the Registrar wrote to Mr Craig to notify him that: 

 the Panel was satisfied that the charge was served for the purposes of Rule 4.3 
of the WS Rules of Procedure; 

 the Panel was minded to proceed in his absence; 

 he was invited to submit to the Registrar any reasons why the Panel should not 
do so; and 

 the Panel would proceed in his absence if no response was received from him (or 
on his behalf) within 14 days. 
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This notification was sent to Mr Craig by the Registrar by email (to each of the two email 

addressed that Mr Craig was known to have used and to that of a US attorney who had 

previously represented him) on 20th January 2020 and by post (to his home address) on 

21st January 2020. Again, the Panel was satisfied that those documents had been served 

on Mr Craig. 

 

1.10 Mr Craig failed to respond to the Registrar within the specified period of 14 days and 
indeed failed to respond at all. The Panel accordingly decided of its own motion and in its 
discretion to determine the Charge in such manner and upon such evidence as it 
considered appropriate, in accordance with Rule 4.3 of the WS Rules of Procedure. 
Pursuant to Rule 5.2 of the WS Rules of Procedure, the Panel decided that the 
proceedings would be conducted in writing, without a hearing, based on the written 
submissions and evidence put before the Panel. The Panel is satisfied that Mr Craig has 
been given a reasonable opportunity to present his case but has decided not to engage 
with the Panel.  

 
1.11 No communication of any sort to either the Panel or the Registrar was received from Mr 

Craig at any stage during these proceedings.   
 

1.12 Pursuant to Rule 8.1 of the WS Rules of Procedure, the Panel decided that it had 
jurisdiction under the WS Regulations and WS Rules of Procedure and that the Panel 
was properly constituted. 
 

1.13 In accordance with Rule 9.9 of the WS Rules of Procedure, at the request of the Panel 
the Registrar applied to the Judicial Board for the time limit for completing the 
proceedings to be extended. On 9th March, the Registrar reported to the Panel that the 
Judicial Board had extended the time limit by two months, to end on 9th May 2020. 

 
2. Essence of the Complaint 
 
2.1 In the absence of any reply from Mr Craig to the charges, the facts are not in dispute. 

They are set out in documents appended to the Disciplinary Investigating Officer’s notice 
of charge. The Panel was, in any event, satisfied, to its comfortable satisfaction, that the 
facts set out in those documents and that notice of charge were true. 
 

2.2 At all material times, Mr John Craig was bound by the WS Regulations because, in his 
capacity as a WS International Race Officer, he was a “Participant” as defined in WS 
Regulation 35.2.1(b). The Panel expands on this issue below. 
 

2.3 Mr Craig was employed as the secretary of the JCA from 7th February 2018 until 17th 
October 2018. As a part of his role as secretary of the JCA, Mr Craig was responsible for 
keeping the accounts of the JCA and he was the sole signatory for the JCA’s bank 
account. 
 

2.4 On the termination of Mr Craig’s employment, he was required to deliver to the JCA, 
and/or its authorized representative, all debit cards, books, documents, account records 
and any other papers, data or items which were the property of the JCA. 
 

2.5 As at the date on which the notice of charge was served, Mr Craig had not complied with 
his obligation to hand over access to the JCA’s bank account, nor had he returned any 
financial or account records or other banking items belonging to the JCA that accrued 
during the course of his employment by the JCA. 
 

2.6 It is asserted by the Disciplinary Investigating Officer that, in response to requests from 
members of the JCA, from his successor as secretary of the JCA and from the 
Disciplinary Investigating Officer himself, Mr Craig stated on at least 15 occasions in 
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2019 that he would provide or return the financial records and control of the bank account 
to JCA yet this had not happened. It is asserted by the Disciplinary Investigating Officer 
that, as at the date on which the notice of charge was served, the JCA still did not have 
access to its bank account or its contents. 
 

2.7 It is asserted by the Disciplinary Investigating Officer that Mr Craig falsely stated that he 
had sent the debit cards, books, documents, account records and other papers to the 
JCA. 
 

2.8 At some time prior to September 2018, the sum of  was transferred into the 
JCA’s bank account to be paid to , who was a member of the JCA. As at the 
date on which the notice of charge was served, Mr Craig had not effected the payment of 
this sum to . 
 

2.9 It is asserted by the Disciplinary Investigating Officer that, on at least five occasions, Mr 
Craig had falsely stated said that the payment had been made to . 
 

2.10 It is asserted by the Disciplinary Investigating Officer that Mr Craig had stated to the 
Disciplinary Investigating Officer that he would honour the multiple commitments that he 
had made to the JCA in October 2019 to resolve outstanding disputes yet this had not 
happened. 
 

2.11 It is asserted by the Disciplinary Investigating Officer that Mr Craig had repeatedly failed 
to answer the Disciplinary Investigating Officer’s reasonable requests that he produce a 
bank statement, and associated questions. 

 
3. Charges 
 
3.1 Charge 1 

 
“That Mr John Craig has committed Misconduct by repeatedly failing to act with 
utmost integrity, honesty and responsibility in accordance with WS Regulation 
35.2.4(b).” 

 
3.2 Charge 2 
 

“That Mr John Craig has committed Misconduct by repeatedly failing to act in 
good faith, mutual trust and understanding in all dealings in accordance with WS 
Regulation 35.2.4(c).” 

 
3.3 Charge 3 
 

“That Mr John Craig has committed Misconduct by failing to take all reasonable 
measures to assist the Disciplinary Investigating Officer and provide the 
Disciplinary Investigating Officer with evidence requested in accordance with WS 
Regulation 35.3.9.” 

 
4. Analysis 
 
4.1 As set out in WS Regulation 35.2.1, for the purpose of WS Regulation 35 a “Participant” 

means: 
 

“(a) any competitor, boat owner, support person; and 
 
(b) any World Sailing Council, committee or commission member, working party 
member, any alternates appointed, World Sailing Member (including any 
representatives sent by a Member to attend World Sailing Events, meetings or 
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other official functions), World Sailing Officer, World Sailing Race Official or World 
Sailing Representative, or any person, official or body subject to the World Sailing 
Constitution or World Sailing Regulations.” 

 
4.2 By accepting an appointment as a World Sailing Official, a person agrees to be bound by 

the WS Constitution and the WS Regulations. 
 

4.3 As set out in WS Regulation 35.2.2, for the purposes of WS Regulation 35: 
 

““Misconduct” means a breach of Regulation 35.2.3, 35.2.4 and/or Regulation 

35.3.9.” 

 

4.4 Pursuant to WS Regulation 35.2.4: 
 

“Participants defined by Regulation 35.2.1(b) shall: 
 
(a) not commit a breach of the World Sailing Constitution or Regulations that is 
deliberate, repeated or otherwise more than a misjudgement; 
 
(b) act with the utmost integrity, honesty and responsibility; 
 
(c) any [act] in good faith towards each other with mutual trust and understanding 
in all their dealings; 
 
…” 

 
4.5 A Participant’s obligation under Regulation 35.3.9 is as follows: 

 
“All Participants must take all reasonable measures to assist Disciplinary 
Investigating Officers in the collection of evidence. If a Disciplinary Investigating 
Officer requests the production of evidence from any person that person shall 
(subject to considerations of legal professional privilege or other legal 
entitlement) be under an obligation to provide it. Failure to comply with a 
Disciplinary Investigating Officer’s request shall be regarded as Misconduct.” 

 
4.6 Charge 1 
 
4.6.1 It is not in dispute that Mr Craig, as a WS International Race Officer, is bound by WS 

Regulation 35.2.4(b) and the Panel is so satisfied, to its comfortable satisfaction. 
 

4.6.2 It is not in dispute that a failure by Mr Craig to act with the utmost integrity, honesty and 
responsibility could amount to Misconduct as defined in WS Regulation 35.2.2, and the 
Panel is so satisfied to its comfortable satisfaction. 

 
4.7 Charge 2. 

 
4.7.1 It is not in dispute that Mr Craig is bound by WS Regulation 35.2.4(c) and the Panel is so 

satisfied to its comfortable satisfaction. 
 

4.7.2 Participants’ obligations under Regulation 35.2.4(c) to act in good faith with mutual trust 
and understanding are qualified by the words “towards each other”. These words were 
omitted from the Disciplinary Investigating Officer’s description of the charge but they are 
essential to the correct application of Regulation 35.2.4(c), since their effect appears to 
be to limit the obligation under Regulation 35.2.4(c) to dealings between Participants 
within the meaning of Regulation 35.2.1(b). The Panel will consider the charge with the 
addition of the words ‘towards each other’. 
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4.7.3 Some elements of Charge 2 (as laid) relate to Mr Craig's dealings with a World Sailing 
Official (i.e. the Disciplinary Investigating Officer), who is a Participant within the meaning 
of Regulation 35.2.1(b). It is not in dispute, and the Panel is satisfied to its comfortable 
satisfaction that a failure by Mr Craig to act in good faith towards such a Participant with 
mutual trust and understanding in all their dealings could amount to Misconduct as 
defined in WS Regulation 35.2.2.  
 

4.7.4 The J Class does not appear to be a World Sailing class and the JCA is not obviously 
affiliated to a World Sailing MNA. The JCA thus does not appear to be a "person, official 
or body subject to the World Sailing Constitution or World Sailing Regulations" and is not 
otherwise a “Participant” for the purposes of Regulation 35.2.1(b). It is therefore unclear 
as to whether a failure by Mr Craig to act in good faith towards the JCA with mutual trust 
and understanding in all their dealings could amount to Misconduct as defined in WS 
Regulation 35.2.2.  
 

4.8 Charge 3. 
 
4.8.1 It is not in dispute, and the Panel was satisfied to its comfortable satisfaction, that Mr 

Craig is bound by WS Regulation 35.3.9. 
 

4.8.2 Mr Craig did not submit a reply to the notice of charge. It is accordingly unclear as to 
whether he believed that considerations of legal professional privilege or other legal 
entitlement relieved him of any obligation to assist the Disciplinary Investigating Officer in 
the collection of evidence. 

 
4.9. The Panel has regard for and takes due account of all of the written submissions and 

evidence put before the Panel. 
 
5. Findings 
 
5.1 Charge 1 

 
5.1.1 The Panel finds to its comfortable satisfaction that Mr Craig failed to deliver to the JCA, 

and/or its authorised representative, all debit cards, books, documents, account records 
and any other papers, data or items which were the property of the JCA on the 
termination of his employment and that  Mr Craig’s conduct amounted to a failure to act 
with utmost integrity and responsibility in breach of WS Regulation 35.2.4(b) and thus 
Misconduct. 
 

5.1.2 The Panel finds to its comfortable satisfaction that Mr Craig failed to provide to the JCA, 
and/or its authorised representative, the means to access the JCA’s bank account on the 
termination of his employment, and that  Mr Craig’s conduct amounted to a failure to act 
with utmost integrity and responsibility in breach of WS Regulation 35.2.4(b) and thus 
Misconduct. 
 

5.1.3 The Panel finds to its comfortable satisfaction that Mr Craig stated on multiple occasions 
in 2019 that he would provide or return the financial records and control of the bank 
account to JCA and failed to do so, and that Mr Craig’s conduct amounted to a failure to 
act with utmost integrity and responsibility in breach of WS Regulation 35.2.4(b) and thus 
Misconduct. 
 

5.1.4 No direct evidence was presented to support the proposition that, at the time he stated 
that he would provide or return the financial records and control of the bank account to 
JCA, Mr Craig had no intention of doing so. The Panel was not satisfied that it was 
appropriate to draw an inference that Mr Craig was dishonest on those occasions. The 
Panel accordingly finds that Mr Craig’s conduct in this regard did not amount to a failure 
to act with utmost honesty in breach of WS Regulation 35.2.4(b). 
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5.1.5 The Panel finds to its comfortable satisfaction that Mr Craig falsely stated that he had 
sent the debit cards, books, documents, account records and other papers to the JCA, 
and that Mr Craig’s conduct amounted to a failure to act with utmost integrity, honesty 
and responsibility in breach of WS Regulation 35.2.4(b) and thus Misconduct. 
 

5.1.6 The Panel finds to its comfortable satisfaction that Mr Craig failed to transfer the sum of 
 from the JCA’s bank account to  and that Mr Craig’s conduct 

amounted to a failure to act with utmost integrity and responsibility in breach of WS 
Regulation 35.2.4(b) and thus Misconduct. 
 

5.1.7 The Panel finds to its comfortable satisfaction that Mr Craig falsely stated that he had 
transferred the sum of  from the JCA’s bank account to , Mr Craig’s 
conduct amounted to a failure to act with utmost integrity, honesty and responsibility in 
breach of WS Regulation 35.2.4(b) and thus Misconduct. 
 

5.1.8 The Panel finds to its comfortable satisfaction that, Mr Craig stated to the Disciplinary 
Investigating Officer that he would honour the multiple commitments that he had made to 
the JCA in October 2019 to resolve outstanding disputes and failed to do so, and that Mr 
Craig’s conduct amounted to a failure to act with utmost integrity and responsibility in 
breach of WS Regulation 35.2.4(b) and thus Misconduct. 
 

5.1.9 No direct evidence was presented to support the proposition that, at the time he stated 
that he would honour the multiple commitments that he had made to the JCA in October 
2019, Mr Craig had no intention of doing so. The Panel was not satisfied that it was 
appropriate to draw an inference that Mr Craig was dishonest on those occasions. The 
Panel accordingly finds that Mr Craig’s conduct in this regard did not amount to a failure 
to act with utmost honesty in breach of WS Regulation 35.2.4(b). 
 

5.2 Charge 2 
 

5.2.1 As set out above, the Panel is not satisfied that the JCA was a Participant within the 
meaning set out in WS Regulation 35.2.1(b). The Panel accordingly finds that Mr Craig’s 
conduct in his dealings with the JCA did not amount to a breach of WS Regulation 
35.2.4(c). 
 

5.2.2 The Panel finds to its comfortable satisfaction that Mr Craig stated to the Disciplinary 
Investigating Officer on at least one occasion in 2019 that he would provide or return the 
financial records and control of the bank account to JCA and failed to do so, and that Mr 
Craig’s conduct amounted to a breach of WS Regulation 35.2.4(c) and thus Misconduct. 
 

5.2.3 No evidence was presented to support the proposition that  was a Participant 
within the meaning set out in WS Regulation 35.2.1(b). The Panel accordingly finds that 
Mr Craig’s conduct in his dealings with  did not amount to a breach of WS 
Regulation 35.2.4(c). 
 

5.2.4 The Panel finds to its comfortable satisfaction that Mr Craig falsely stated to the 
Disciplinary Investigating Officer that he had transferred the sum of  from the 
JCA’s bank account to , and that Mr Craig’s conduct amounted to a breach of 
WS Regulation 35.2.4(c) and thus Misconduct. 
 

5.3 Charge 3 
 

5.3.1 The Panel makes no findings in relation to charge 3. 
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6. Jurisdiction and Sanctions 
 

6.1 Jurisdiction 
 
6.1.1 The WS Regulations relating to misconduct prohibit Participants, as defined in Regulation 

35.2.1, from committing Misconduct, as defined in Regulation 35.2.2. 
 

6.1.2 The Panel considered whether there was any requirement that the allegation of 
Misconduct on the part of Participant must relate to that person’s conduct in the 
performance of the role that brings him or her within the description of Participant, in 
order for the Misconduct to be actionable under WS Regulation 35. There is no provision 
in the applicable WS Regulations which has that effect and the Panel does not consider 
that there was any such requirement. 
 

6.1.3 Mr Craig holds a certificate of appointment as a WS International Race Officer and, as 
such, is a Participant for the purposes of World Sailing Regulation 35. The role of a WS 
International Race Officer necessarily involves a high level of integrity, honesty and 
responsibility and a willingness to act in good faith. The Panel accordingly concludes that 
there is a clear connection between the charges laid and a role that brings Mr Craig 
within the scope of the Misconduct rules set out in WS Regulation 35. 
 

6.1.4 In accordance with WS Regulation 35.6.21, the penalties that may be imposed by the 
Panel following a proven charge of Misconduct are set out in Part F of WS Regulation 35. 
 

6.1.5 In accordance with WS Regulation 35.6.21, when considering sanctions, the Panel shall 
have regard to: 
(a) any sanction guidelines published by the Judicial Board prior to the event; and 
(b) any published decisions under RRS 69 and/or this Regulation which are 

consistent with relevant sanction guidelines (such decisions will be a guide but 
are in no sense binding precedents). 

 
6.1.6 The Panel is not aware of any relevant sanction guidelines or decisions having been 

published by the Judicial Board that might be applicable to the charges laid in this matter. 
 

6.2 Submissions on Proposed Sanctions 
 

6.2.1 Having made its findings in relation to each of the charges, the Panel set out its findings 
and its proposed sanctions in its provisional decision dated 24th April 2020. In 
accordance with Rule 9.4 of the WS Rules of Procedure, the Panel’s provisional decision 
was sent to Mr Craig via the Registrar by email on 27th April 2020. The Panel considered 
this to be the most appropriate manner for announcing its decision. 
 

6.2.2 In accordance with Rule 9.5 of the WS Rules of Procedure Mr Craig was invited to 
address the Panel as to any matter relevant to its consideration of sanction, which shall 
include his disciplinary record and any mitigation raised, by no later than 4pm British 
Summer Time on Friday 1st May 2020. 
 

6.2.3 No submissions were received by Mr Craig by 4pm British Summer Time on Friday 1st 
May 2020 or at all. 
 

6.2.4 The Panel accordingly proceeded to confirm its decision as to the sanctions or other 
order to be imposed. 
 

6.3 Sanctions 
 

6.3.1 As set out above, there is no provision in the applicable WS Regulations which specifies 
that the sanction to be applied to a Participant who is found to have committed 
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Misconduct must relate to the role(s) that brings that person within the description of 
Participant. Nevertheless, the Panel considers that both as a matter of principle and on 
the facts of this case the sanction imposed should be related to the role that brings Mr 
Craig within the scope of the Misconduct rules set out in WS Regulation 35. 
 

6.3.2 In respect of Charge 1, the Panel’s decision is that Mr Craig’s certificate of appointment 
as a WS International Race Officer be revoked with immediate effect and that Mr Craig 
be ineligible to re-apply for such a certificate of appointment for a period of two years 
from the date of this decision. 
 

6.3.3 In respect of Charge 2, the Panel’s decision is that Mr Craig’s certificate of appointment 
as a WS International Race Officer be revoked with immediate effect and that Mr Craig 
be ineligible to re-apply for such a certificate of appointment for a period of one year from 
the date of this decision. 
 

6.3.4 The Panel directs that the sanction imposed in respect of Charge 2 should apply 
concurrently with the sanction imposed in respect of Charge 1. 
 

 

 

 

 
 
 

   
_____________________ _____________________ _____________________ 
Paul Darling QC  Roman Khodykin  Gus Lewis 
 

Independent Panel Members 
 

5th May 2020 




