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Questions 1-188 

Witness: Mr Nigel Willerton, Director of Integrity, Tennis Integrity Unit, International Tennis Federation, gave 
evidence. 

Q1    Chair: Mr Willerton, thank you very much indeed for coming in today. I apologise for the delay in 
starting the hearing. That was because we had an extraordinary piece of private business that we had to deal with. It 
was unexpected and I am sorry about that. 

Mr Willerton: No problem. 

Chair: Thank you very much.  

Obviously, the purpose of this hearing is to discuss integrity in tennis. We will start by focusing on the ESSA 
report for 2015, which as you know included reports on 100 suspicious sporting events over the year, 73 of which 
were tennis matches across all of the sports that it covers. Thirty-five were sporting events that were deemed 
suspicious which ESSA referred for further investigation to the relevant authorities; of those, nearly 70% were tennis 
related. The question is: why is tennis so disproportionately subject to the suspicious betting patterns in your view, 
and what does that say about the sport? 

Mr Willerton: Mr Chairman, may I start by explaining what a betting alert is? I think it has been falsely reported 
in the BuzzFeed document and also by other members of the press as to what an actual alert means. I think it has 
got to the stage now where people think a betting alert is almost a prima facie case that the match was fixed and 
those involved in the match were responsible for corruption. That is not the case. A betting alert is an unusual 
activity that is seen by a trader, a betting operator, and that is the alert that is sent to us. That in its raw state is just 
one single thread of information. It is not evidence, it is just information. It is an indicator that something might 
be amiss, but it is certainly not evidence. 

If it is a pre-alert—it is before a tennis match has started—we will put certain measures in place at the tournament 
and gather as much information as we can. If it is after the match has been played, similarly we will ask for 
information from the tournament themselves to try to put some more meat on the bones, so to speak—to build 
the actual intelligence picture up. We will then go back to the operators and we will get the betting data, the 
gamblers’ names if we can, and look at the whole picture as much as we can. Then we will say whether or not it 
warrants further investigation and that is when we go and talk to the players and we can ask for their phones and 
all the documents. On the ESSA alerts, 73 have been reported. We have a difference of opinion as to how many 
alerts we have had from ESSA. I have tried to remedy that with ESSA. 

  
Q2    Chair: Do you mean how many alerts you have in fact received? They think they have sent 73 and you 

think you have received how many? 
Mr Willerton: They have 73; we have received 67. Unfortunately there is still a difference of opinion because 
when the office tried to remedy the situation with them, it transpires that at the beginning of the year we asked 
ESSA whether they had had any alerts on nine matches, they came back to us and said no, but in the figures that 
they have now submitted to us of the 73, those nine matches that we have asked them about are included. Whether 
it is 70 or whether it is 65—I have not remedied it—it is still too many, obviously, but— 
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Q3    Chair: Vastly disproportionate, wouldn’t it? 

Mr Willerton: Vastly disproportionate. 

Chair: It would still be 65% of all of the cases. 

Mr Willerton: As far as the question that you asked, Mr Chairman, since the end of 2014, beginning of 2015, 
betting operators, in particular online betting operators, have started to take markets on the lower level futures. I 
do not think it is a coincidence that the alerts have increased as the markets have taken on the lower level tennis 
tournaments. 

  
Q4    Chair: Does that mean you are attributing the disproportionate presence of tennis in this to the fact 

that there is more betting on tennis futures than there is on other sports? 
Mr Willerton: There is more betting on tennis futures, but I think you also have to look at the level of the sport 
against the alerts. All the operators that we have memoranda of understanding with have different criteria as to 
what they call an alert. One betting operator may look at a set of figures and think, “There is nothing in this.” 
Another betting operator will look at it and think, “We will send that as an alert anyway.” Not every sport has a 
specific integrity unit like tennis does, so through the co-operation agreements we tend to get the alerts because 
they know that we are there to deal with them. 

  
Q5    Chair: The suggestion from that is that they do not bother to send alerts to other sports because they 

do not think they are going to get dealt with? 
Mr Willerton: I cannot talk for other sports, Mr Chairman. I can only speak for tennis, obviously. 

Chair: But that is slightly what you have implied. 

Mr Willerton: Yes. 

  
Q6    Chair: You folks are ready to deal with things and that is why you get them, and other people are not 

and that is why they do not send them? 
Mr Willerton: That could be one reason why we do get a disproportionate amount as well. In reality, for a lot of 
the alerts that we do get, when we make those initial inquiries to the tournaments and look at the timings as to 
when these alerts were made, on many occasions players get injured or there is a reason at the tournament as to 
why an alert may have been triggered off. That is why I say you have to look at the whole picture before we then 
go into an investigation stage. 

  
Q7    Chair: Yes, but hold on a second. I do not understand something: you have made a point about whether 

a data point is evidence in regards to an alert about suspicious gambling. 
Mr Willerton: Yes. 

Chair: Whatever you think about that, isn’t the fact that tennis is vastly disproportionate among all the sports 
in all the alerts it is getting for suspicious betting evidence that there is a lot more dodgy betting going on in relation 
to tennis than there is to other sports? That is what it is telling you. 

Mr Willerton: It is evidence that there is an alert from an operator that there may be something wrong with a 
particular game, but I would not say that it was evidence that there is actually anything wrong with that game. You 
have to look at the bigger picture. 

  
Q8    Chair: Hold on a second, Mr Willerton. The betting operators are working with millions and millions 

of data points, are they not? 
Mr Willerton: They are. 



  
Q9    Chair: They have very sophisticated algorithms for detecting unusual betting patterns. 

Mr Willerton: Yes. 

  
Q10    Chair: They know precisely, as it were, what is one standard deviation away from the norm, what is 

two standard deviations, and so on. They should be able to tell you with a high degree of accuracy as to whether or 
not something is a highly unusual betting pattern, no? 

Mr Willerton: They do do, yes, and I accept that. That is what an alert is. 

  
Q11    Chair: So it is evidence. When they put that out, that is evidence that that is highly unusual betting. 

Mr Willerton: It is evidence that it is highly unusual betting, I accept that, sir, yes. 

  
Q12    Chair: Okay, right. So that does suggest that suspicious betting, dodgy betting, is much more 

prominently associated with tennis than with any other sport at the moment, according to the betting patterns that 
you are seeing, doesn’t it? It really does. 

Mr Willerton: What I say to that, Mr Chairman, is yes, but there are reasons why an alert could be triggered off. 
That is the point I want to make. 

  
Q13    Chair: I have understood that. Thank you very much. Just to go to the substance of some of these 

concerns, there was an investigation in 2008 into integrity in tennis, was there not? Your integrity unit was set up in 
order to address those allegations. The question is this: is it really true that half of the 16 players that were warned 
about then took part in the Australian Open only a few weeks ago? 

Mr Willerton: I do not know the 16 names that were handed over in those original documents. I was not in place 
at that time. 

  
Q14    Chair: But you can just look into the files, can’t you? The files have the documents in there. You had 

a team. They did a report. One of the heads of the team then became the head of the TIU. 
Mr Willerton: The files that I looked at I did not see 16 names listed and those files have been handed to the 
independent review panel to look into. 

  
Q15    Chair: You never checked who the 16 names were in the core report as a result of which the TIU was 

set up? 
Mr Willerton: Well, I was not in place at that time, Mr Chairman. 

  
Q16    Chair: No, but you could go back. At the time you were setting up the independent panel, before that 

you would go in and say, “What is the problem here? I will look at the reports, see what the problem was at this time, 
see if there are some facts in this before we pass them on.” Surely you would be doing that anyway, you would be 
trying to track who these thoroughly suspicious characters were, wouldn’t you? 

Mr Willerton: I accept that there was material handed by the British Horseracing Authority team that did that 
investigation in 2008, but the person in place, who was an ex-senior investigating officer in the Metropolitan Police, 
had spent seven years in the anti-corruption unit in cricket and I have no hesitation in saying I am sure he reviewed 
whatever material he was given at that time. Had there been the possibility of using that material to conduct any 
investigations, he would have done so. 

  
Q17    Chair: But hold on a second, Mr Phillips at the time was quoted as saying, “They could have got rid 

of a network of players that would have almost completely cleared the sport up. We gave them everything tied up 
with a nice pink bow on top and they took no action at all.” 



Mr Willerton: That is what Mr Phillips says, sir, yes. 

  
Q18    Chair: Yes, but you did take no action at all, that was true? 

Mr Willerton: The Tennis Integrity Unit at that time did not take any action. 

Chair: Did not take any action, no. 

Mr Willerton: It kept the material for intelligence purposes, but there were no new investigations conducted as a 
result of the material that was given over, that is correct. 

  
Q19    Chair: You did not go back and check to see whether any of those people should be suspects worth 

monitoring as part of the work you were doing since you came into the TIU four years ago? 
Mr Willerton: I have not, sir, no. 

  
Q20    Chair: That is astonishing. You have these people there, the centre of a potential ring of gambling and 

fraud, and you have not even satisfied yourself as to who they are. I would have lists of them. I would have these 
wanted posters up in the office. 

Mr Willerton: The director in charge at the time would have looked at that material and he would have made a 
decision as to whether those warranted any further investigation. He did not make that choice. Whether it was 
right or wrong of me to go and look at those 16 names, I have not done so. 

  
Q21    Chair: You decided it made no sense to continue to track or investigate any of those individuals? 

Mr Willerton: BuzzFeed has mentioned those names again, but we are talking eight years ago. We unfortunately 
are dealt with a statute of limitations under the programme that we have and I have not looked at the investigations 
further than that. 

  
Q22    Chair: Yet many of them, if these allegations are true, are still playing top flight tennis? 

Mr Willerton: I go back to what I said, Mr Chairman. The person at the time would have looked at the information 
and he chose not to make any further investigations in relation to what he was given. I have not looked at that 
information since. 

  
Q23    Chair: First of all, let us be clear, you are going to publish the panel’s findings and all the research and 

evidence associated with that, is that right? 
Mr Willerton: That is correct. 

  
Q24    Chair: If the panel does come back and either names those people or discloses them to you for some 

reason, you not having seen them before, you will then investigate them, will you not, because you have not looked 
at them so far and it is reported that some of them are still playing top flight tennis? 

Mr Willerton: I am not saying they have not been looked at before. What I am saying is they were not looked at 
as a result of the information and intelligence that was given over at that time. It may be that the people have since 
had new alerts against them and they have been investigated about certain matters. 

  
Q25    Chair: But you do not know who they are so you do not know if they have even been given a red card, 

a chat to say, “Don’t do this, what on earth are you up to?” You have done none of that? 
Mr Willerton: Checks would have been done through the indices of the Tennis Integrity Unit. The information 
that was passed over would have been within those indices, so if there had been further investigations they would 
have crossed over. 



  
Q26    Chair: Okay. When you get an ESSA-type alert, do you investigate every allegation that that implies? 

Mr Willerton: Yes, but as I spoke about there are pre-alerts and the post-alerts. We put measures in place if we 
get a pre-alert and put more meat on the bones, get the evidence from the tournament if we can. We do exactly 
the same post-match. 

  
Q27    Chair: Okay, and you share that evidence with the relevant local body that alerted you, do you? It 

might be the local regulatory authorities, the police, other people like that if there is any— 
Mr Willerton: We do share if it warrants going to the law enforcement agencies with it, yes. 

  
Q28    Chair: What mechanism do you have to check if a player is tanking or not? 

Mr Willerton: We have to rely on the staff at the tournament. The umpire gives a post-match report as to whether 
he thinks they have used best effort or not. If we get a pre-alert, then we will ask the senior tennis official at the 
tournament to watch that match. 

  
Q29    Chair: Have you looked at the whole Davydenko/Arguello situation in the past when there was serious 

allegations of malfeasance in that case? 
Mr Willerton: I am aware of the Davydenko and Arguello match, yes. 

  
Q30    Chair: Right, you have been through the detail? You have looked at that case in detail? You understand 

the patterns that it implies? 
Mr Willerton: I do, sir, yes, and that is a great case for us to look at. The betting patterns that they saw in that 
case, with the syndicates in Russia and Italy and Sicily, showed that obviously somebody knew something, but they 
could not bring sufficient evidence against anybody playing in the match. 

  
Q31    Chair: Yes, but just to be clear, it absolutely was not just a matter of the data that is allegedly not 

evidenced in that case, was it? You had medical reports. You had conflicts of evidence. You had text information. 
You had delays by one of the people involved, Davydenko, in terms of releasing information. You had clear patterns 
of— 

Mr Willerton: I am not sure there was text messages involved in that particular case, Mr Chairman, but I can 
verify that. 

  
Q32    Chair: Oh, I think there was, but the facts will show. The point is that that was a case that affected an 

absolutely top class player, where there was a lot of collateral evidence that was not just about a suspicious betting 
pattern as well as a lot of suspicious betting evidence, and yet nothing was done. How do you feel about that? 

Mr Willerton: I do not think they could get the link between the players and the gambling syndicates. An alert is 
not evidence that the players are involved in match fixing. You need to be able to link the players to the gamblers 
or somebody associated with the gamblers. You cannot convict somebody on an alert made by a betting operator 
in a different part of the world. You need to get concrete evidence of the link. 

  
Q33    Chair: There was a lot of— 

Mr Willerton: Circumstantial evidence, I accept. 

Chair: —additional evidence. The Clerk has just reminded me that the files reveal—and this is information 
that the TIU would have known at the time—that Arguello and Davydenko had exchanged 82 text messages at a 
previous tournament with a suspected ringleader of a gambling syndicate. Arguello’s mobile phone had Davydenko’s 
name in it, and yet they were not supposed to have talked to each other. There is lots of additional evidence, as it 
appears, that casts doubt on what you are saying. 



Mr Willerton: Mr Chairman, I think the 82 texts that you refer to related to Arguello contacting a gambler, not 
Davydenko. 

Chair: That is what I have said, yes. 

Mr Willerton: Sorry, and it was not during the Davydenko/Arguello match. It was on different occasions. The 
text messages that you refer to were from Arguello but dealing with other matches, not that particular match. 

  
Q34    Chair: Okay. Is there a case for having not an innocent or a guilty distinction but an innocent, guilty 

and not proven distinction, as you might find in the Scottish courts, for example? Is that not something? What you 
have in that case is at least one of the people involved saying, “I am innocent. I was found innocent,” whereas, in 
fact, he was not found innocent. It is simply that for reasons that are still not clear the TIU decided not to proceed 
with a proper investigation. 

Mr Willerton: People are innocent until proven guilty and I do not think you can prove that somebody has been 
involved in match fixing by an alert from a betting operator. 

Chair: No, but that is not what was in place here. Okay, thank you very much indeed. 

  
Q35    John Nicolson: Can I ask just a basic question? Are you worried about the level of corruption in 

tennis? 
Mr Willerton: Tennis has approximately 120,000 matches a year. Last year, we had a total of 246 alerts, which is 
a very small percentage of the number of matches. It is far too many as far as tennis is concerned and that is why 
we do have an integrity unit. We are obviously concerned and that is why we have gone for an independent review 
to look at our policies and procedures that we have in place and whether that is sufficient or we do need to change. 
Yes, tennis is worried about the number of alerts that we have and what is going on, and that is why it has 
announced the independent review. 

  
Q36    John Nicolson: I was quite struck reading Novak Djokovic saying that in 2007 he had been offered 

$200,000 to throw a match. Do you know the details of this case? 
Mr Willerton: I think he clarified that it was one of his entourage who had been offered the amount, sir, and we 
are still waiting for details from them. 

  
Q37    John Nicolson: I wonder what protection you give to young tennis players who find themselves in 

that kind of circumstance. I think he was still a teenager at the time, wasn’t he, or maybe he had just turned 20? I am 
imagining that he might have been rather scared, physically scared, to cross the kind of person who would have given 
him that offer. 

Mr Willerton: We take education very seriously. Each tennis player, when they register for their international 
player identification number, now has to see an online video, which tells them of the dangers. They have to answer 
questions in relation to that. 

  
Q38    John Nicolson: But how would you protect him? 

Mr Willerton: We encourage them, and it is in the tennis anti-corruption programme, that if they do get an 
approach to report it to the Tennis Integrity Unit and we will take what necessary steps we could do, bearing in 
mind we cover across a number of jurisdictions. 

  
Q39    John Nicolson: Which would be what? I am a 20-year-old tennis player. I have just been offered 200 

grand by a thug. I do not want the money particularly. I am embarrassed by it. It is certainly not the kind of career I 
want, but I think he might break my legs if I say no. 



Mr Willerton: We would encourage him and assist him to go to the local law enforcement agency in whichever 
country that player was from. 

  
Q40    John Nicolson: If he is in Russia? 

Mr Willerton: Again, we would still encourage that to happen. 

  
Q41    John Nicolson: You would encourage him to turn himself into the Russian police and to say that he 

had been offered this bribe and you would have confidence in the ability and integrity of the Russian police service, 
would you? 

Mr Willerton: There is only a certain number of avenues that you could go down with that set of circumstances. 

  
Q42    John Nicolson: In other words, there is going to be a huge difference, I am guessing, between a young 

French tennis player, who will feel that he can go to the French authorities and be protected, and somebody who 
finds himself in Russia, where he will presumably feel that the Russian authorities, far from protecting him, might be 
colluding in the thuggery? 

Mr Willerton: As I say, through education, sir, we have to try to encourage these individuals who are 
approached— 

  
Q43    John Nicolson: Suppose he is educated, suppose he absolutely gets what the situation is. He knows it 

is wrong to take bribes and he understands completely that you think it is a good idea for him to go to the local law 
enforcement. Practically speaking, there are certain countries where you are not going to be able to rely on the law 
enforcement authorities and you might be scared of the law enforcement authorities. What do you do then? 

Mr Willerton: Well, coercion is a problem and can be a problem, but we can only put a certain amount of measures 
in place. 

  
Q44    John Nicolson: Okay, so in other words you really cannot protect people in all parts of the world? It 

is fine if you are in the more advanced countries, but if you are in certain other countries you are really on your own? 
Mr Willerton: From the set of facts that you have given, I think it would be difficult, yes. 

  
Q45    John Nicolson: Right. That is a real problem, isn’t it? 

Mr Willerton: Yes. 

  
Q46    John Nicolson: In fact, you may only have the tip of the iceberg. You say that there is a relatively 

small number of cases, but in fact there might be a lot of cases, you just do not know about them. You are never, ever 
going to get people coming forward if they live in countries or they are playing in countries where they are frightened 
of the state authorities. 

Mr Willerton: Tennis a big family and these players would be going to tournaments and they speak to senior 
tennis officials throughout. You would hope that they would have somebody that they could confide in. 

  
Q47    John Nicolson: I am sure you would hope, but just in common sense, you have acknowledged that it 

is a problem in certain countries in the world. 
Mr Willerton: It could be a problem. 

John Nicolson: Common sense tells me I would be scared to go to the Russian authorities. 

Mr Willerton: The other thing that I would say to that, Mr Nicolson, is that we have had whistleblowers. We have 
good intelligence come into the unit and the set of circumstances that you have described there has not been told 
to us on any occasion. 



  
Q48    John Nicolson: The IAAF, as we know, had whistleblowers who were just hung out to dry, as 

Sebastian Coe confirmed when he appeared before us. Are some venues more vulnerable than others, do you think? 
Mr Willerton: When we break the figures down, there are some countries that will have more alerts than others, 
yes. 

  
Q49    John Nicolson: You mentioned, in fact, Russia, Sicily and the north of Italy as particularly 

problematic? 
Mr Willerton: I mentioned those three areas because of the Davydenko/Arguello match. That is where the three 
syndicates were identified by the British Horseracing Authority integrity team. 

  
Q50    John Nicolson: What about Wimbledon? Have you ever been worried about corruption at 

Wimbledon? 
Mr Willerton: I have not, sir, no. The alerts we have had on Grand Slams over the last three years: in 2013 there 
was one; in 2014 there was one; and in 2015 I think there were three. None of those was at Wimbledon. 

  
Q51    John Nicolson: In your view, Wimbledon is absolutely clean and the players who play at Wimbledon 

have never been offered any kind of inducement as far as you know ever? 
Mr Willerton: Not while they have been at Wimbledon, sir, no. We have never had an alert from Wimbledon. I 
would go on to say that alerts at the top level of tennis and the middle tier are very, very few and far between, but 
when you go down to the challenger level and the futures level, that is where we are seeing a lot of alerts. That is 
what is more worrying for tennis and hopefully with the independent review we can come together and try to 
establish a way of dealing with that. 

  
Q52    Chair: I will just pick up on a couple of points there, Mr Willerton. You implied that some tournament 

venues were the subject of more alerts than others? 
Mr Willerton: Countries, yes. 

  
Q53    Chair: Countries, okay. Which are they? Which are the worst, if you like? 

Mr Willerton: Can I just refer to some notes? 

Chair: Yes, of course. 

Mr Willerton: The Argentinas and the Chiles—South America—and, of course, Russia is where we do see several 
alerts. 

  
Q54    Chair: Yes. Where the money is bet is an entirely separate question, obviously, from where the 

tournament is taking place, but there are particular tournaments where it looks like there are vulnerabilities, for reasons 
unknown? 

Mr Willerton: That is correct, sir, and we identify them through our investigations and intelligence and information 
and we attend those tournaments. We make sure we are on the ground at those tournaments. 

  
Q55    Chair: What is your diagnosis as to why some countries are more vulnerable than others? 

Mr Willerton: In some cultures, corruption is the way that they do their business, I am afraid, so to some it is not 
actually an offence to offer somebody money for something else. 

  
Q56    Chair: You understand the thrust of what Mr Nicolson is suggesting: that in those lower, younger 

parts of the game you are going to get much more betting and much greater vulnerability of players? 



Mr Willerton: Yes, sir. 

  
Q57    Chair: How many notifications have you had of threats of physical violence, if any, to players over the 

last 12 months? 
Mr Willerton: None. 

Chair: None. Okay, that is very helpful. Thank you. 

  
Q58    Andrew Bingham: You talk about these alerts that come from a variety of different places. Betfair 

and Paddy Power have merged as a company. They have quite a strong monitoring programme to look at changes in 
their customer betting behaviour and stuff. Do you have any internal processes as well as getting these alerts from 
other people? What do you do actively to go and seek out changes in behaviour as a unit? 

Mr Willerton: Most of our productive work comes from the tennis family and the information that we receive 
from other players. That is why we have a strict confidentiality policy, because it encourages the players to come 
forward and give us that information. We have had a lot of success in that area and, as I say, our most productive 
work comes from getting the intelligence information from other players. 

  
Q59    Andrew Bingham: You do not actively go and seek out and look for this, you rely on people coming 

to you? You are more passive than active with it? 
Mr Willerton: No, we give presentations and we encourage people who have any information to come forward 
and divulge that information. It is also written into the tennis anti-corruption programme that they are obliged to 
give any information and co-operate with all our investigations. 

  
Q60    Andrew Bingham: Obliged to? 

Mr Willerton: Yes. 

Andrew Bingham: Not requested to? 

Mr Willerton: Yes. 

  
Q61    Andrew Bingham: Who else do you work with and collaborate with? 

Mr Willerton: We work with law enforcement. We have several investigations running in parallel with law 
enforcement all around the world. I would not want to mention where because it may prejudice our investigations. 

  
Q62    Andrew Bingham: The betting companies? 

Mr Willerton: Yes, we have MOUs with many betting companies and regulators, including entities like ESSA who 
have 19 members. We have a wealth of cover on the betting markets globally and that is why we are obviously 
getting the alerts that we are getting. 

  
Q63    Andrew Bingham: You said 100,000 tennis matches a year? 

Mr Willerton: 120,000. 

  
Q64    Andrew Bingham: If you take out the Grand Slams and the challengers, you said that the problems 

were mainly at the challenger level and the futures level? 
Mr Willerton: Challenger and futures levels. 

  



Q65    Andrew Bingham: I am just trying to get a feel for the number of matches that are at that level. We 
all know about the Grand Slams and the— 

Mr Willerton: At futures level last year, 96,000. 

  
Q66    Andrew Bingham: What about the challenger level? 

Mr Willerton: Challenger level, I think the ATP combined, tours and challengers, is something like 14,000, but I 
cannot give you a figure between the challengers and the tournaments. 

  
Q67    Andrew Bingham: No, I am just getting a feel for where the matches are being played because, as 

you said, the challengers and the futures levels are the ones that are hardest to monitor. 
Mr Willerton: Yes. 

  
Q68    Andrew Bingham: That is why I am curious as to how you go and maintain an active level of interest 

in that number of matches spread over all the world. Every week there is somebody playing tennis at that level. 
Mr Willerton: They are, and we rely on the tennis family. The senior tennis official at the futures tournaments—
the supervisor—they are our eyes and ears, so to speak. If they become aware of an issue—and players will 
approach them and give them the information and the intelligence—then they will contact us straight away. 

  
Q69    Andrew Bingham: At a standard futures tournament or a challenger level tournament, how many 

people enter one of those? How many do you start with in the draw, 64? 
Mr Willerton: Thirty-two, but there are qualifiers prior to the 32. 

  
Q70    Andrew Bingham: Has there been suspicious activity in the qualifiers as well as the actual— 

Mr Willerton: There has, yes. 

Andrew Bingham: There has, right. Okay, that’s it for me. 

  
Q71    Chair: Among the big betting companies, have there been any that have refused to co-operate with 

the TIU? 
Mr Willerton: There has, yes. 

  
Q72    Chair: That is interesting. Can you tell us who they are? 

Mr Willerton: Pinnacle. They will not share data with us. 

  
Q73    Chair: Has there been any reason in principle why they have suggested they will not do that? 

Mr Willerton: They will not at this present time sign an MOU with us so that we can exchange information. 

  
Q74    Chair: But they have given you no reason why; they just do not think it is in their commercial interests, 

whatever it might be? 
Mr Willerton: That is correct. 

  
Q75    Chair: Okay, that is very helpful. Thank you. What about when you have a concern and you then want 

to do a bit more investigation, have there been any betting companies that have been thwarting or unhelpful to your 
desire to investigate a particular case? 

Mr Willerton: No, and, as I say, we have MOUs with the regulators in Alderney and Malta and with all the major 
betting companies. 



  
Q76    Chair: There has been some suggestion in the evidence we have that Betfair has at one point sought 

to inhibit your inquiries. It may not have been while you were— 
Mr Willerton: We have a very good working relationship with Betfair. 

Chair: Good, okay, that is very helpful. Thank you. 

  
Q77    Damian Collins: Mr Willerton, I just wanted to check on a few facts about the Tennis Integrity Unit 

itself. Can you tell me what the annual budget for the unit is? 
Mr Willerton: This year is approximately $2 million, but that will be increasing as a result of me asking for further 
resources. 

  
Q78    Damian Collins: How many members of staff are there in the unit? 

Mr Willerton: There are six in total, myself, three investigators, an information manager and an admin support. 

Damian Collins: Three investigators? 

Mr Willerton: Three investigators. 

  
Q79    Damian Collins: Given the scale of the issues we are looking at, do you think that is an adequate 

amount of resource?  
Mr Willerton: In November of last year, I mentioned to the Tennis Integrity Board that I would need to increase 
the personnel if the alerts kept going up, and obviously they did go up. I have secured funding for the addition of 
two further persons. One will be an investigator and the other will be an analyst/researcher. I do consider that is 
adequate resources at this present time. 

  
Q80    Damian Collins: Do you think people in tennis, the ITF, have their priorities right when it comes to 

the allocation of funding to deal with this very serious issue? 
Mr Willerton: The Tennis Integrity Unit is funded by all four governing bodies on various percentages. The WTA 
and ATP give 25% and then each Grand Slam and the ITF give 10%. 

  
Q81    Damian Collins: I notice that the ITF has an annual agreement with Sportradar that supplies 

intelligence to the gambling industry. This is for the junior and challenger tournaments. To Mr Bingham’s question, 
“How do you monitor all these tournaments?” if you are a betting company, it is easy because the ITF sell you the 
data. They have an annual income of $14 million a year from that, and yet your total budget for the Tennis Integrity 
Unit is only $2 million a year. Isn’t that an amazing disparity? Doesn’t that show, I think from our point of view, a 
big question mark over how seriously bodies like the ITF and the tennis authorities take this problem? 

Mr Willerton: Well, Mr Collins, when the unit was set up I had no input as to the structure as to how the monies 
would be paid. That is something I think for the tennis governing bodies to decide upon. 

  
Q82    Damian Collins: Just thinking of the challenger, the junior level, tournaments, where there seems to 

be so much concern, given that $14 million a year is made on selling live score data from those tournaments, how 
much money does tennis spend on seeking to improve the integrity and security of those tournaments proactively 
through player education and so on? 

Mr Willerton: We deal with the education as far as the anti-corruption training is concerned, but I think the ITF 
will undertake their own training of officials and their own supervisors and everything in that area. 

  



Q83    Damian Collins: If you have $2 million a year, they put in 10% so they are giving you $200,000 a year 
and they are making $14 million a year on selling live betting data. That is the junior level tournaments. I am not 
talking about the Grand Slams or anything like that at this stage. 

Mr Willerton: It is not junior level. That is at the— 

Damian Collins: Challenger level, sorry. 

Mr Willerton: No, that is at the pro tour level, so that is pro circuits, which is the step below challengers. 

  
Q84    Damian Collins: Yes. It is still an amazing disparity. I just wanted to ask a little bit about umpires. 

Kirill Parfenov was given a life ban in February 2015 and the Tennis Integrity Unit placed him on their no credentials 
list. Denis Pitner was suspended for 12 months in August 2015 and he was placed on the no credentials list as well. 
Why wasn’t that information about those two umpires made public before The Guardian printed their story? 

Mr Willerton: There is nothing to hide here and I can assure the Committee that tennis has not got anything to 
hide. What happened in those two particular cases was that the Tennis Integrity Unit did do the investigation and 
got the evidence in relation to the offences that those two individuals had committed. I took legal advice as to 
whether I could then give the information, the evidence package, to the officials of the ITF to deal with them 
under the codes for officials. The only reason it was done was for efficiency, to get them out of the sport very 
quickly, and that is what happened. 

In 2015, my understanding is that under the rules of the ITF they did not have to publish or there was no reason 
for them not to publish those findings. However, in December of last year and before the BuzzFeed stories and 
everything else that has been exposed, they changed the rules that they would announce sanctions. As of 1 January 
this year, those sanctions would have been announced. It was not tennis trying to cover up anything at all or 
suppress the fact that the umpires had been sanctioned. It was just that that was their policy at that time. 

  
Q85    Damian Collins: What is your policy regarding players who are subject to suspension? 

Mr Willerton: Under the tennis anti-corruption programme we always name the ones that have been sanctioned 
under the programme. 

  
Q86    Damian Collins: Why do you do it for players but not for umpires? 

Mr Willerton: No, those were sanctioned under the codes for officials as opposed to the tennis anti-corruption 
programme, so that is the difference that I am talking about. 

  
Q87    Damian Collins: What you are saying, though, is that an umpire who is suspended, that may not 

necessarily be made public, but if a player is suspended then it is? 
Mr Willerton: If an umpire was sanctioned under the tennis anti-corruption programme they would be named, 
and there is one official who has been sanctioned under the tennis anti-corruption programme. 

  
Q88    Damian Collins: Okay. I find it strange that those correct standards exist for naming players who 

have been suspended, but for officials there seems to be a higher bar that has to be met, even though they have been 
suspended. In the case of Mr Pitner, he was suspended on the eve of the US Open, still officiated at it and then that 
information was not made public for nearly six months. 

Mr Willerton: But that disparity has now been corrected because they have changed the rules as of 1 January 2016. 
Those names would be published now. 

  
Q89    Chair: Just to be clear, there is actually, therefore, no functional difference between the anti-corruption 

side and the code side? 
Mr Willerton: Sorry, Mr Chairman? 



Chair: In terms of the different sanctions that are being placed on umpires, an umpire can no longer be found 
to have done this and not have the sanctions and publication associated with that? 

Mr Willerton: That is correct. 

Chair: Okay, that is helpful. 

  
Q90    Damian Collins: Just a final thing: you mentioned you have three investigators in the TIU. What are 

their professional backgrounds? 
Mr Willerton: They are all ex-police officers. 

  
Q91    Damian Collins: Okay. Do any of them have any particular expertise in tennis, in monitoring tennis 

as a sport or a background in the issues that tennis faces? 
Mr Willerton: They do not, but they have a background in anti-corruption. 

Damian Collins: Anti-corruption, okay. 

Mr Willerton: Which I think is very important. 

  
Q92    Chair: Just on a couple of points, a $2 million budget does seem extraordinarily low, not just with 

regard to the single revenue source of data that Mr Collins has mentioned but also relative to the 120,000 matches 
that you have described that you theoretically need to preserve the integrity of. 

Mr Willerton: Just very quickly, in 2012 we had 14; in 2013, 46; in 2014, 91; and then last year a huge leap to 246. 
As the increase in the alerts has occurred, I have asked for and never been refused an increase in staffing. 

  
Q93    Chair: What do you think your budget will be in the next three or four years’ time at this rate of 

increase, do you think? What would you like it to be? 
Mr Willerton: I would think it would be doubled. 

  
Q94    Chair: Yes, at least. Okay, that is very interesting. When you sought legal advice in the way you have 

described on the question of releasing information about the umpires, how do you seek legal advice? Do you say, 
“May I do this?” or do you say, “Can you find me a way to do this within the law?” 

Mr Willerton: No, I submitted a report. I used two sets of lawyers, one in the UK, one in Florida, and I submitted 
a report to, on this occasion, the lawyers in Florida—because we come under Florida law as far as the tennis anti-
corruption programme is concerned—as to whether or not there was any reason I could not give the evidence 
package to the officiating ITF to deal with the umpires under the code of officials because I did not want to 
obviously cause a problem at a later stage. 

  
Q95    Chair: You wanted to do it but they said you could not? 

Mr Willerton: No, they said you could and they were dealt with under the official— 

Chair: They said you could, I am sorry. 

Mr Willerton: Yes. 

Chair: Good, thank you very much indeed. 

  
Q96    Nigel Huddleston: Mr Willerton, can I just clarify this issue of transparency again because BuzzFeed 

has made many accusations saying that over the last decade 16 of the top 50 players potentially have involved 
themselves in corrupt activity, which is a significant number, but we have no idea who they are. You have explained 



that tennis has nothing to hide. How can you square that? There are these accusations out there but we do not know 
who is being accused. 

Mr Willerton: No, and my opinion to that, Mr Huddleston, would be that you are innocent until proven guilty. 
These people have sponsors and if you named the people that you were investigating and then there was nothing 
at the end of it, you would have affected their whole livelihood on what I consider one stream of information, a 
betting alert. I do not think that is proportionate to do. 

  
Q97    Nigel Huddleston: Is it not the case that in the past you have been aware of issues but it has been 

kept in-house? 
Mr Willerton: I do not know whether you can expand, but no, I cannot think of any issues that we have kept in-
house. When we conduct an investigation, the papers and the hearings are in front of an independent anti-
corruption hearing officer. We are examined as to what we have done by an independent hearing officer, and then 
if he finds the person guilty they have the opportunity to go to CAS where there is a de novo hearing and then the 
CAS panel. We are examined externally by an independent hearing officer as to what investigations we have 
completed and also by the CAS on occasions when we have had cases go to CAS. It is not kept in-house. 

  
Q98    Nigel Huddleston: We have had a lot of hearings over the last few weeks. IAAF is improving its 

transparency. Are you confident that your degree of transparency stacks up against other sports? 
Mr Willerton: This is something I am sure the independent review will look at, but as far as confidentiality and 
trying to encourage people to come forward and give the information I think it is very important that that remains. 
I will speak to Mr Lewis obviously in those areas, but it is very important for my part that we keep confidentiality. 
At this moment, that is written into the rules that we cannot give any information out unless it is to law enforcement 
or suchlike for investigative purposes. 

  
Q99    Nigel Huddleston: Are there any other areas of improvement you would like to see in terms of 

transparency? 
Mr Willerton: I have seen what has been written recently about us not being as transparent as we could and, again, 
I will discuss those areas with Mr Lewis and hopefully we can improve and be a little bit more transparent. Tennis 
is not hiding behind any shell here whatsoever. We are doing as much as we can to conduct the investigations, get 
the intelligence in and stop people committing corruption within the sport. 

  
Q100    Nigel Huddleston: Finally then, do you believe tennis has been damaged by these accusations? 

Mr Willerton: Without a doubt, yes, and we try to put that right. That is why it has opened its doors. They can 
look at every document, every piece of intelligence and information that has come into the unit and every 
investigation that we have undertaken to make sure we have not missed anything and we have not done anything 
wrong. That is why tennis has gone down that route. 

  
Q101    Chair: Just to pick up one thing, when someone has been disciplined owing to a match violation in 

your sport, in tennis, do you publish that fact?  
Mr Willerton: Yes. They are all on the website as well. 

  
Q102    Chair: Good. That is for all violations? There is no category of violation that you do not publish? 

Mr Willerton: Under the tennis anti-corruption programme, all violations. 

  
Q103    Chair: Are there any other codes in which violations can occur that are not published, which you 

think should be published? 
Mr Willerton: Not to my knowledge. 



Chair: That is helpful.  

  
Q104    Damian Collins: How much power do you have to publish information? Do you have to get the 

approval of your board to publish information that you think is important? 
Mr Willerton: In relation to a sanction? The rules say that the TIB, the Tennis Integrity Board, the four heads of 
the governing bodies, will publish the sanctions. 

  
Q105    Damian Collins: They have to or they have to agree to? 

Mr Willerton: They have to. 

  
Q106    Damian Collins: There is no emergency brake they can pull? 

Mr Willerton: Not at all, no. 

  
Q107    Damian Collins: As far as you are concerned, you have total independence of action? 

Mr Willerton: For conducting investigations, I am not under any obligations from any of the four governing 
bodies as to what investigations we undertake, no. 

  
Q108    Damian Collins: In terms of the reporting of your findings, you have complete freedom of action? 

Mr Willerton: Each governing body has what we call a professional tennis integrity officer. I submit reports to 
them because they check as to whether there is or may be a case to answer. Then it is sent to the independent 
hearing officer. 

  
Q109    Damian Collins: Whose decision is it then to take that final step? Is it theirs or yours? 

Mr Willerton: It is theirs. 

  
Q110    Damian Collins: Do you think there should be something independent from the governing bodies 

of tennis? There could be seen to be a conflict of interest if you make your recommendations but then the tennis 
boards themselves are making the final recommendation. They are making money hand over fist from the gambling 
industry. Is it right that they are the final arbiters? 

Mr Willerton: It is something that I know will be discussed at the independent review panel.  

  
Q111    Damian Collins: Will you be recommending to the review panel that there should be greater 

independence? 
Mr Willerton: I will, yes. 

  
Q112    Chair: That is very helpful. Just to be clear, you are personally committed to greater transparency in 

the TIU, are you? 
Mr Willerton: Yes. 

  
Q113    Chair: How good is the quality of expertise in your very small team as regards data evaluation, statistics 

and those issues? 
Mr Willerton: We are just going to recruit another data analyst. We rely on the alerts that we receive because they 
have already been through that process. The betting operators have looked at the material or the data and seen 
that alert. 

  



Q114    Chair: The alerts are the overwhelming flags of potential concern that drive your activity? 
Mr Willerton: Correct. 

  
Q115    Chair: When they double or treble in number, you must be very worried about getting swamped and 

whether you can pursue all these leads. 
Mr Willerton: To date we are able to pursue all of them. As I say, I have just asked for more resources and that 
has been granted. That is how we will continue. 

  
Q116    Chair: Just to be clear, do you think it is your job in the integrity unit to catch the cheats or to protect 

the image of the sport? 
Mr Willerton: We are doing both by catching the cheats but my job is catch the cheats. 

  
Q117    Chair: Except that the difficulty, as you know, in sports is very often a tacit interest to protect the 

image of the sport by not catching the cheats, by pretending everything is okay or ignoring embarrassing facts or 
potentially high-value or highly resourced individuals. 

Mr Willerton: I spent 32 years as a police officer developing intelligence and information, looking for evidence 
against people who are committing offences. There is no change in the Tennis Integrity Unit. I am not under any 
obligations that I do not have a free rein to go and capture those people who are making corrupt approaches and 
fixing matches in tennis.  

  
Q118    Chair: Thank you very much indeed. No further questions? Thank you very much indeed, Mr 

Willerton. We will move on to the next session.  
  
Witnesses: Mr Chris Kermode, Executive Chairman and President, Association of Tennis Professionals, and Mr Mark 
Young, Vice President and Chief Legal and Media Officer, Association of Tennis Professionals, gave evidence. 

Q119    Chair: Thank you both very much indeed for coming in, Mr Kermode and Mr Young. Again, I repeat the 
apology for starting late. You are very kind.  

              Can we just start with you, Mr Kermode? You came into post in 2014. Did you look at the question of the 
TIU in relation to the original setting-up in 2008? Did you review any of the files when you came in? Did you think 
about who any of the prime suspects might be for some of the concerns that it is focusing on? 

Mr Kermode: This case has become quite a landmark case that people have talked about. I am aware of the history 
of the British Horseracing Authority, that the unit did that case, and aware that information has gone into the 
formation and almost the start of the Tennis Integrity Unit. Yes, I have a broad understanding. That is why I 
brought Mark along. He was here at the time and he does have a huge institutional knowledge of that. 

  
Q120    Chair: The TIU must be a tiny part of your overall remit, in charge of the ATP. Is that right, Mr 

Kermode? 
Mr Kermode: Yes. The integrity of the sport is hugely important. It is paramount to our sport. The belief that 
what people are paying to see is real is essential. We have and I personally have zero tolerance for this. We want 
to eradicate it completely from the sport. Yes, we take it very seriously. 

  
Q121    Chair: You would be a supporter of greater transparency on all these issues as well? 

Mr Kermode: A huge supporter. We are in the light of, as someone on the Committee mentioned, the other 
sporting governing bodies. I believe that we have a responsibility, especially in this environment but anyway, to be 
as open and transparent as possible, which is why in the Australian Open when the first allegations came out, very 
quickly the governing bodies got together and we pushed for an independent review. That has two major things 



on it. One is that we will publish it and the biggest one is we have said we will act on every single recommendation. 
It is quite a statement. It is about as open as you can be.  

  
Q122    Chair: Right. The point is, you are going to perfectly happy for the panel to make potentially quite 

unpalatable recommendations in terms of funding, disclosure, transparency or activity levels? You are going to be 
perfectly comfortable to take all that stuff and act on it, and by “act on it” you mean act positively rather than act to 
reject it? 

Mr Kermode: 100%, yes. 

  
Q123    Chair: Okay. That is interesting. You have said how totally committed you are to the eradication of 

this canker in the sport. How much of the budget of the TIU does the ATP put up itself? 
Mr Kermode: Mr Willerton alluded to it. The Grand Slams pay 10% each. We pay 20% of that budget, the WTA 
20% and the ITF 20%.  

  
Q124    Chair: You do 20%, then? 

Mr Kermode: Yes. 

  
Q125    Chair: You do about $400,000 of a $2 million budget? 

Mr Kermode: Yes. 

  
Q126    Chair: What is your total turnover as an organisation? 

Mr Kermode: I want to say, “This is a difficult one,.” It is an easy one to answer: our turnover is over $100 million, 
but we are a not-for-profit organisation. The ATP is an unusual governing body in that it is 50% owned by the 
players and the tournament promoters, of which we have 62 events in 31 countries. That money filters down 
through the organisation and goes to the various parties, supposedly in a 50/50 split.  

  
Q127    Chair: You are a co-op of a kind, with the way in which you try to feed money back into the sport or 

support those? 
Mr Kermode: Yes. 

  
Q128    Chair: The fact is it is still 0.4% of your budget that goes on integrity.  

Mr Kermode: Totally. What the Committee does not want to see, I assume, is another governing body self-
regulating saying that everything is okay and blindly going on. The reason we did the review was to demonstrate 
that whatever amount Mr Lewis recommends, we will do that.  

  
Q129    Chair: You will do that. That is helpful. You would accept that 0.4% does not sound like a large 

amount for somebody who is totally committed to the integrity of the sport? 
Mr Kermode: I agree, yes.  

  
Q130    Chair: Yes. That is helpful, thank you. When you think about these numbers, how do you balance 

your responsibilities against some of the other organisations that are charged with different parts of the governance 
of the sport? Do you find yourself bumping up against them? Do you disagree with them on issues? How do you 
make sure that there is a consistent approach across the whole sport? 

Mr Kermode: Can I just give a brief outline of the governance? 



Chair: Sure, but don’t recount stuff that is publicly known. We are interested in how the relationships really 
work. 

Mr Kermode: Yes. There are obviously the four slams, the Women’s Tennis Association, us as the ATP and then 
the ITA. We are all in charge of various aspects of the global sport that is tennis. The three areas that we have 
come together in are anti-doping, integrity and the officiating code. In those three, we do come together. I would 
say in the past—I am going back many years—I do not think the relationship has been great. It has changed 
significantly in the last year.  

  
Q131    Chair: That is interesting. One of your goals would be to try to improve the relationships? Has it been 

successful? 
Mr Kermode: Yes. There have been changes in the other organisations as well, and very positive changes. 

  
Q132    Chair: There could not be the kind of anomalies that Mr Collins was discussing earlier, whereby an 

official could be treated in one way and a player be treated in another way for infractions in terms of how they are 
sanctioned or how disclosure is made? 

Mr Kermode: As Mr Willerton said, that rule has been changed. It changed prior to the— 

  
Q133    Chair: Your commitment is to make sure there is parity across all of it? 

Mr Kermode: Totally, yes. 

  
Q134    Chair: That is helpful. Just another quick point then, to you, Mr Young. The 2008 set-up, the whole 

original circumstances under which the TIU was set up and eight of the 16 players then identified still playing in the 
Australian Open, this information is new to the public but it was not new to you, was it? You must have known all 
this? 

Mr Young: I am not familiar with this list of 16 that has been referred to. 

  
Q135    Chair: You did not look at it either? You never looked at the facts or the information of that original 

founding— 
Mr Young: No. I have some knowledge of what happened when the handover happened but this list of 16 players 
is not something I am familiar with. 

  
Q136    Chair: Do you have a list in your own mind of people you think are players who need to be kept an 

eye on, from an integrity standpoint? 
Mr Young: No, I do not, because since the Tennis Integrity Unit has been formed, as Mr Willerton explained 
well, their investigations are independent. I am not aware of who they are looking at.  

  
Q137    Chair: Right. They would not discuss it with you even if they had done the work in that area? They 

would not be tipping you off and saying, “We are a little concerned about X and Y”? 
Mr Young: No. In fact I think the TIU was set up by design to have the level of independence that he described 
in their investigations, so there would not be influence. 

  
Q138    Chair: It is a slightly different matter. The idea is that the TIU is not going to be influenced by you, 

but it might want to influence you in the way you think about funding it in order to crack down on some of these 
higher-value potential cheats.  

Mr Young: The way that influence comes through is that Mr Willerton comes to the governing bodies on the 
Tennis Integrity Board and says what resources he believes he needs. 



  
Q139    Chair: He does not say, “I have particular concerns about these athletes or these tennis players?” 

Mr Young: I would not think so. No, I would not. 

  
Q140    Chair: Okay. Are you on the board, Mr Kermode? Does he do that? 

Mr Kermode: I am, yes. No, he does not and the purpose is as Mr Young said, it was, by design, set up to be 
independent. Bizarrely, sometimes we get the accusation that the Tennis Integrity Unit is not independent. We are 
trying to keep it as independent as possible. It is never going to be 100% independent because ultimately we are 
paying for it. 

  
Q141    Chair: Sure, but you want to be cracking the whip. If you are as committed as you have said to cleaning 

up the sport, Mr Kermode, you would want to be saying, “What on earth is going on here? Why are you not doing a 
bit more? Why are you not going harder on these guys?” That is the kind of thing you would be saying? 

Mr Kermode: Yes. Well, we do. We want it to be as tough as possible. As I said, any time Mr Willerton has asked 
for money, never at any point has money been denied. We are willing to do that. Going back to 2008 when it was 
set up, we are one of the few sports that did set up an integrity unit and does have an independent unit, which was 
at the time quite a proactive thing to do. Can we do things better? I am sure, yes, and that is why the independent 
review will hopefully look at this and suggest various things.  

Chair: Thank you very much indeed.  

  
Q142    Damian Collins: Mr Kermode, what do you mean, “The Tennis Integrity Unit will never be 100% 

independent because we are paying for it”?  
Mr Kermode: Perception-wise. We have had the accusation, “Well, you are funding it.” Yes, someone has to fund 
it so we are funding it.  

  
Q143    Damian Collins: Cycling has learnt from its mistakes, so its anti-doping regime is funded by the UCI 

but is totally independent from it. It reports in public, has freedom of action and has freedom to investigate. Why 
should the Tennis Integrity Unit not be the same? 

Mr Kermode: Do you want to answer? 

Mr Young: There is a spectrum of independence, total independence and some oversight. We have described as 
best we can the situation with the Tennis Integrity Unit. No doubt that is something that the review panel will be 
looking at and they will definitely give us an opinion as to whether it should be more independent, structured 
differently or whatever. We are open to that point of view.  

  
Q144    Damian Collins: Mr Willerton thinks he should be more independent. He has told that to us. What 

people would struggle with is this relationship between the people funding the unit and the unit’s ability to speak 
independently. If, as you said, Mr Kermode, the funders would not accept 100% independence for the unit, does that 
mean it is conflicted in some way? Are there commercial interests in the sport which do not want the unit having total 
independence? 

Mr Kermode: No. If I can just go to the original story, there were three categories of it. The first story was, 
“Tennis governing bodies have got together to suppress information for commercial gain. They have been sitting 
on evidence and are corrupt.” That was the accusation. I 100% refute that.  

There then is the point of, “How widespread is match-fixing in tennis? It is everywhere.” That was the initial 
response. With 246 alerts—and Mr Willerton has mentioned that alerts do not necessarily mean that there is a 
corrupt match—that is 0.2% of the matches played. It is still too many—one is too many—but it is 0.2%. By 
definition, 99.8% of tennis matches do not have alerts. We have to keep it in context. That is that point.  



It then moved into, “Is the Tennis Integrity Unit doing a good enough job?” That is where we made the decision 
to say, “We think it is but do not hear it from us, hear it from the independent review panel and we are happy to 
make any changes that are possible.” We are confident that Mr Willerton and his team do a good job. 

  
Q145    Damian Collins: I feel sorry for Mr Willerton. He is not quite the lone ranger because there are two 

other investigators but it is a very small team on a very small budget. Novak Djokovic said after the BuzzFeed story 
came out that he was offered $200,000 as a younger player to take part in inappropriate activity. That is half of your 
annual investment in the TIU. What does that say to you about the relative financial power of the cops and the 
robbers?  

Mr Kermode: Again, he did qualify that he was not ever approached, but the point about people coming with 
large amounts of money, yes, that is an issue. We are committing—we have done in the review and I am committing 
here today—that we will spend whatever is needed, what we feel is needed, to tackle this problem.  

  
Q146    Damian Collins: Whatever the independent review recommends? 

Mr Kermode: 100%, yes. 

  
Q147    Chair: Just to be clear on that, Mr Kermode, given the financial disparities involved and given the 

way in which alerts are rising so fast, you must be seriously concerned that at the moment you are losing the fight 
against these cheats? It is mushrooming so quickly. 

Mr Kermode: Again, it is alerts. They are not cheats yet. I do not have the numbers in front of me but basically 
since 2009 the sport betting market has doubled from 16 billion to 30 billion. The amount of money that is being 
spent on the sport is rising hugely and therefore, through that, there will be more alerts.  

  
Q148    Damian Collins: What is tennis’s income from gambling—from betting companies, sponsorship 

deals with betting companies, or deals like the Sportradar deal I mentioned earlier? How much has tennis’s income 
from gambling grown over the last few years? 

Mr Kermode: I can only speak on behalf of the ATP. We do not have a betting sponsor.  

  
Q149    Damian Collins: How much of the Sportradar deal I mentioned earlier and the $14 million a year 

that the ITF get from that do you think should be reinvested back into tennis integrity? 
Mr Kermode: That is a question that will definitely be answered in this review. I would be guessing if I made a 
number up now without properly reviewing it.  

  
Q150    Chair: Mr Kermode, you do not have a betting sponsor. Was that a deliberate decision you took not 

to have a betting sponsor? 
Mr Kermode: It has been the policy of the ATP since 1990 not to have a betting sponsor. 

  
Q151    Chair: Forgive my ignorance but do any of the other big tennis governing bodies have betting 

sponsors? 
Mr Kermode: Yes, some do. 

Chair: Which? 

Mr Kermode: The ITF does and Tennis Australia had a betting sponsor for the first year this year. I think those 
are the only ones.  

  
Q152    Chair: Given your policy, that would be a source of concern? 



Mr Kermode: Again, it is different people’s view of having betting sponsorships. Betting sponsorships have been 
around sport for many years. There is a distinction between a pastime that people enjoy and immediately jumping 
to it equating to corruption. You see it in football, everywhere. It is just a choice we made. 

  
Q153    Julie Elliott: If we look at some of the suspected corruption cases prior to the adoption of the anti-

corruption code, do you think any of them should be reopened in the independent review that is going on? 
Mr Kermode: That question will be asked and we are willing to do that, yes. 

  
Q154    Julie Elliott: Do you think it should be? 

Mr Kermode: If there is evidence, yes.  

  
Q155    Julie Elliott: Since you have emphatically denied that the TIU has been sitting on information of 

corruption and hasn’t acted, and all those things, do you think that will have any effect on potential whistleblowers 
who might come forward with their suspicions? Might they feel that they are not going to be taken seriously? 

Mr Kermode: No, I do not think so. That is one of the points Mr Willerton alluded to. He is working in a very 
difficult environment, trying to be open but needing to be closed in terms of individual investigations. Once you 
get names out there, as he mentioned, you are damaging players’ livelihoods and reputations but it equally damages 
the investigation. If it is suddenly out there then it is a very different story. It is key for the environment to keep it 
closed so that people feel protected to be able to come and report in to him. If any other player or a player’s family 
or whatever feels that they are going to go to Mr Willerton with some information and then suddenly it is broadcast 
out there, we will get less.  

  
Q156    Julie Elliott: I understand the point you are making, that people’s confidentiality has to be protected 

at the point of investigation and the point of handing over information, but there seems to be very little that has 
happened as a result of information that has come forward up until now. That is what I mean, if people are handing 
over information and not a lot seems to be happening. It may be happening but it does not seem to be. 

Mr Kermode: Yes. That is the balance. Again, that is not my area of expertise, working out what that balance is, 
but we definitely need to do a better job in terms of explaining the process of how this works, rather than the 
individual cases.  

Mr Young: Mr Chairman, may I just— 

Chair: Sure. Fire away. 

Mr Young: I just would like to point out that since the TIU has been active there have been 21 disciplines as a 
result of their investigations, including seven life bans. All of that is published on the website. You may not be 
aware of that but there has been activity.  

  
Q157    Julie Elliott: No, I not saying there has been no activity but there does not seem to have been a lot 

happening in balance to the scale of what appears to be going on. What I am trying to get at is whether there is a 
culture of people thinking, “What is the point of saying anything? Nothing is going to happen”. Is that not your 
perception of what is happening? 

Mr Kermode: No, it is not. It is not my perception of that. When we talk about the scale of this, I do want to 
emphasise that point that it is 0.2%. Again, it is still too much but it tends to get very emotive when people start 
talking about the scale and that it is all over the place.  

Julie Elliott: Thank you very much.  

  
Q158    Chair: Just to be clear, you said that you are going to be potentially very strong in pursuing cases 

following the panel that should have been investigated originally. In a way that would be the best possible signal, 



would it not, to the sport to say, “We may have made mistakes in the past but the new regime is coming in. We are 
not leaving anything unturned. If there are current people who have been cheating in the past who are still playing in 
the sport, we are going to go after those people”? Am I right about that? 

Mr Kermode: Yes. That message has to be very clear.  

  
Q159    Chair: Some of them may be very senior. If they are playing in the Australian Open, they may have a 

lot of money. Are you going to be able to put the money behind them to defend your case in court if they start coming 
after you with legal charges and things like that? You are prepared to do that? 

Mr Kermode: Yes.  

  
Q160    Chair: You think the other sponsoring bodies of the TIU would do that?  
Mr Kermode: Sorry, when I say— 

Chair: You are speaking for the ATP. 

Mr Kermode: Yes, from the ATP’s point of view. It is stating the obvious but we do not prosecute. We do not 
do the investigation. The unit do it. 

  
Q161    Chair: Yes, but the unit may want to do something that is then the subject of a legal challenge. The 

point I am asking you is: are you and the other members of the board going to be prepared to fund the Integrity Unit 
if it is the subject of a legal challenge or if any of those decisions are subject to a legal challenge? 

Mr Kermode: Yes. 

Chair: Okay. Thank you. 

  
Q162    Nigel Huddleston: We touched on this earlier but if I can just get clarification from you, is it true 

that players are not allowed to be sponsored by betting companies but tournaments are? 
Mr Kermode: Yes. 

  
Q163    Nigel Huddleston: Why is that? What is the logic there? 

Mr Kermode: Again, that was a decision taken back in the 1990s when it was all in its infancy. The view then and 
currently is that betting sponsorships are not unusual in sport and the public are used to seeing betting sponsors 
in relation to an event, so there is no correlation there with the event being corrupt. It is just normal. It is a 
perception issue. We feel that it is a step too far if a player has an individual betting partner at the moment. 

  
Q164    Nigel Huddleston: You think it is perfectly fine and appropriate at the moment? 

Mr Kermode: It is something we need to look at generally about betting sponsorships. We have 62 events on the 
tour, of which there are six that have betting partners at the moment.  

  
Q165    Nigel Huddleston: This is becoming an all-too familiar theme in this Committee, hearing sports 

bodies—whether it is in athletics or football—saying, “We have a problem but it is not that big a deal.” Then the 
sponsors start to withdraw money because the sport gets tainted. Are you worried not just about the betting 
sponsorship, because obviously that is a particular area that raises questions, but that sponsorship may start to get 
withdrawn from tennis from other industries because of these increased accusations of corruption? 

Mr Kermode: We are demonstrating very openly that we are not being complacent. There is a willingness to be 
totally open and transparent. We have to be so vigilant with this. The sport is strong and I believe there is no 
wrongdoing. Can we do things better? For sure, but there is no wrongdoing. That is the difference.  

  



Q166    Nigel Huddleston: A final question around the transparency area. Feel free to interject here as well, 
Mr Young. The big issue here is the taint of the accusations. As we have had in other hearings, the people involved 
in tennis are often role models. They are people that children admire, they are people who are admired around the 
world and they are now tainted with the possibility, the fear or the potential that they may not have been as straight 
as everybody assumed. That has huge implications for the industry. Are you absolutely confident that you have your 
house in order, that transparency is right and that the tennis industry is governed appropriately? 

Mr Kermode: There were a couple of questions in there. The first one: there is no wrongdoing. I would like to 
state that and I think I have done. In terms of— 

  
Q167    Nigel Huddleston: There is no wrongdoing at all? 

Mr Kermode: There is no suppression of evidence or that we are doing anything to stop anything coming out 
through commercial gain.  

  
Q168    Chair: But the panel could find that there was suppression?  

Mr Kermode: Let us see. Maybe they do. I am saying this is my belief. It is quite a statement.  

In terms of the damage to the reputation, any allegations like this do cause immense damage. Articles and so on 
of course create huge damage to the sport’s reputation, which is why we need to be on the front foot and why we 
need to demonstrate that we want to be open. That is why the independent review panel was set up, to do that.  

  
Q169    Nigel Huddleston: Mr Young, do you have similar faith in this review panel? 

Mr Young: Yes. We have been on the forefront of fighting corruption since the early 2000s among sports. I think 
we were the third sport to have an anti-corruption unit and we may be the only sport that has one across a number 
of governing bodies. We have done everything we can. The advent of online betting is something that is out there 
that is separate from tennis and that is what brings this risk about. We have recognised the risk and we have done 
everything we can to try to stay ahead of it.  

Probably everyone in this room agrees that you have to have an open mind and always be open to the idea that 
things can improve and we can do things better. That is why we are happy to have this independent review panel 
and confident to say that we will say that we adopt their findings if they have good recommendations for us to 
improve.  

  
Q170    John Nicolson: If I can return to the questions that I asked Mr Willerton earlier on, I noticed Andy 

Murray said that young tennis players need more education and that he was not given any education when he was 
growing up about the risks of corruption. What more education do you think they need? I would have thought it is 
pretty basic. “Listen here young man, do not take a bribe. It is bad behaviour”. Where do you go from there? 

Mr Kermode: We do have a huge education process. There are two things. For our own internal ATP players we 
have something called the ATP University, which is division one members. That is number one in the world to 
250. When you get into the top 250 you have to attend this ATP University, which covers anti-corruption, anti-
doping and all of that stuff. They do go through that. When Andy did it, there was a two-year period, going back 
a while—I am not sure what the year was but I can find it out—where it was done online as opposed to attending 
this four-day event. He was in that window there. I have spoken to him about this and said, “We have the 
University. You were in that window.” We are happy to talk to players at any point. 

  
Q171    John Nicolson: I was being slightly playful but not completely. How long does this lesson need to 

be? Do you not just expect players to know that they do not take bribes and they do not take drugs? You do not have 
to teach them not to take bribes and drugs, surely? 

Mr Kermode: You would hope not but it is our responsibility as a governing body to make it very clear. They do 
go through the tennis anti-corruption programme. I think 23,000 people have gone through this programme. Now 
to play a challenge you have to be registered and have to go through the programme. It is there for them to see 



the dangers of doing this. I believe in the education process we have now once you are in the top 250 but we need 
to get to players earlier, at age 15 or 16, because by the time they get into the top 250 they are probably in their 
20s. We started that a year ago.  

  
Q172    John Nicolson: Okay. To go back to the question I asked Mr Willerton, how do you help the young 

tennis players who live in countries that are corrupt? You are a young player. You are playing in Russia. You are being 
told by your coach that you have to throw matches. You are scared not to throw matches in case you get beaten up 
by some goon. You cannot really help them, can you? Mr Willerton made it clear he could not help them. 

Mr Kermode: I do not know how effectively we can help them but what we can do and what we do do is we have 
a series of what are called tour managers who are there on site at all the events. We have a chief player officer. The 
previous guy left two years ago but we have hired Ross Hutchins, who has done an incredible job in terms of 
player liaison. There is almost pastoral care for players who go to the tour managers, who will go to Ross and speak 
to him, and that will then get passed on to us. We do try to help. We cannot help with legal protection but in terms 
of a body that players can go to, yes, we do. 

  
Q173    John Nicolson:  Pastoral care is such a lovely Church of England phrase. I am not sure it is going to 

work in Russia.  
Mr Kermode: No, but if you are talking about, “Who can you go to?” that is your first port of call. Then, as a 
governing body, we need to see what we can do to take it forward. We have not had that.  

  
Q174    John Nicolson: I am a Russian player. I am 15, I am 16, I am 17. I am told I have to throw matches 

otherwise I will have my leg broken. What pastoral care can be offered to someone who is in that situation? 
Mr Kermode: He would then go to the tour managers and at least have a place to go to say this is happening. 
That would then get passed on to the Tennis Integrity Unit and we would—and I say “we would” because this has 
never happened—then try to define where we go from there.  

  
Q175    John Nicolson: Where? Where would you go from there? Let us roleplay. I am this young Russian. 

I am scared. Can you help me, please? 
Mr Young: We would report it to our security director. We would be in touch with local law enforcement wherever 
that player happens to be. 

  
Q176    John Nicolson: In Russia? You are joking, surely? 

Mr Young: You said he was a Russian player. He may be playing, in all likelihood, outside of Russia. That is where 
most of our— 

  
Q177    John Nicolson: Let us suppose he is playing in Russia.  

Mr Young: We would go to our security director, who would contact some relevant protection agency. Listen, I 
understand the challenge in— 

  
Q178    John Nicolson: This is cloud cuckoo land here, is it not? Your best hope long-term, it seems to me, 

is to try to eradicate corruption in the advanced democracies where they care about corruption, where there is a free 
press and where there is a free government. But you are saying goodbye effectively, are you not, to any hope of 
cleaning up sport in countries like Russia, which we know are marinated in corruption and where politics and sport 
are closely intertwined? 

Mr Young: Mr Nicolson, the hypothetical you are describing is a scary one but I would just add that we have 
never had a situation where a player has suffered physical harm as a result of corruption. 

John Nicolson: I wonder why that is. 



Mr Young: The anti-corruption unit is out there looking and doing everything they can to get information on 
things that happen, and they act on it when they get it. 

  
Q179    Damian Collins: Mr Young? 

Mr Young: Yes? 

Damian Collins: You have said that tennis has set up organisations like the Tennis Integrity Unit, and you 
said earlier that you felt tennis had done more than other sports in investing in this so far. Do you accept that the 
problems in tennis with regards to unusual gambling activity and match-fixing are greater than in other sports? 

Mr Young: I do not know factually whether that is true or not. I accept that any problems are too many for us. 
We have a zero tolerance policy and we would like to make it zero.  

Your question was premised on suspicious betting patterns that are reported. I feel that I would like to go back to 
what has been explained and just try one more time. With these suspicious betting patterns, when someone looks 
at a match closer to it, very often—I do not want to guess at percentages—you find an explanation such as player 
fatigue or an injury. A reason for a suspicious betting pattern to occur, for example, is because a player has an 
injury that is not well-known. This is a problem also. In tennis it is referred to as “insider information”. Somehow 
it gets out to some punters and they have more information than other people, but it is not because the player has 
done anything wrong.  

The ultimate point that I want to make is that it is not because a player is corrupt. When a suspicious betting 
pattern is identified with a particular match, as Mr Willerton said many times, it does not mean that there was 
corruption, and even if there was some sort of unfair advantage for bettors it does not mean that the player 
involved in the match is tainted. It is unfair to that player to make that assumption.  

I did not answer your question. I apologise. 

  
Q180    Chair: Just to be clear, it does not necessarily mean there is corruption. 

Mr Young: It does not necessarily mean that. This is correct. 

  
Q181    Damian Collins: Even though it is suspicious.  
The question I asked was about your view on the prevalence in tennis. Are you aware by the report by the 

European Sport Security Association?  

Mr Young: Yes. 

  
Q182    Damian Collins: Okay. They have 2015 figures. For suspicious betting alerts across sports—so not 

just tennis—out of 100, 73 were from tennis. Then for unusual but not suspicious bets in the first three quarters of 
2015, because they do not give data for the whole year on that, tennis accounted for 123 out of 195. This does suggest, 
from the ESSA’s work, based on the intelligence they gather from leading bookmakers, that tennis is a huge outlier 
in terms of the scale of this problem compared to other sports. 

Mr Young: To go right to the bottom line of your question, of course we want to police this as carefully as we 
can and as intensely as we can. We do not like these stories. We do not like the possibility that there is one element 
of corruption.  

Again, your question is premised on tennis being greater than any other sport and you are only referring to the 
European Sport Security Association, which is a defined group of bookmakers, as Mr Willerton explained, that 
may not offer betting across all of football globally. I do not know. As we said, we are talking about 120,000 
matches a year that are broadly considered professional tennis matches. That is a huge body there. As Mr Kermode 
said, the total number of alerts that the TIU has taken in—we are counting a greater number than ESSA is 
reporting—mean that 99.8% of the matches in that body have no alerts.  



I think the heart of your question is: do we need to continue to be intensely scrutinising this? Do we need to invest? 
Are we concerned? Yes, because the most important thing for the sport is to make sure that it is real and that it 
has integrity. 

  
Q183    Damian Collins: The heart of my question is that I think the Tennis Integrity Unit—and I have 

spoken to people who have done similar jobs in other sports, ex-policemen who make the same complaint—is 
overwhelmed with the amount of work there is to be done. The reason you are in this position is that the Tennis 
Integrity Unit is a fig leaf for an enormous problem that a very small amount of money is invested in. No one has 
been shocked and surprised by the BuzzFeed investigation and other things. The European Sports Association data, 
while it is not a total global survey, again confirms something that I think people believe anyway, which is that the 
opportunity for gambling and match-fixing in tennis is huge and the problem is rife. 

Mr Kermode: I do not believe that statement that the problem is rife. These numbers of the alerts demonstrate 
that it is not rife or widespread. I do not think you can say 0.2% is “rife” in the sport, out of 120,000 matches. 

Damian Collins: I would be suspicious of whether the monitoring is complete enough to know the full 
picture.  

  
Q184    Chair: I do want to move on. We are going to finish up in a second. Just a couple of very quick points. 

Coming out of the ESSA report, Mr Kermode, that does quite clearly tie poor governance to reputation and 
corruption. Those three things are together. It worries about whether or not poor governance and corruption go 
together and whether or not integrity therefore is improved by better governance. You have made very clear your 
commitment to the panel’s conclusions in terms of improving governance, as well as specifically tackling the issues 
that are before it. 

Mr Kermode: Improving everything, yes. 

  
Q185    Chair: Good. That is excellent. Why is going to take so long, the independent review? 

Mr Kermode: Like I alluded to before, the Tennis Integrity Unit gets accused of not being independent enough. 
This is an independent review so we do not want to put a time limit on this. We said to Mr Lewis, “Over to you.” 
Obviously I want it as quickly as possible so we can act on it, but equally he needs to be able to do the work. 

  
Q186    Chair: He has given you an outer limit of guidance as to how long the timeline might be? You are 

not constraining that? 
Mr Kermode: Yes. This is not us saying, “This is a year”. This is him saying it. 

  
Q187    Chair: Have you written him a blank cheque? What is your expectation about the cost of the review? 

Mr Kermode: Alarmingly, yes. It will be millions.  

  
Q188    Chair: Good. We look forward very much to that. Obviously if there is any other evidence that you 

or the TIU would like to put in front of us, we would be interested to see it. Once it is reported, we would be interested 
in potentially having another conversation if we may.  

Mr Kermode: Sure.  

Chair: Thank you very much indeed.  


