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Chapter 1: Executive Summary 
 

 
1.1 Introduction 
 

Boxing is experiencing a process of self-reform under the scrutiny of the public, the IOC and their 

membership. Even in the best circumstances, awareness and acceptance of past conduct to 

achieve self-reform is a difficult and arduous process.  In the case of boxing, it is all the more 

challenging given the fact that the sport must change deeply ingrained learned behaviours within 

a culture that has not historically respected ethics and integrity.       

 

The public nature of the reform means that each step taken is analysed and judged by those 

within the organisation and interested external parties. The stakes are high – IOC recognition, 

continued participation in the Olympics, the fate of athletes around the world and the other 

members of the boxing family. The IBA’s fight for survival is apparent. As a first step, the 

federation engaged Ulrich Haas and his team (Good Governance Review Committee or “GGRC”) 

to overhaul the governance structure. They engaged McLaren Global Sport Solutions (“MGSS”) 

to look into the past, identify the various learned behaviours and recommend appropriate 

mechanisms and protocols. This Report together with the previous Stages identifies the past 

issues that gripped the federation and provides the conceptual framework to move forward.  The 

IBA has begun to implement some of the recommendations but there is much work left to do.  

 

MGSS and its partner company Harod Associates Ltd. (“Harod”) (together described in this Report 

as the McLaren Independent Investigation Team (the “MIIT”)) were engaged by the Amateur 

International Boxing Association (AIBA now known as the IBA)1 to conduct an enquiry of the sport 

by Terms of Reference (“TOR”) executed on 11 June 2021.  The engagement initially involved two 

 
1 The Report uses the acronym “AIBA” for the actions taken by the organisation up until March 2022. Thereafter, 

the Report uses the new acronym “IBA.”   
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Stages which later morphed into a third Stage.  The key members of the MIIT team included 

Richard McLaren, Diana Tesic and Robert Copeland from MGSS; and for Harod, Chief Investigator 

Martin Dubbey, Lead Investigator Alex Miller supported by Tracy Tobler. 

 

In accordance with the TOR, the Stage 1 Report was released 30 September 2021.  It detailed the 

results of the investigation of the bout manipulation that occurred at the Rio Summer Olympic 

Games.  During the course of the Stage 1 enquiry issues arose within the sport which required an 

amendment to the TOR creating a Stage 3. It was an examination of new allegations of bout 

manipulation occurring at competitions in 2021. During the course of the Stage 3 enquiry, the 

MIIT developed a pilot project testing for the risk of potential corruption among Referees and 

Judges (“R&Js”) and International Technical Officials (“ITOs”). In so doing, the MIIT used a new 

Artificial Intelligence (“AI”)  voice analysis tool. The MIIT has been asked to continue this work in 

the future.  

 

The immediacy of Stage 3 caused the MIIT to jump ahead and report on Stage 3 on 10 December 

2021 before completing the overall tasks of this Stage 2. This final Report now fulfills the TOR.  

 

In Stage 2, the MIIT investigated the past Presidents and made recommendations with respect 

to the individuals involved in the management, administration and finances of the AIBA during 

the period from 2006 until 2020. The investigation included determining whether there had been 

acts of corruption or violations of AIBA policies. The manipulation of sporting results was a focus 

throughout all stages of the investigation. As a result, this Report contains a lengthy discussion 

on the extensive problems in the Field of Play (“FOP”).  The persons responsible have been 

identified where possible and recommended for disciplinary action where appropriate for action 

by the sport.   

 

As the MIIT investigation evolved, the management of the IBA requested further vetting and AI 

assessments of R&Js and ITOs.  The MIIT was present and administered the AI at 5 competitions 

and completed the vetting at 12 competitions to date in 2022. During the course of Stage 2, the 



  

 3 

GGRC was active in implementing the changes to the governance structure of the AIBA. As that 

work unfolded and the constitution changed, it caused the MIIT to recognise the need to examine 

the grassroots of the sport – the National Federations and the Continental Confederations. A 

survey was created and administered. The results of the survey have created a solid foundation 

for understanding the relationships and their deficiencies between the International Federation 

and National Federations and their Continental Confederations.  

 

1.2  Report Contents 
 

The highlights of Stages 1 and 3 are briefly discussed in Chapter two.  Chapter three entitled 

Presidential Suite, discusses the management and administration of the presidents from 2006-

2020 and the learned behaviours that resulted from their administration. The finances of the 

organisation is discussed in Chapter four and their contribution to the imperilment of the sport. 

The issues arising in the FOP are found in Chapter five, which are at the very heart of the learned 

inappropriate behaviours. The discussion of the grassroots of the sport and the results of the 

survey of NFs is set out in Chapter six. Finally, in Chapter seven all the recommendations made 

in the previous stages are set out and identified in the first part of the Chapter. The second part 

of the Chapter contains the recommendations to the IBA Board developed through the insight, 

understanding and analysis of the investigation. The last part of Chapter seven contains specific 

recommendations related to the sport’s administration observed during Stage 2.    

 

1.3  Overview of Outcomes of all Stages 
 

The IBA is being thrust into reform as a consequence of the suspension of its IOC recognition as 

the international federation for boxing. The GGRC and MGSS are the external experts assisting in 

shaping how the transition could occur. A change in the culture requires the desire of the people 

capable of leading the change and others agreeing and working to complete the reform. All the 

rules and regulations and constitution can be made better, perhaps even perfect, but without 

the right people in the right places the changes will come to naught. The results of the survey 

conducted by the MIIT of the NFs indicates a strong need to ensure that leaders are equipped 
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with the requisite leadership skills and understand the foundational importance of ethics and 

integrity in the management of the sport of boxing. There is a critical need for an educational and 

development requirement which focuses on changing the incentives so that individuals change 

their past behaviours. This is crucial to the pathway of the cultural change that is required.  

 

The administration and application of the rules and the conduct of those within the FOP is where 

the culture of the past has most impacted the sport.  Recognising this fact, the MIIT focused on 

and investigated the operation within the FOP.  The MIIT  analysed how officials were selected, 

trained and performed their roles in the bouts.  The FOP and the people with their various roles 

are at the heart of the necessary reform as was sadly demonstrated at the Rio Olympic Games. 

The MIIT’s additional focus was on the onsite vetting and the application of the AI tool in its 

investigative work which resulted in recommended disciplinary actions.  

 

1.4  Key Findings 
 
 

1. More than a decade of financial mismanagement created a damaging legacy that hung 
over the management and administration of the sport until recently. 
 

2. The pursuit of investments for unrealistic business plans and the implementation of the 
ventures contributed to the improper management and administration of the sport and 
of the planned ventures. 
 

3. Corruption was allowed to creep in and take hold of the organisation because of the 
senior management’s excessive focus on finding investments for unrealistic ventures. 
Insufficient attention was paid to the administration of the sport and its officials. When 
those enterprises never materialised, the sport suffered a huge financial burden that 
nearly caused its collapse. The singular focus of management became finding funds to 
repay the loans and pay the staff.  The combination of attrition and the lack of financial 
resources ultimately resulted in the organisation being left with a skeleton staff to run 
itself.   
 

4. There is a lack of a fully developed IBA set of educational material for R&Js and ITOs to be 
used by NFs for training sessions at IBA level competitions. The materials that exist are 
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not delivered by qualified instructors. The training language is English and simultaneous 
translation is not always available.  The consequences are that there is no adequate 
training and development strategy to ensure advancement of R&Js and ITOs. 
 

5. Overriding the automated draw system by manual interference facilitates the possibility 
of bout manipulation. The problem is caused by the neutrality principles the sport uses to 
select R&Js not properly reflected in the automated system, thereby justifying manual 
draws. Nevertheless, there are far too many manual interventions. This occurs at IBA and 
Continental Confederation level tournaments. 
 

6. There continue to be reports of officials fulfilling roles that they are not capable of doing 
despite having credentials suggesting that they could perform the role. The problem is 
caused by the control of the selection of officials by the Continental Confederations and 
NFs with a lack of IBA involvement.  
 

7. The Code of Conduct and the rules of the FOP are constantly being breached particularly 
as they relate to mobile phone use and succumbing to pressure by those who should not 
be in the FOP. These types of seemingly minor infractions reinforce the past culture which 
disregarded the ethics and integrity of the sport. 
 

8. Too many people have accreditation to access the FOP without the necessity of being 
there. Those without accreditation can also be found from time to time in the FOP.  Some 
of these individuals attempt to influence officials or even abuse them.   

 
9. The vetting process and use of the Artificial Intelligence (“AI”) tool together with follow-

up vetting has identified potential high-risk R&Js and ITOs who as a consequence have 
not officiated at the particular tournament.  The benefit of the process and presence of 
the MIIT investigators has been the greater sense of security and protection without 
interference of external pressures on R&Js and ITOs.  

 
 

1.5  Key Recommendations to the IBA Board 
 
 

1. The MIIT investigation Reports identify and describe the pathway to cultural reform of 
the IBA and its members. The Board ought to commission a cultural review. This review 
needs to provide a basis for which to alter past inappropriate behavioural attitudes.  
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2. The Board of Directors to seek funding to establish a Training Academy for the purpose 
of training senior management and national federation management as well as  R&Js and 
ITOs.  That training should include instruction on ethical decision-making, match-fixing 
and rule compliance for R&Js and ITOs. For senior management, it would involve 
leadership development and occupational skill development. 
 

3. The IBA should develop comprehensive written training and educational programs for the 
certification and subsequent progression of R&Js and ITOs. The developed material 
should be made available and required to be used by all National Federations for the 
fulfillment of their educational role of R&Js and ITOs.  
 

4. The accreditation process for access to IBA and Confederation level competitions should 
be removed from the Local Organising Committee and the President’s office and be 
centralised and controlled by the IBA staff.  
 

5. There are a series of recommendations in Chapter seven for the rigorous enforcement of 
the rules of the FOP and the integrity of IBA internal stakeholders.  
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Chapter 2: Highlights of Stage 1 and 3 Reports 
 

2.1 Stage 1 
 

The Stage 1 investigation is best understood as two conceptual halves.  There is the analysis of 

the bout manipulation at the Summer Olympic Games in Rio de Janeiro (“the Rio Games”) in 

August of 2016.  The other half being the internal power dynamics within AIBA which allowed the 

corruption to evolve.  In order to examine that part of the terms of reference (“ToR”), the 

background, now under complete review in the current Report on Stage 2, had to be set out.  

Thus, there is some overlap of the two Reports. 

 

The mechanics of bout manipulation were in use prior to the London Olympic Games and became 

more sophisticated.  The earnest creation of an accreditation system to indicate the R&Js’ 

experience and ability, known as the star system, removed the power and influence of the 

National Federations who historically could control their R&Js to manipulate results.  However, 

when AIBA decided to appoint a class of “professional referees” known as the 5 stars, power and 

influence over the other 3 stars quickly became consolidated in the hands of seven 5 star R&Js. 

They, with the support and instruction of the Executive Director (“ED”) Karim Bouzidi (“KB”), 

started pressuring and corrupting other R&Js to manipulate matches.  A culture of fear and 

reprisal had been created along with the 5 stars, who became an autonomous clique only 

accountable to themselves and the ED. 

 

The Stage 1 Report also revealed the ways in which the subjectivity of judging in boxing could be 

absolutely abused.  How the manipulation by R&Js and some ITO officials at the Rio Games 

occurred is described in detail in the Stage 1 Report.  The contents of these methodologies are 

set out there and need not be repeated here.    

 

As required by the ToR, considerable time, effort and resources was spent trying to establish 

which bouts at Rio and some qualifiers were manipulated.  It was eventually realised that it was, 

except in very rare and extraordinary cases, virtually impossible to determine that a bout had 
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been deliberately manipulated and which officials might be involved.  This ultimately led the 

McLaren Independent Inquiry Team (“the MIIT”) to abandon in Stage 3, or subsequently in Stage 

2, attempts to identify whether specific bouts were manipulated.  The MIIT concluded that a 

more valuable use of time and resources would be to focus on safeguarding the Field of Play 

(“FOP”) and to recommend improvements that would offer better protection for all officials.  This 

concept is discussed in the highlights of Stage 3 following this section. 

 

In Stage 1 the mismanagement of AIBA (now “IBA”) by the President and the first two EDs  during 

his presidency was described.  The investigation makes it unambiguous that the best written rules 

and individuals working to ensure integrity were consistently circumvented by individuals in the 

organisation bent on personal gain.  This system started at the top and rewarded individuals at 

every level who either had a predisposition for corruption or were manipulated to do so.  At the 

very top, the ED and eventually other key individuals created what the MIIT described as an 

informal institutionalised structure.  While AIBA had on paper a workable organisation, the 

people involved in the corruption and manipulation created a system that worked to override 

the checks and balances of the organisation.  Through this informal structure, the manipulation 

and corruption evolved within the sport over the years, with Rio at its climax. 

 

To explain what happened requires an understanding of the management style of the President 

C.K. Wu (“Wu”).  He came into power and led the organisation with questionable leadership skills.  

He engaged as his ED Ho Kim (“HK”) whom he ultimately dismissed in 2015 and brought in KB as 

the ED who oversaw events at the Rio Games.  He was later dismissed by the President in 2016 

following the Rio Games corruption scandal.  The President’s main concern during his tenure at 

AIBA was to ensure an impeccable public perception of his actions and that nothing done by AIBA 

would impact his public image because he had aspirations to be the President of the International 

Olympic Committee (“IOC”). 

 

The EDs in this first stage were not innocent bystanders of the President’s failed leadership. 

Indeed, ED KB was the lynchpin of the collapse at Rio.  It was perhaps the most publicly obvious 
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manifestation of KB’s influence over the informal structure.  The erosion of the constitutional 

structure which laid the foundation of the system of manipulation and the concentration of 

power in the ED was set years before and included the President’s first ED, HK .  KB capitalised 

on what had been executed before him, which allowed him to usurp the powers of the AIBA’s 

internal commissions to that of his own office; namely the commissions responsible for R&Js and 

Technical Rules and that of the Draw Commission at the Rio Games.  

 

Although he remained ultimately responsible for the failures of officiating at Rio and the 

qualifying events, as determined by the MIIT, Wu’s actions throughout his Presidency to protect 

his image allowed him to cut his losses at the ED level and place the blame for any failings of the 

organisation at the feet of others.  

 

The AIBA Commissions were meant to be a check and balance on the system, but in practice the 

rules were circumvented.  The consequence was that decision-making power became more and 

more concentrated in the office of the ED.  Nevertheless, the Commissions’ members stood by 

and let this happen as did the President.  Behind both EDs the ultimate controller of events was 

the President who meddled in all matters but took no responsibility for the execution of the 

administration of the sport, always leaving it open to blame the EDs or others. 

 

The eventual result of all these power dynamics at play within the IBA was that the organisation 

began trading within its membership using a currency of “favours”.  The Stage 1 Report describes 

a culture of favours among the former soviet countries in attempting to achieve sporting prowess 

by obtaining medals at world championships and Olympic Games and the accompanying 

qualifying events.  These favours translated into manipulation of bouts to further political 

prestige and enhance national sporting prowess.  To accommodate the process there was 

manoeuvring of the selection of R&Js to attend competitions and officiate specific bouts as they 

were key to the success of the manipulation process.  
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Olympic qualifier and Continental competitions in the lead up to Rio were the training ground for 

the corruption and match manipulation that would later occur at the Games.  The corrupted R&Js 

fine-tuned and adapted their techniques throughout the period leading up to Rio which 

eventually resulted in the use of methodologies that the MIIT uncovered during their 

investigation into corruption at the Games.  

 

The President was dismissed by an internal insurrection in 2017.  The effect of these actions was 

to trigger a backlash by members of the Executive Board that led to a series of interregnum 

Presidents and EDs.  The overall impact was the creation of a destabilised organisation until the 

arrival of the current President in 2020 as discussed in the Stage 3 highlights below.  

 

2.2 Stage 3 
 

The focus of Stage 3 was the period following the Rio Games.  Rio had concluded with the 

suspension of the R&Js and ITOs present at the Games and the subsequent dismissal of the ED. 

The actions taken at Rio regarding manipulation and corruption should have heralded a fresh 

start for the organisation.  It did not.  Instead, the same problems kept manifesting themselves.  

The manipulation and corruption survived the drastic actions taken both at the Rio Games and 

subsequently.   

 

The hopscotch over Stage 2 and on to Stage 3 comes as a result of press releases concerning 

continuing bout manipulation at the ASBC Asian Elite Boxing Championships in Dubai in the spring 

of 2021.  This and other events triggered an amendment to the ToR seeking an examination of 

AIBA level competitions between 2016 and the end of 2021.  It became exceedingly important 

for the organisation to understand what happened post Rio.  The investigation required analysing 

what was actually happening in the FOP as it related to corruption.  Therefore Stage 3 looked at 

(i) legacy actors who continued to have an influential role outside of the formal positions and 

post Rio, what the MIIT termed the “interregnum period,” (ii) the disciplinary process during that 

period and finally, (iii) a real time pilot project that was launched during the Belgrade World 

Championships aimed at curbing corruption and bout manipulation. 
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The Stage 3 Report delves into the history of KB and how he became the organisation’s second 

in command.  One of the MIIT’s witnesses put it this way: “a newspaper salesman became the 

owner of the newspaper”.  When he accepted the ED role, KB failed to advise on his relationships 

with Executive Committee (“EC”) members and failed to divulge his business interests with a 

sponsor. He then leveraged those relationships to an extent that they provided clear conflicts of 

interest.  He was equally active subsequent to his dismissal in the interregnum period trying to 

influence the organisation despite no longer being part of the organisation. 

 

In the interregnum period following the dismissal of President Wu the organisation staggered 

through a revolving door of Presidents and EDs.  The frequent changes caused instability and a 

lack of cohesive leadership from the top down.  The organisation was suffering from the inactions 

and concealment tactics of its former President and the headache of the mismanagement and 

neglected finances that overhung the very existence of AIBA.  This overhanging legacy of the past 

eventually caused the IOC to suspend the membership of AIBA in 2019 and to step in and manage 

the sport’s qualifiers and the competitions at the Summer Olympics of 2020 held in 2021 because 

of the Covid-19 pandemic. 

 

Thus, the examination of the interregnum period was undertaken with a focus on corruption and 

why the environment did not change in the post Rio era.  Part of the answer was found in the 

fact that individuals like the two dismissed EDs and others banished from their AIBA positions 

still maintained considerable influence over the AIBA Executive and its oversight role in the 

boxing world.  They were at this point operating from behind the curtain and not as members or 

staff of AIBA. 

 

During the period of the Stage 3 investigation a new pilot project was introduced by the MIIT.  It 

involved the use of Artificial Intelligence (“AI”) to better understand what was actually happening 

in the FOP.  It did so by identifying those in the R&J and ITO officiating pools at the Men’s World 

Championships in Belgrade, Serbia in October 2021 who might be a risk to the integrity of the 
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competition.  The positive effects of this pilot project on the R&Js led to further use of the AI in 

six other competitions including the 2022 Women’s World Championships in Istanbul, Turkey.    

 

The disciplinary process of AIBA also was evaluated by the MIIT.  In doing so we gained an 

appreciation of the ineffective institutional response to complaints of corruption.  The complaints 

were mishandled or dismissed without proper examination and evaluation.  Members of AIBA 

were beginning to come forward and speak with the MIIT on a confidential basis.  From our 

investigative work and the courage of those who did come forward we were able to identify a 

number of problem areas that required attention. 

 

The Stage 3 Report closes with Recommendations for Action.  The Recommendations centre on 

six topic areas: an Independent Integrity Unit; Whistleblower Policy; Integrity of Internal 

Stakeholders; Education; the Disciplinary Process and Enforcement of Roles of Individuals in the 

FOP.  This final topic of our recommendations brought us to the primary focus of Stage 2: that 

the FOP policies and protocols had to be overhauled and rigorously enforced.   
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Chapter 3: The Presidential Suite from 2006 to 2020 
 

3.1 End of an Era and Start of Another 
 

Santo Domingo, Dominican Republic was the site of the AIBA Quadrennial Congress in November 

2006.  It was during this Congress that the presidency of one of the longest running International 

Federation Presidents came to an end.  Anwar Chowdhry (“Chowdhry”) was up for re-election as 

the President of AIBA, a position he held since 1986.  Opposing him was C.K. Wu (“Wu”) a 

member of the AIBA Executive Committee (“EC”) since 1982 and an IOC member since 1988.  Wu 

ultimately displaced Chowdhry, however his election was not without drama.  In the 2006 

election it appears that both candidates used cash bribes to obtain National Federation (“NF”) 

votes.  

 

The Chowdhry campaign was supported by Green Hill Corp. (PVT) (“Green Hill”) with its 

operations in Pakistan and at the time one of five licensee suppliers for AIBA.  Throughout 

Chowdhry’s tenure, Green Hill had a practice of offering boxing equipment free-of-charge to AIBA 

National Member Federations on behalf of AIBA.  Accordingly, the distribution of equipment 

gratis to NFs appears to have corresponded with congressional and presidential elections.  The 

2006 elections were no exception. 

 

Green Hill sent an email on 18 October 2006 to all AIBA National Boxing Federations (“NFs”) with 

the subject matter described as “Gift from AIBA”.  The supplier and sponsor of AIBA appeared to 

be supporting the re-election of the incumbent President Chowdhry.  With Wu at the helm, a 

series of personnel and partnership changes were undertaken, leaving a raft of disgruntled AIBA 

stakeholders, one of which was Green Hill.  Shortly following the election, Green Hill sent an 

invoice to the AIBA Headquarters, claiming 75,500 USD for boxing equipment sent to AIBA NFs, 

along with spurious shipping costs.  The suspicion at the time was that Green Hill had sent this 

boxing equipment by the order of Chowdhry perhaps as a bribery attempt to AIBA NFs for their 

vote in the election.  As a result, the new AIBA leadership requested that Price Waterhouse 
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Cooper (“PWC”) investigate the former AIBA and Green Hill relationship.  Their investigation 

report was provided to the AIBA Ethics Commission chaired by François Carrard and concluded 

that the business relations between AIBA and Green Hill in the past years showed irregularities 

in the accounts.  Therefore, following the recommendations from the AIBA Ethics Commission, 

the AIBA EC unanimously decided that AIBA should cease business with Green Hill. 

 

As outlined in the Stage 3 Report the newly elected President and his Executive Director (“ED”) 

Mr. Ho Kim (“HK”) kept Green Hill and their attempts to influence the organisation at bay 

throughout the period of the tenure of the ED.  When the ED was forced to resign in 2015 his 

replacement Karim Bouzidi (“KB”) immediately revived the former relationship of Green Hill that 

had existed under the Chowdhry presidency.  In Stage 3 the MIIT outlined the relationship that 

KB had with a company called Green Hill France-Afrique and their operation selling Green Hill 

products in Africa.  The MIIT was not able to conclude the exact nature of the relationship 

between Green Hill Corp (PVT) and Green Hill France- Afrique.  

 

Wu allegedly made a deal with AIBA Vice President Gafur Rakhimov2 (“GR or Rakhimov”) who 

was later to serve briefly as President in the interregnum period (2017-2020).  The alleged deal 

was that Wu would resign after 2 terms, taking him to 2014, thereby enabling GR to run for the 

Presidency.  Wu, for reasons outlined in this chapter did not act in accordance with the deal.  Wu 

held onto the Presidency until his resignation in November 2017.  What follows his resignation 

was described by the MIIT as the “interregnum period” until the current President Umar Kremlev 

was elected in November 2020.  In Stage 3 of this investigation the MIIT described this period 

and how certain individuals came to hold the two highest offices within the organisation, the 

President and the ED.  This chapter looks at President Wu’s tenure as President and how his 

actions placed the organisation in a precarious position.  The interregnum Presidents inherited 

the “catastrophic state” of the organisation.  Following the election of President Kremlev the 

precarious legacy of Wu has been put to the past.  All the past Presidents but for one declined to 

meet with or answer questions posed by the MIIT. 

 
2 There are two potential spelling of his name in English “Rahimov” or “Rakhimov”. 
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3.2 The President Wu Years 
 

From the outset of the Wu presidency he acted as a micro-manager of all details and minutiae of 

the organisation and used an autocratic management style in his decision making.  He in effect 

meddled in all matters of AIBA but took no responsibility for any actions; and in particular the 

administrative actions of the sport.  Blame was always placed on others, never at his own 

doorstep. The MIIT discussed in Stage 1 his modus operandi of ensuring there were always people 

he could dismiss or force to resign if he did not like the outcomes of the organisation’s actions, 

which he had instigated.  The most glaring example of this is the treatment of HK as discussed in 

Stage 1.  Wu acted in this fashion to protect his personal image.  His public image was critical to 

mounting a successful bid for the IOC presidency, Wu’s ultimate goal.  Ensuring that his AIBA 

platform remained untarnished was necessary, as it was the launching pad for his bid for the IOC 

presidency.  It is against this backdrop that the decisions taken during this time at the helm of 

AIBA are filtered.  The following is a brief description of the reasons Wu made the financial 

decisions he did.  The general financial state of the organisation, as it relates to this period and 

beyond, are more thoroughly discussed in the following Chapter 4.  

 

3.2.1 The Objectives of the New President 
 

There were two key expansive business ideas that emerged in the early years of the Wu 

presidency, these being the World Series of Boxing (“WSB”) and the Boxing Marketing Arm 

(“BMA”).  Both ideas were conceived by the ED and championed by Wu.  There was also the APB, 

the AIBA Professional Boxing program.  To develop these programs investment was required.   

 

In May 2009 the WSB was incorporated to be a vehicle through which franchises would be issued 

worldwide, including the USA, for a semi-professional league style of competition.  To accomplish 

the objective, AIBA entered into a partnership with International Marketing Group (“IMG”) who, 

for 25% of WSB shares, was to undertake the marketing promotion and find franchisees 

worldwide.  While AIBA itself had found some franchisees of its own, IMG had failed to secure 

any success in this area, especially in the lucrative USA franchise markets.  On that basis, after 
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only one year, they decided to end their relationship with AIBA; one explanation being that the 

project was considered not financially viable.  AIBA bought back the IMG shares and inherited 

the task of finding franchises in the USA and elsewhere.  It had already secured franchises in other 

cities outside of the USA. AIBA decided that for the WSB to be a success, four USA franchises 

were necessary.  AIBA decided to incorporate another vehicle known as WSB American 

Operations (“AO”), which would hold four AIBA incorporated and funded franchises.  Wu had 

caused AIBA to unwittingly become a multiple franchise owner and with it, had inherited all the 

associated risks and liabilities.  

 

By 2010 Wu and HK had to find investors and franchises in order to manage the launch of WSB 

and support the already established American franchises.  The financing proved easier to obtain 

than the franchises.  Wu and HK managed to secure a 10 Million USD loan from an Azerbaijan 

based company, Benkons LLC (“Benkons”).  

 

The Benkons agreement was to support the operation of the WSB American franchises.  The 

agreement was finalised in Baku, Azerbaijan in November 2010 in the presence of Wu and HK, 

both of whom signed the agreement.  A copy of the loan agreement was kept in a locked safe in 

HK’s Lausanne office until it was discovered following his dismissal in late 2015.  At that time the 

safe was unlocked and the document was examined.  Only then did the true nature of its contents 

become known.  The agreement was in fact a loan from a de facto government body to WSB, 

with AIBA acting as guarantor.  From the outset, Wu and HK had purposely kept its precise 

contents hidden.  Had the terms been known, it is unlikely that the EC would have approved AIBA 

to guarantee the WSB loan.  This would have meant that should Benkons have requested 

repayment, AIBA would have had to use their budget to cover it, this being derived primarily from 

payments received from the IOC.  Covering such a large debt with limited funds would have left 

AIBA unable to fund its office or other events such as World Championships or Olympic qualifiers. 

It also would have created chaos for Wu’s objectives for WSB.  So it was kept a secret.  Wu mislead 

the 2014 Congress as to the overall financial state of affairs and hid the true nature of the 

Benkons agreement.  Such deception was characteristic of the Wu presidency. 
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Two years after the Benkons loan, in late 2012, the BMA was incorporated with the objective of 

carrying out the marketing and promotional activities for the WSB and APB.  For this, Wu and HK 

sought an investment from Skiff Promotion LLP (“Skiff”), a Kazakh company and affiliated 

marketing arm of the Kazakh Boxing Federation.  The Skiff investment was entered into by the 

acquisition of 25% of the shares of the newly incorporated company.  By this point the WSB had 

burned through the 10 Million USD from Benkons, and Wu was desperate for the WSB to succeed. 

This new move was undertaken out of necessity to obtain more investment money for AIBA in 

order to shore up the weak and failing WSB venture.  

 

3.2.2 False Accusations and Obfuscating the Financial Affairs of AIBA/WSB/BMA 
 

Following the signing of the Benkons agreement in late 2010, the seeds of some of the bout 

manipulation described in the Stage 1 Report were planted by Wu.  The method of doing so was 

suggestive and not overt.  For example, Wu stated to HK that going forward “we need to make 

sure AZE boxers do not fall victim to a bad decision and protect them from misjudgment”.  That 

communication was understood to be a request for special attention to be paid to the 

performance results of AZE boxers in competitions. 

 

During the AIBA World Boxing Championships held in Baku in 2011, the BBC Newsnight program 

ran a story accusing AIBA of money for medals, through an interview with the WSB CEO Ivan 

Khodabakhsh.  It was alleged that two gold medals were promised to Azerbaijan at the 2012 

London Games in exchange for money.  After the BBC accused AIBA, the mindset of Wu toward 

Azerbaijan changed from protecting Azeri boxers from bad decisions to protecting himself from 

any misperceptions.  

 

Wu reacted to the BBC story at the London 2012 Games.  He made a speech during an R&J 

meeting prior to the start of the Games.  The BBC accusations were raised.  The thrust of the 

comments were that any sponsorship and investment in AIBA should not mean Azerbaijan is 

guaranteed to get gold medals.  Once again the communication was left to be interpreted by the 

recipient.  Some R&Js apparently thought that what the President desired was to make sure that 
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Azeri boxers did not win any gold medals.  The apparent problem from the President’s 

perspective was that if an Azeri won a gold medal there was risk of worldwide scandal raised by 

the media accusing AIBA of making a deal of medals for money.  This could further reinforce the 

false BBC broadcast of 2011, later alleged to have been a frame-up of the WSB CEO. 

 

After London 2012 the need to find investment funds for the WSB had become an urgent matter.  

The league had essentially no marketing and promotion, practically no audience and whatever 

revenue was coming into the WSB was swiftly denuded by AIBA as a management fee.  The WSB 

may have had a chance if AIBA itself was not so aggressively taking money out of the operations 

through its management services agreement.  This was an important part of the deception, 

however, to show the Board the false revenues coming out of the WSB.   

 

The BMA was devised as a means to promote worldwide the WSB and APB.  But, it too needed 

investment capital to start its operations.  Skiff was approached.  It was a Kazakhstan marketing 

and investment company owned by the Kazakh Boxing Federation and funded by the Kazakh 

government.  A deal was struck that would have Skiff make an initial 10 Million USD investment 

for 20% of the shares of the BMA.  With the investment came a position on the board of Directors 

of the BMA.  The agreement was never reviewed or approved by the AIBA EC.  The plan included 

significant management service fees to be paid by the BMA to AIBA; a move that would improve 

the organisation’s cash flow.   

 

The business plan of the BMA was developed by the ED with the assistance of PWC.  The plan 

was extremely complicated and contained illusory and fanciful projections of marketing sales 

with highly exaggerated projections. The payments to the BMA found their way to AIBA accounts 

via management and other charges.  The financial details were hidden from the EC, as was done 

with the Benkons agreement.  When presented to the 2014 Congress, the financial picture 

showed artificially inflated revenue projections. 
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3.3 The Years Leading up to 2014 Congress 
 

As a result of the BBC broadcast, the IOC requested that an investigation be conducted into the 

false claims.  AIBA convened a Special Investigation Committee (“SIC”), chaired by Tom Virgets. 

The SIC examined the Benkons transaction and reported to Wu.  This report was then delivered 

to the IOC.  The first Benkons transaction was signed by Benkons Switzerland and, at the request 

of the Azerbaijanis, was rescinded and the agreement signed by Benkons Azerbaijan.  Wu 

provided the SIC with the rescinded Swiss agreement instead of the agreement with which it was 

replaced.  Thereby the SIC was misled, who in turn inadvertently misled the IOC as to the body 

with whom AIBA had contracted.  It appears that the SIC was intentionally deceived because of 

optics – the IOC would perceive it more legitimate if AIBA contracted with a Swiss company rather 

than an Azeri company.  

 

HK was the ED of AIBA but was appointed by Wu to be the person in charge of the WSB and the 

BMA.  The workload was intense and HK eventually had to step away in order to focus on his 

AIBA duties.  In November 2013 HK hired a Finance Director (“FD”) acting for AIBA, the WSB and 

the BMA.  The first year the Director was primarily focused on revising the BMA business plan 

and financials in order to acquire a potential additional investment of 35 Million CHF. 

 

In November of 2013 Benkons exercised its contractual right to repayment by WSB who, due to 

their poor financial situation, defaulted on the payment.  That triggered the guarantee of the 

loan by AIBA, who as of that date was liable for the repayment.  This important fact was not 

revealed to the EC or mentioned in the 2014 Congress presentation of the finances of AIBA;  a 

further example of the deliberate oversight and misrepresentation of the financial affairs of the 

organisation.  The loan default was finally recognized and paid off under the Presidency of 

Kremlev. 

 

During much of 2013 Wu was preparing his candidacy for the IOC presidency.  The presidential 

campaign proved to be a significant distraction from the duties of their positions with AIBA for 

both the President and the ED.  A report commissioned by AIBA to look into the finances of WSB 
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following Wu’s resignation indicated that the unsuccessful campaign incurred expenses which 

were paid by AIBA and Wu himself also utilised AIBA resources such as staff.3  This illustrates the 

importance that Wu placed upon the preservation and maintenance of a good personal image to 

use as a launching platform from ABIA for candidacy.  This was also a total abuse of AIBA funds.  

 

3.4 The Congressional Deception of 2014 
 

The next Congress of AIBA was held in Jeju, Korea in November 2014 where earlier plans were 

that Wu was supposed to have ceded the Presidency to Gafur Rakhimov (“GR”).  Instead re-

election was sought.  Wu needed to project a positive and bright future for the sport.  The chosen 

path was to mislead the AIBA EC and the Congress in respect of the financial position of the 

association.  The deception was accomplished by manipulation of the financial presentations and 

issuing inaccurate and deliberately misleading press releases.  The manipulation involved both 

ignoring and removing debt payable by AIBA or its subsidiaries and masking amounts paid by 

AIBA in respect of the presidential office expenses.4  Neither the EC or members of the Congress 

had seen the agreements nor had the audited financial statements of the previous years 

following the prior Congress been presented at Jeju.  The information that was presented was 

inaccurate.  For example, it did not report the 10 Million USD loan from Azerbaijan. This moved 

AIBA from being in the black financially to significantly in the red; a further significant example 

revealing the strategy of not reporting information and obfuscating the details that were 

presented.  The constitution at the time required the filing of audited financial statements. 

 

3.5 Unrest of the AIBA Staff 
 

In June of 2015 HK was dismissed.  The staff rallied to protest HK in his role as ED.  Later staff 

unrest resurfaced surrounding the resignation of Wu, after which the office shrank to a single 

person by 2019 due to Wu’s corrupt financial legacy.  

 

 
3 Information taken form K2 Report (Project Cambria) Executive summary page 9 (13 July 2018). 
4 Information taken from K2Report (Project Cambria) Executive summary page 7 & 8 (13 July 2018). 
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Contributing to the staff unrest was the fashion in which they were hired and eventually 

dismissed from the organisation.  When individuals hired to either the WSB or the BMA showed 

any promise they were quickly made AIBA employees.  Once within AIBA, if they disagreed or 

disapproved of any decision taken by Wu they were thusly dismissed.  This is essentially what 

occurred with the ED KB having come from the WSB and into AIBA.  Once he was dismissed by 

Wu, he remained in the background encouraging the staff to rally against the President.   

 

3.6 Extraordinary Congress 2016 Montreux, Switzerland 
 

Following the competition fiasco at Rio an Extraordinary Congress was called in December 2016.  

Prior to the Extraordinary Congress in Montreux, HK, by then in conflict with AIBA, sent a letter 

to the AIBA NFs to respond to false allegations made against him and to reveal his side of the 

story regarding his dismissal.  In so doing he described the financial situation in which AIBA was 

at that time.  Attendees at the Extraordinary Congress had historical information provided by HK 

through the letter and current information provided by the FD, but unbeknownst to them he was 

restricted by the President in what he could reveal.  

 

The FD was requested to present to the AIBA EC an update on the financial situation, while at the 

same time, not revealing the full details.  Essentially his comments were to reflect a “work in 

progress” financial report for AIBA as of 30 November 2016 together with other financial 

information and the strategic plan for the coming four years. Following the presentation, the FD 

emailed the ED (William Louis-Marie) to advise that the Profit and Loss statement did not reflect 

the impact of the loan from Azerbaijan which was by then a liability of AIBA.  The FD was worried 

that he had given misleading information to the EC.  

 

When asked by the President to present the financial information to the Congress, the FD 

refused.  Wu indicated he would ask the ED to do the presentation.  This did not happen.  The FD 

was called upon to present the financial update and, as ordered, provided the misleading 

information.  He subsequently shared the situation with the EC who in return indicated to the 
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President that the matter had come to their attention.  The FD was called to meet with the 

President to answer questions about what he had been saying to other members of the staff 

regarding AIBA’s financial situation.  This entire state of affairs culminated in the FD resigning 

from his position.  The MIIT’s review of the FD’s present work indicates a careful administration 

of financial matters.  

 

3.7 Closing the Door to the Presidential Suite 
 

During this time,  GR, AIBA Vice President, contacted HK (no longer a part of AIBA) to see if he 

would agree to help him remove Wu.  Approximately two months prior to the Santo 

Domingo Congress it is alleged that GR had made a deal with Wu who promised him he would 

resign after two terms.   Wu did not keep his promise mainly due to the fact that he was not 

successful in his IOC election campaign.  GR, feeling betrayed, wanted to devise a plan with the 

help of HK to remove Wu.  

 

HK met GR in March 2017 in Dubai and agreed to assist him in implementing a way to force Wu 

to resign.  HK agreed to go public on all of Wu’s wrongdoings and would seek support from boxing 

stakeholders worldwide.  To HK’s surprise he found out  KB was part of the team working to 

displace Wu.  GR agreed to pay for all logistical costs involved. 

 

In July 2017 at the meeting of the EC in Moscow a motion of no confidence in President Wu was 

tabled and called for an Extraordinary Congress.  Eighty-one Member Federations sent letters in  

support of this motion.  A further noteworthy motion was to form an Interim Management 

Committee (“IMC”) and for the AIBA EC IMC to take over the administration and management of 

the AIBA Headquarters for an interim period as well as to take over Wu’s duties and 

responsibilities under the AIBA Statutes.5  

 

 
5  composed of Franco Falcinelli who was appointed as Chairman (thus signing letters), Pat Fiacco, Terry 
Smith, Mohamed Moustahsane and Alberto Puig De La Barca–later joined by Ted Tanner. 
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In a follow up to this meeting, on 25 September 2017 an informal meeting referred to as a hearing 

on AIBA finances was held in Albena, Bulgaria.  The purpose was to receive information directly 

from the sources of the investments and loan amounts and the previous financial directors. 

Invited to that meeting were representatives from Benkons, Skiff and First Commitment 

International Trade Company (“FCIT”), both former EDs HK and KB and the former FDs, who had 

by that time resigned. 

 

The myth espoused by Wu to this day that the Benkons loan was a personal loan organised solely 

by HK was exposed and discredited at the special meeting by the direct testimony of the Benkons 

managing Director, Elin Zalov.  He confirmed that the signed agreement, of which he had a copy, 

was a loan to WSB guaranteed by AIBA and signed by both Wu and HK on behalf of both AIBA 

and WSB. 

 

The circumstances of the creation of the Skiff loan and the FCIT loans was also discussed at the 

meeting.  The management style of Wu and his EDs can be identified in a review of the minutes 

of this extraordinary meeting; mainly that he was highly controlling, especially of finances. Every 

single expenditure would require his sign off, no matter where in the world he happened to be.  

 

What this information reveals is that Wu had full visibility of the financial health of the 

organisation and that being the case, he knew the projects were out of money with virtually no 

prospect of them being self-funding.  That simple fact was concealed and obfuscated by Wu at 

the 2014 Congress where the EC and the Congress were misled as to the poor financial health of 

the WSB, the BMA and the APB, all of which would ultimately have a detrimental impact on AIBA.  

This financial problem is the backdrop to all the matters that went on from 2014 through to 2019. 

 

Following Wu’s resignation, Franco Falcinelli became the Interim President, and this marked the 

beginning of the interregnum period. 
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3.8 Interregnum Presidents 
 

Franco Falcinelli’s presidency was short lived.  He had inherited a Federation on the brink of 

collapse and with little perspective for the future.  The tasks before him were daunting and he 

described to the MIIT that he didn’t have the abilities to deal with the problems which he 

summed up as “a catastrophic state of affairs”.  AIBA had limited cash, the Board had just learned 

the full details through the Albena hearings of the skeletons Wu had put in the closet and the IOC 

was demanding immediate and positive change otherwise their Federation was at risk of losing 

their IOC recognition as the IF for boxing.  Falcinelli knew the situation was grim and he was 

overwhelmed at the prospect of having to fix the mistakes from the past.  His major contributions 

to the Federation during his tenure were maintaining communication with the IOC and hiring K2 

Intelligence to perform a post-mortem on the finances of the WSB.   

 

Falcinelli initially was a supporter of GR to become the next President and even supported him 

in his failed attempt to displace Wu at the 2014 Congress.  However, information came to light 

that caused Falcinelli to switch camps and he began supporting an EC member from Kazakhstan.  

He announced his resignation during the Extraordinary Congress held on 27 January 2018 in 

Dubai. 

 

At the Extraordinary Congress on 31 January 2018 GR was made Interim President. The IOC raised 

concerns about Rakhimov’s suitability for the role of President which the MIIT outlined in the 

Stage 3 Report.  Despite the IOC’s concerns related to him becoming President, on 2 November 

2018 he was elected.  Rakhimov nonetheless made several attempts to salvage the operation of 

the Federation whose staff was decreasing by individuals leaving or being dismissed.  The parade 

of horribles that awaited GR included a showering of lawsuits launched against the organisation 

for improper dismissal or payment of wages owed by previous staff; the IOC informed the 

organisation that it was revoking its recognition of AIBA as the International Federation for 

boxing; and Benkons was seeking payment on its loan it had called in 2013 and was threatening 

legal action.  It is as a result of Rakhimov’s negotiations with Benkons, that 2 Million EUR was 

termed as a sponsorship contribution reducing the outstanding balance from 10 to 8 Million.  
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Rakhimov himself had once promised to be able to provide the capital to cover the debt, but that 

proved fruitless.    

 

The close of the 2018 WSB season was the most critical period during Rakhimov’s tenure 

however, as there were no funds to organise the finals.  In what appears to be a desperate 

attempt to keep the WSB afloat and to potentially secure the initially contracted amount for 

investment into AIBA, Rakhimov entered into new negotiations with FCIT, despite its legal threats 

against AIBA to collect on 19 Million of its total USD investments.  A new share purchase 

agreement was drawn up, along with further licencing agreements.  However, none of his 

attempts to renegotiate the terms of the agreement ever came to fruition.   

 

Following concerns about Rakhimov’s background, he was subsequently replaced by another 

Interim President, Mohammed Moustahsane, in July 2019.6  He was the only VP willing to take 

on the interim role which he was appointed to at the Dubai meeting.  The Presidency of 

Moustahsane was primarily focused on a holding pattern to keep AIBA operating as the IF.  He 

was described to the MIIT as a puppet Interim President.  The organisation at this point lacked 

capacity to operate effectively and people to carry out its operations.   

 

The rapid turnover of Presidents and EDs had paralysed the organisation.  It was exceedingly 

difficult for AIBA to fulfill its obligations as an IF.  The problems of Rio, the absence of progress in 

dealing with the bout manipulation by R&Js and ITOs, the lack of proper governance of the 

organisation, particularly during the interregnum period, and the catastrophic state of the 

finances led the IOC to step in.  It suspended the recognition of AIBA as the IF for boxing and it 

created the Boxing Task Force, essentially acting as the de facto administrator to protect the 

athletes preparing for the Tokyo 2020 Games.  The interregnum period came to an end with the 

election of President Kremlev in December 2020. 

 

 
6 No interview could be arranged with Rakhimov and Moustahsane declined to be interviewed about his role as 
President.  
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Chapter 4: Finances 
 

4.1 Introduction: The Beautiful Dream 
 

The financial health of AIBA has been the source of much speculation, investigation, and 

intervention.  Historical details corresponding to other types of financial mismanagement have 

not been examined by the MIIT because they do little to explain IBA’s situation today.  The issues 

facing IBA today derive for the most part as a result of the expansive dreams that President C.K. 

Wu (“Wu”) had about the organisation when he became President of AIBA in 2006.  This dream 

changed the scope of AIBA from its original objective of governing amateur boxing to growing 

their influence and governance over all forms of boxing at all levels worldwide.  Based on this 

dream, and the money needed to finance it, he made the financial decisions that brought the 

organisation to a state of near insolvency by the time of his departure in 2017.  Upon taking over 

as temporary President in 2017 from Wu the then incumbent Franco Falcinelli described the state 

of AIBA’s finances as “catastrophic”.7  

 

The primary visionary behind the inspiration to develop a completely new business model was 

the Executive Director (“ED”) Ho Kim (“HK”) who was dismissed from the organisation in 2015. 

Wu rubber stamped its expansion and implementation.  The plan was to revolutionize amateur 

boxing and begin to bring professional boxing into the AIBA fold. In addition to the Olympics, 

other multi-sport events and AIBA international tournaments, they dreamed of a semi-

professional league style of play between city-based franchises in regional conferences that 

would bring in new income streams for the organisation.  Aside from gate receipts and event 

sponsorship revenues, additional income streams were envisaged from selling television and 

broadcasting rights.  From this inspiration was born the World Series of Boxing (“WSB”) and later 

the Boxing Marketing Arm (“BMA”).  Together, they planned on using the BMA, an AIBA 

 
7 He further cited the pressures of resolving AIBA’s ‘catastrophic’ situation and under pressure by the IOC as a 
reason for standing down a few months later (See Chapter 3). 
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marketing subsidiary corporation that would be responsible for the promotion and marketing of 

these quasi professional tournaments. 

 

At the outset of creating this new reality for amateur boxing, the existing revenue streams were 

incapable of supporting the plans for expansion.  The majority of their funding for the sport was 

obtained from the IOC, with smaller amounts derived from gate receipts, sponsorship and 

broadcasting rights.  Like all start-ups, the visionary dream required strategy, a realistic business 

plan, investment, a realistic financial plan and most of all the execution of the strategy.  Wu saw 

himself as the primary driver of both business and investment plans and identifying the possible 

investor partners.  

 

At first, HK managed the operations of the WSB in its early stages after its formation in 2009. He 

was also involved in the administration of the BMA.  As the operations grew it was dragging him 

away from his primary duties at AIBA.  HK’s workload required him to relinquish some of the tasks 

associated with his many roles.  The decision was made to hire a WSB Director.  From that point 

on, the management of the WSB suffered from cronyism, through the use of underqualified 

individuals and unrealistic expectations of hiring high quality managers on small salaries.  These 

budgetary constraints also resulted in the hiring of the BMA Director (David Gough) who had 

marketing experience but lacked the necessary television experience and connections to build 

an income stream to support the operations of the BMA. Where the business plan had envisioned 

tens of millions of dollars of broadcasting revenues, the BMA Director was only able to secure 

1.5 Million during his tenure.  For the BMA, HK had wanted to recruit an individual who had 

experience selling TV and broadcasting rights.  However, the salaries for an individual with that 

experience far exceeded the budget allocated by the BMA.   

 

Wu entrusted the administration and financial planning of the WSB American Operations (“AO”) 

to Abe Lin (a Chinese citizen from Taiwan then resident in the USA), a childhood friend that  Wu 

instructed to be hired, despite the fact that he was the subject of a criminal investigation into 

allegations that he was trading in state secrets during his time in the Taiwanese military.  It seems 
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to be the case that Lin reported privately and exclusively to Wu on the state of WSB finances and 

operations in the Americas.  As of 2017 he was still under contract to AIBA as a financial 

consultant.  The MIIT concludes that the cronyism here exacerbated an already less than optimal 

business administration action plan and execution. Indeed, many witnesses advised the MIIT that 

Lin was incompetent and unable to perform the role required to launch and sustain the WSB 

vision.  This incompetence spread to him being unable to keep complete records and ultimately 

being unable to account for the significant funds he had been sent and was using to finance the 

WSB AO. 

 

The market thought to exist for fans to watch franchised boxing bouts as outlined in the business 

plan was in fact illusory and highly optimistic.  To the extent that a market might be built, the 

marketing and PR failed to bring the fans to the competitions.  Broadcasting and arena planning 

were both too late and inadequate.  This was in part due to the fact that the tight control exerted 

by Wu, requiring every detail to be personally authorised through his Taipei office using a 

cumbersome fax process, significantly hampered the efforts to make advanced arrangements.  

As a result, for the inaugural bouts of the WSB Americas, hardly any promotional or marketing 

activity was undertaken in advance.  Lastly, perhaps it was as a result of the poor marketing, 

promotion and PR but ultimately there was no product market fit.  It was clear, even at that time, 

that those charged with running the program were unable to efficiently undertake the required 

tasks and lacked the experience to do so.  The best illustration of this was the booking of the 

20,000 seat American Airlines Arena in Miami as the venue for the inaugural bouts of the WSB.  

Less than 150 tickets were sold, far below the financial plan projections.  

 

Given the grand plan and financial projections, the WSB and the BMA quickly became a project 

that had to succeed – its failure could compromise the very existence of the AIBA.  Wu sought 

out further investors to save the visionary plan.  A critical evaluation of progress at this date might 

have identified the problems and helped develop a realistic exit strategy.  Instead, disintegration 

and insolvency loomed.  Without the people, the promotion and market fit, the financial 

obligations taken on by Wu that overburdened the organisation were essentially wasted.  In this 
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difficult financial situation, Wu resorted to desperate measures that unwittingly pulled him down 

the path of deception and mischaracterization of the financial affairs of AIBA (See Chapter 3 and 

Stage 1 Report). 

 

The continuing missteps and mistakes created a situation where investor monies were not 

deployed effectively and the investors were deprived of any possible return on their investment 

as the organisation mismanaged their expectations for the development of the enterprises. 

Instead of investor financing being used to grow the market and customer base, it was being used 

to ineffectively launch a product and then plug its various holes as it continued to sink deeper 

into debt.  It was a house of cards consistently on the verge of collapsing until another investor 

would come along and stabilise it, albeit momentarily.  As a result, for nearly a decade AIBA 

hovered precariously on the line between solvency and insolvency.  This state of affairs only 

changed with financing provided by Gazprom in 2021.  Whatever the debate about the source of 

funds, exacerbated by the Russian invasion of Ukraine, there is no doubt that the Gazprom 

sponsorship has saved AIBA and helped the organisation onto a solid financial footing.  Concerns 

have been raised over future funding, but this debate is outside the scope of the MIIT’s remit and 

this Report.  

 

The responsibility of this near collapse falls on the management of AIBA along with President Wu. 

The President’s contribution was keeping the Executive Committee (“EC”) completely ill-

informed and misrepresenting what was going on financially within AIBA as a result of the 

marketing catastrophe of WSB.  Contracts were signed by him without EC deliberation or 

approval.  Eventually when the strain on the organisation became such that Wu could no longer 

hide the financial reality, the EC demanded an audit.  Between the years 2008 until 2018 the 

organisation commissioned four financial reviews by various accounting and investigation firms 

to understand if there was any corruption and whether any of its funds were improperly 

discharged.  The MIIT has reviewed all of those reports and examined the current financial 

records.  This chapter outlines and hopefully removes much of the speculation and gossip 

surrounding the financial obligations of the organisation. 
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4.2 The Financial Investments into the WSB and the BMA 
 

The entities that brought AIBA to the verge of financial ruin were the WSB and the BMA.  This 

section provides brief background on these entities in order to understand the flow of investment 

money below.  

 

4.2.1 WSB 
 

The idea behind the WSB was to bridge the worlds of Olympic boxing and professional boxing in 

a semi-professional league style of play.  Teams would consist of several boxers playing for 

regional franchise teams.  In 2009, AIBA entered into an agreement with International Marketing 

Group (“IMG”) on a partnership for the WSB project.  Following this agreement, IMG had 25% of 

WSB shares and was supposed to do all marketing activities and to find all WSB franchises.  The 

franchise model initially conceived, where each of the competing teams were independently run 

and managed with AIBA merely facilitating the tournament, proved difficult to launch worldwide.  

For over one year, IMG could not find any franchisees; therefore, AIBA decided to find franchises 

on its own and bought back the 25% of its WSB shares from IMG.  They parted ways because of 

different views on the viability of the project. 

 

The keystone thought to be critical to the success of the venture were the operations in the USA. 

However, AIBA could not find willing franchise buyers.  This led to the decision that AIBA would 

run and operate American franchises via its WSB structure.  It proceeded to incorporate four USA 

and one Mexican franchise.  It took two years to build the WSB business and find franchise 

owners who wanted to purchase a licence, as many were only motivated by the commercial side 

of the business.  Others were more political in that they were backed by their NOCs who thought 

it a good way to develop the boxers.  Some Federations claimed that they were bullied into 

joining, on the basis if they didn’t it would affect their AIBA relationship.  

 

In the franchise model as initially conceived, AIBA would have had little financial exposure to the 

everyday costs required to operate a franchise (e.g., salaries, administration costs, organising and 
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hosting matches, etc.).  The variation of the model meant that the North American franchises 

were now being operated and funded by AIBA.  It had assumed all of the associated financial risk. 

In other jurisdictions, such as Cuba, Russia and Argentina for example, AIBA maintained the 

franchise model and found clubs willing to purchase franchise licenses to compete in WSB events.  

The original model was now morphed into a hybrid structure with some independently owned 

and operated franchises, along with AIBA funded and operated franchises.  The initial visionary 

dream which foresaw little to no investment or financial risk to AIBA was in reality the exact 

opposite.  The consequence was that there was an acute awareness that there was a desperate 

need for capital to progress the development of the WSB.   

 

4.2.2 BMA 
 

The BMA entity was constituted to provide the marketing and promotion of the WSB and AIBA 

Pro Boxing (“APB”), AIBA’s professional boxing arm.  Additionally, the BMA was to secure 

television and broadcasting rights for WSB and APB events.  AIBA owned 45% of the BMA.  The 

remaining 55% of shares was divided as follows: 20% of shares owned by Skiff, a Kazakh company 

owned by the Kazakh Boxing Federation, and 35% to a Chinese investor, First Commitment 

International Trade Company Ltd. (“FCIT “) (Hong Kong registered; Mr Di Wu).  The BMA has since 

started a corporate dissolution process as of 2019. 

 

The inaugural investor into the BMA was Skiff who provided 10 Million USD as a share purchase 

to effectively launch the operations in 2012.  When that money ran out, Wu negotiated an 

investment of 35 Million USD from his friend, the Chinese investor Di Wu in 2014.  As a part of 

that plan Di Wu received a 20 year exclusive license for the Chinese market, and as an unofficial 

thank you, he was made an Executive Vice President of AIBA.  It quickly became evident that the 

business plan calling for projections in the millions of dollars in yearly revenue was not 

materialising.  

 

In order for the new corporation BMA to be successful, it needed the franchises of the WSB to 

bring in revenue to meet their projections.  Part of the attraction of the investment in the BMA 
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was said to be the value of the intangible assets which management insisted on recording on the 

BMA's balance sheet despite contrary accounting advice.  The intangible assets included 

"investments" in the USA, Mexico, Great Britain and German markets.  In each of these markets 

AIBA had established AIBA owned WSB franchises which were funded by loans from WSB and 

AIBA to be eventually paid back by the BMA.  The USA and Mexico franchises were never 

profitable and had constant losses over five years.  However, the "investment" in these markets 

was deemed necessary for any potential forecasted revenues to be delivered in future years 

according to the BMA business plan.  

 

There were critical misrepresentations and deliberate concealment of the BMA investment funds 

to both the investors and the EC.  The "investments" in the USA and Mexico operations up until 

the end of 2015 totaled around 27 Million CHF; however 10 Million CHF of this was never 

recorded.  This involves the loan from Benkons that was never disclosed on any of the entities 

accounting records.  In addition, the Chinese investor was not aware at the time of his investment 

that an additional 10 Million USD had been spent in the USA and Mexico, because it was not 

recorded in the books, nor disclosed in the due diligence process.   

 

The financial figures in the 2014 Congress Report were concealed.  These were the fees payable 

to AIBA from the BMA as part of the management services agreements between the two entities. 

These figures were based on the unrealistic business plan which depicted the revenues to be 

artificially high.  The reality was that the BMA had cash flow issues that could not sustain its 

operations. The following chart illustrates the flow of funds.  
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4.3 Investments were Equity, Near Equity or Loans 
 

AIBA secured 39 Million USD of investments through a combination of debt financing and capital 

investments.  The key arrangements were a 10 Million USD loan from an Azerbaijan based 

company, Benkons; a 10 Million USD investment in the BMA from a Kazakhstan based company, 

Skiff; and a not fully completed investment of only 19 Million USD from a Hong Kong registered 

company, FCIT, controlled by Wu’s friend Di Wu.  The agreement further called for Di Wu to invest 

the remaining 16 Million of the original 35 Million agreement,  but this payment was never made 
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despite many attempts to persuade him to do so.  Throughout this period Di Wu continued to 

maintain his position on the Board, thus having access to the inner workings of AIBA. 

 

These perhaps difficult to characterize investment agreements caused AIBA to take on additional 

financial risk that it was not able to adequately cover or repay as required with the revenues it 

anticipated from the WSB or the BMA.  Therefore, these hard to characterize transactions 

resulted in either: (i) AIBA or its subsidiaries assuming large debt liabilities; or (ii) AIBA or its 

subsidiaries selling shares in its key asset (i.e. marketing rights to AIBA-sanctioned tournaments).  

 

4.3.1  The Benkons Loan 
 

The WSB was launched in 2009 with a vision of having 12 franchises across the Americas.  By 

2010, however, and despite approaching various possible investors, there had been no success 

in procuring the necessary funds to initiate the WSB Americas according to plan.  Opportunity 

arose to secure its funding while Wu and HK were at the AIBA President’s Cup in December 2009, 

in Baku, Azerbaijan.  Wu and HK had a meeting with Kamaladdin Heydarov, the President of the 

Azerbaijan Boxing Federation and the holder of the office of Minister of Special Situations.  Wu 

introduced the WSB program to Kamaladdin Heydarov in detail and requested his support, with 

a special focus on the WSB franchises in the USA and Mexico.  

 

Kamaladdin Heydarov was the matchmaker between AIBA and the investor, Benkons.  The 

strategy was to describe the investment as an attractive short-term venture with a full return on 

their investment to be made in three years.  The potential lenders were assured that the project 

had guaranteed profitability, but also guaranteed investors interest on their investment if the 

business profit targets were not reached.  Benkons would only agree to the investment if it was 

structured as debt financing.  Benkons eventually signed the agreement for a loan investment of 

10 Million USD to the WSB Americas operation, guaranteed by AIBA.  The documentation was 

never reviewed by the EC and was sealed in a safe in the offices of AIBA in Lausanne.  The 

guarantee aspect of the arrangement meant that when WSB defaulted, the obligation to repay 

would fall on AIBA.   
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Bakinco was a Swiss based company of the Benkons Group of Companies from Azerbaijan.  On 

17 November 2010, WSB AO SA, Bakinco SA, AIBA and WSB SA entered into an agreement 

whereby Bakinco would provide a loan in the amount of 10,000,000 USD due on 17 November 

2013 to WSB AO SA.  The purpose of the loan would be for the development of the WSB in North 

America and Canada.  This arrangement is referred to as the "Swiss Lending Agreement.” 

 

Subsequently, AIBA was informed that Bakinco was no longer operational and this agreement 

was cancelled and a new agreement with the same terms was entered into by the parties 

replacing the Swiss Lender with Benkons MMC.  Later, when explaining the transaction to the 

IOC and further giving it to the SIC inquiry, Wu used the cancelled agreement between AIBA and 

the Swiss Lender.8  The result of the switch of the lending party became the source of much 

speculation within AIBA.  There were allegations of corruption including speculation that the 

funds were used improperly and that the funds had “disappeared” - all of which were inaccurate.  

Wu’s decision to use the cancelled agreement with the Swiss Lender caused unnecessary 

confusion and distrust among the AIBA members who alleged that the Benkons loan was not 

being used to expand the WSB franchises.  The IOC President asked that Wu initiate a forensic 

audit related to this loan to determine if any of the speculation was correct.  The audit into the 

flow of funds was conducted by PWC and concluded that while the funds were indeed being used 

to expand the WSB AO, there was inadequate management of those funds.  

 

The repayment of 8 Million dollars of the loan was made to Benkons who waived all accrued 

interest.  The balance had been reduced by 2 Million through agreement between President GR 

and Benkons to consider those funds as sponsorship.  The repayment of the funds was 

accomplished in two tranches, one in April and the other in May of 2021.  By 21 May 2021 the 

loan was fully repaid.  Benkons confirmed by a letter of that same date from the Benkons 

President Hamid Hamidov that the full payment of the loan has been discharged.  The MIIT 

reviewed all documents and traced the audit trail of the money to establish that the payment 

had been made as stated. 

 
8 The SIC report did not indicate that there was connection of the loan to a minister or government.  
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4.3.2 Skiff Promotion Investment 
 

Skiff is the marketing investment company operated and owned by the Kazakhstan Boxing 

Federation.  Skiff was an initial investor and 20% shareholder in the BMA which was registered 

in Switzerland in 2012 having invested 10 Million USD.  The BMA’s purpose was to promote 

worldwide the WSB and APB, but seed funding was needed to launch.  Skiff decided to become 

involved given the claimed future projects of the APB, WSB and AIBA Open Boxing.  Both Wu and 

HK were the principals involved in developing this arrangement with Skiff, although they claimed 

that they were unaware that the organisation was owned by the Kazakhstan Boxing Federation 

and funded by the Kazakh government.  The investment was to be paid in three instalments.  The 

last one was due to be transferred directly to the AIBA account when the BMA was officially 

registered.  This occurred in July 2012. 

 

The BMA business plan, originally written by the ED and PWC, used to sell the idea to investors 

was flawed from its inception.  The plan was extremely complicated.  It was described to the MIIT 

as a fanciful plan with hyperinflated projections.  One of the myriad issues with it was the 

existence of large license payments and service management fees to AIBA from the BMA. 

Ultimately payments to AIBA were cycled via the BMA (see previous chart).  The detailed financial 

plan was largely hidden from the EC and what was presented to the 2014 Congress. What was 

shown to those bodies was based on a business plan which showed revenues to be artificially 

high.  

 

The shareholder agreement between Skiff and the BMA resulted in the President of the Kazakh 

Boxing Federation being a board member of the organisation.  This becomes an important detail 

in 2017 when discussing the financial status of the BMA.  

 

At an extraordinary meeting of the EB held in Albena, Bulgaria, called the Albena Hearing, 

representatives of Skiff were invited to answer questions about their loan.  The biggest issue for 

Skiff at this meeting was that the board had voted that the BMA was bankrupt and they would 

move to dissolve it.  However, Skiff objected and stated to the meeting that the Kazakh board 
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member did not vote.  They expected their loan to be returned.  HK tried to explain that Skiff still 

held 20% in the BMA, which was not bankrupt in reality.  It was suggested by HK that this was a 

strategic decision taken by Wu to declare the company bankrupt in order to eliminate the 19 

Million USD loan from FCIT.  Skiff became a victim of that process. 

 

4.3.3 FCIT Investment 
 

The FCIT investment came at a critical point in the history of the BMA and WSB saga.  It appears 

to have been thought that the BMA and WSB could and should not fail.  The BMA and WSB were 

essential to the long term success of AIBA who would be unable to otherwise survive.  Yet they 

were critically close to failing.  As a consequence of the previous agreement with Benkons, if the 

BMA and WSB failed, AIBA would not likely have been able to stay afloat.  The franchises were 

nearly all operating at losses with limited revenues coming into the BMA.  The Di Wu investment 

gave this whole dream the injection needed to survive.  

 

On 7 July 2014, FCIT, represented by Mr. Di Wu, and AIBA, represented by Wu, signed a 

framework agreement whereby FCIT agreed to invest 35,000,000 CHF against shares in the BMA.  

It was agreed that FCIT would purchase 35% of the shares in the BMA from AIBA against a 

payment of 35 Million CHF paid to AIBA.  The scheme was for AIBA to re-invest, as a non-

reimbursable contribution, the same amount to the BMA.  Thus, at the end, FCIT was to become a 

shareholder of the BMA.  In addition, AIBA agreed to a 20-year exclusive license for the Chinese 

market to be granted by the BMA to BMA China, a wholly owned subsidiary of FCIT.  The deal 

was supposed to have been executed through three agreements including a share purchase 

agreement between AIBA and FCIT; a share transfer agreement between AIBA and FCIT; and a 

licence agreement between the BMA and BMA China. 

 

According to the framework agreement, the investment was to be made in three installments: (i) 

7,000,000 CHF on 14 July 2014; (ii) 8,000,000 CHF on 30 September 2014; and, (iii) 20,000,000 

CHF on 30 November 2014.  Certain conditions were required to be completed, such as the 

execution of the three above mentioned agreements.  However, FCIT only made two payments - 
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7,000,000 CHF on 15 July 2014, and a second payment of 8,000,000 CHF on 4 November 2014.  

The payments were made to AIBA, and then reinvested into the BMA as per the framework 

agreement.  While it did not make the payments according to the schedule set out in the 

framework agreement, it did throughout the course of 2015 complete several other payments 

which totaled 2 Million USD.  The share purchase and share transfer agreements remained 

outstanding and no share certificates were transferred to FCIT. 

 

The fact that the shares were issued and available to be transferred but were never registered 

put the very existence of the BMA at risk.  In the first quarter of 2016 the BMA’s auditor, KPMG, 

informed the BMA that a loan of approximately 19,000,000 CHF appearing in the books of this 

company would result in an over indebtedness of the BMA if such claims were not subordinated 

and the BMA would be required to declare bankruptcy.  According to the accounting rules, since 

the share purchase and share transfer certificates remained outstanding, the funds were 

classified as debt pending execution.  In the beginning of July 2016, draft subordination 

agreements for the financial years 2014, 2015 and 2016 were sent to FCIT.  They were executed 

by Di Wu on 30 June 2016 and the debt occurring on the records of the BMA was reclassified as 

a “subordinated loan.” This results in such claim not being payable unless the BMA is no longer 

over indebted. 

 

After attempts from AIBA to find a resolution to FCIT’s failure to execute the share purchase and 

share transfer agreements; not adhere to the payment schedule as agreed to in the framework 

agreement; and declare the business activities of the BMA China, AIBA decided to terminate all 

of the relationships with FCIT and BMA China.  Another investor was sought, but no such 

investment ever materialised.  The BMA and WSB continued to function in a precarious financial 

position; so much so that after Wu’s resignation attempts were made by the interregnum 

Presidents to revive the share purchase and share transfer agreements to no avail.   
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The BMA was declared bankrupt on 19 April 2018.  FCIT did not file its claims deriving from the 

subordinated loan agreements in the bankruptcy and the bankruptcy claim proceedings were 

closed on 2 April 2019. 

 

4.4 Conclusion 
 

At the time of writing this Report, the catastrophic state of AIBA finances described above is now 

a legacy of the Wu presidency.  The financial input by Gazprom put an end to the jeopardy that 

AIBA put itself in and saved it from financial collapse.  Whatever the debate of the source of the 

funds, it has ensured the continuing survival of the IBA.  
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Chapter 5: Protect, Detect and Prevent Corruption in the Field of Play  
 

5.1 Introduction 
 

Corruption within the FOP is the greatest risk to the viability of boxing today.  The Stage 3 Report 

referred to issues identified in and around the Field of Play (“FOP”), that either enabled 

corruption to flourish or led to the perceptions that it was occurring.  The manipulation of bouts 

by corrupt officials is an ongoing problem at Confederation and National level competitions.  The 

presence of the MIIT staff at marquee events such as the World Championships has reduced 

considerably the lack of trust in the officiating process, particularly amongst R&Js and ITOs.  While 

the IBA has reiterated its no tolerance approach to dealing with FOP corruption and steps have 

been taken through investment in vetting and monitoring processes, there continues to be 

reports of issues related to the FOP.  

 

At large international events such as the 2021 Men’s World Championships in Belgrade, Serbia 

and the 2022 Women’s World Championships in Istanbul, Turkey the vetting process and the 

presence of MIIT investigators had a positive impact on the integrity of the tournament.  Some 

officials were either flagged through the vetting process used by the MIIT prior to the event or 

identified through the Artificial Intelligence (“AI”) process implemented at the event as high risk 

and removed from it.  As a result of these interventions, other officials who may have attempted 

to manipulate bouts with impunity were deterred by the consequences of being ejected from the 

competition.  However, at smaller events hosted at the Confederation level, the MIIT has 

determined that corrupt practices such as R&J signalling or breaches in FOP rules and procedures 

continue but are nonetheless reduced when MIIT staff are present.  

 

Manipulation within the FOP is not confined to those unethical officials who ultimately referee 

or judge a particular bout.  There are other root causes or contributing factors which facilitate 

problems within the FOP.  One of the contributing factors is the influence that officials’ peers, 

senior competition personnel, Federation members or external actors may have over judging and 
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refereeing decisions.  The victims of this pressure of influence are more likely to be sanctioned, 

while those instigating the behaviour often go unpunished.  

 

Methods of proactive enforcement action implemented by the MIIT alone, however, cannot 

solve the problems of corruption.  The MIIT has in its previous Report made recommended 

changes to the policies related to both the FOP and discipline.  Some of these recommended 

changes are currently underway.  Policies to tackle corruption are already in place in the form of 

the Code of Conduct and disciplinary processes but these need to be fully utilised and enforced 

in order to bring about a real cultural change.  See the final chapter where the recommendations 

made in Stage 3 are summarised and identified as adopted, partially adopted and yet to have 

been adopted together with the recommendations arising out of this Report.  

 

This chapter of the Stage 2 Report examines in greater detail the actual and potential corruption 

issues that exist at all levels of officiating.  How corruption issues have manifested themselves at 

IBA and Continental Confederation tournaments and the remedial steps that have already been 

taken in an attempt to reduce the historic elements of corruption previously identified and 

reported are summarised by the various examples set out in this chapter.  Throughout those 

examples, recommendations are made to strengthen the current administrative and automated 

systems to stop those intent on corrupting the sport and provide barriers to their attempted 

corruption. 

 

As the title of this chapter indicates, there are three main pillars to fairer officiating and bout 

results that need to be fully addressed to build further confidence in the sport.  Each of the pillars 

- protect, prevent and detect - are discussed separately.  Their absence and related consequences 

are illustrated in the examples below. 
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5.2 Corruption Issues Continue to be Identified – Breaches of Code of Conduct/Code 
of Ethics9 and other FOP Concerns 

 

All boxing officials (including competition officials) accredited by the IBA are bound by both the 

Code of Conduct and Code of Ethics which came into force in 2021.  

 

The rules as they relate to conduct within the FOP, are designed to protect officials, ensure the 

integrity of the bout and prevent real or perceived allegations of corruption.  Even minor 

breaches of the Codes, however insignificant they may appear, in and around the FOP foster the 

activities of those intent on corrupting the sport.  If all rule violations are not adequately 

sanctioned it sends a subliminal message to both officials and the wider boxing audience that 

these types of actions are deemed acceptable.  The requirement to abide by these rules needs 

to be clearly understood and strictly enforced at all times, with a defined set of penalties imposed 

upon those found to have breached them. 

 

The following alleged Code of Conduct violations have been identified by or brought to the 

attention of the MIIT during more recent tournaments.  However, some of these Code violations 

have been blighting the sport for years.  Specific events and individuals have not been identified 

due to the fact that some of the incidents highlighted are the subject of ongoing investigations 

which could be prejudiced by disclosure in this Report.  Nevertheless, IBA senior personnel are 

aware of many of the areas of concern detailed below.  In the majority of cases, steps are already 

being taken through enforcement or policy amendments to prevent or reduce the likelihood of 

future occurrences.   

 

5.2.1 Signalling 
 

Signalling techniques (predominantly facial or body movements) are designed to be used within 

the FOP to enable those corrupt officials to share and/or influence scoring decisions through 

 
9 The 2021 Code of Conduct states that it applies to Boxing Competition Officials, Team Officials, Boxing Athletes or 
Delegates. 
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subtle bodily movements, about which only they are aware.  This activity has been prevalent for 

many years and the techniques used are constantly being adapted or changed in order to avoid 

detection. 

 

In one recent incident investigated by the MIIT, the official concerned suggested that this type of 

activity was not in fact bout manipulation but simply an exchange of information to protect 

officials from being isolated on a 4-1 decision.  Their concern was that such an isolated decision 

might impact their future appointments.  The MIIT’s opinion is that any clandestine signalling 

system employed during a bout is designed to both circumvent the scrutiny of the appointed 

evaluators and influence the independent scoring of other judges.  Therefore, such conduct is by 

its very nature and irrespective of the reason, tantamount to bout manipulation and a breach of 

the Code of Conduct.  

 

The subtle signalling techniques employed by corrupt officials are by their very nature difficult to 

detect.  Thus, fully assessing how widespread this practice has become is nearly impossible.  

There is, however, significant anecdotal evidence to suggest that it is relatively commonplace 

amongst certain language and geographically aligned groups, which is a serious concern to the 

integrity of any competition. 

 

The new vetting process, and onsite attendance by the MIIT, supported by information provided 

by ethical officials and IBA staff, is already assisting in developing the intelligence picture.  Those 

believed to be involved are now coming under greater scrutiny, and when identified, the MIIT 

will recommend that full disciplinary procedures be instigated and sanctions imposed.  One case 

relating to this practice has already been submitted to the IBA legal department for review and 

onward transmission to the Ethics Commission for further action. 
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5.2.2 Unjustifiable Scoring  
 

A recent incident highlighted a manipulation practice whereby one judge went against the 

majority and scored significantly against the consensus of the other R&Js assigned to officiate 

that bout.  The MIIT finds that this was an attempt to swing results in favour of a particular boxer 

or country.  In this case, the suspicious scoring occurred on three separate occasions during one 

session of a quarterfinal round, where winning would assure prize money and at least a bronze 

medal.  An independent review of these bouts was commissioned with the findings supporting 

this alleged corrupt activity.  It confirmed to the MIIT that at least one bout win had been 

awarded to the wrong boxer. 

 

5.2.3 Unjustifiable Warnings Issued by Referees 
 

Similar to the scoring incident discussed above, the ring referee issued two warnings to a boxer 

in the same bout, resulting in points deductions by the judges.  This incident was partially seen 

and noted by the tournament Technical Delegate (“TD”) and upon subsequent review by an 

independent IBA evaluator both warnings were considered to be unjustified.  On this occasion 

the actions of the referee did not directly impact the outcome.  However, it is clear that if the 

bout had been a closer decision, this corrupt behaviour would have undoubtedly been 

responsible for a different and unjust result. 

 

5.2.4 Peer Pressure to Manipulate Bouts  
 

This form of corruption continues and appears because of the historical culture of the sport. 

Some officials wrongly believe that it is an acceptable practice to constantly inform their 

officiating colleagues of the qualities of a nation’s boxer.  The purpose of the comments is to 

pressure the approached official(s) to possibly feel obliged to score the bout in that nation’s 

favour.  Some members of the boxing family view this as a relatively harmless practice.  It is not. 
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New, inexperienced or otherwise impressionable R&Js may be more susceptible to this type of 

intimidation due to their lack of experience.  

 

The fact of peer pressure is hard to establish and is easily denied.  There is an increasing need for 

ethical R&Js to understand that reporting this type of behaviour will not result in retaliation.  It 

is only in this way that the practice can be eliminated.  Two incidents of peer pressure were 

identified by the MIIT at recent tournaments.  Furthermore, a review of past intelligence suggests 

that this was, and still is, one of the most prevalent types of manipulation foisted on R&Js.  The 

MIIT has established a database recording all such allegations.  As new incidents are reported to 

the TD or the MIIT, the database will highlight alleged serial offenders.  That will trigger more in-

depth investigative scrutiny and potential disciplinary action.  In the past there has been no 

database by which to assess current misconduct. 

 

5.2.5 Competition Officials Engaging with Third Parties Away from the Tournament 
Venue10,11,12 

 

Despite the Code of Conduct being clear, some TDs disregard the obligation to not engage with 

Federation representatives and others away from the competition venue.  Of greater concern is 

the situation where matters are discussed relating directly to the tournament and on occasion to 

specific bouts.  At a recent championships an International Technical Official (“ITO”) went to a 

hotel for a pre-arranged meeting with a Federation President to apparently explain the results of 

a bout protest.  While there, he was enticed into a hotel room to meet a person who was 

supposedly a Federation President.  Upon entry he was subjected to pressure directed at 

receiving a bribe to influence the outcome of one or more bouts.  

 

 
10 Code of Conduct Section 1.4 - I shall not in any circumstances, directly or indirectly, solicit, accept, or offer any 
form of remuneration or commission, nor any concealed benefit, service or gift of any nature that could be 
considered as a bribe or undue influence. 
11 Code of Conduct Section 2.0 – I must immediately upon receipt, report any approaches or offers, such as those 
described under paragraphs 1.4/1.5, directly to the Technical Delegate or to the AIBA appointed staff. 
12 Code of Conduct Section 4.4. 
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This case is the subject of an ongoing investigation and hence cannot be detailed further.  It is 

clear, however, that these incidents would be less likely to arise if senior officials did not breach 

the Code of Conduct rules in relation to external engagement, which clearly states that “I shall 

not communicate with anyone about any event related issue within the competition venue and/or 

any other location of the full duration of the Championships and post event.”13 

 

5.2.6 Competition Officials Engaging with Officials at the Tournament Venue14  
 

Breaches of the Code of Conduct beyond the tournament venue, as detailed above, can occur 

within the tournament venues as the MIIT has observed.  The problem at the venue arises 

because Federation and/or team officials as well as those unconnected in any official capacity, 

have gained access to the FOP while not required to be there.  Their purpose being primarily to 

engage in beneficial conversations for whomever they represent.  

 

Invasion of the FOP by those not required to be there is prohibited by written policies and 

procedures.  The purpose of such regulations is to protect the integrity of the competition and 

the tournaments officials legitimately required to be in the FOP.  The experience of the MIIT, 

however, is that FOP access demarcation lines are often blurred and segregation requirements 

not always strictly enforced by security personnel.  The problem can be exacerbated though the 

close proximity of the VIP areas to the FOP.  Lack of strict enforcement of the rules has enabled 

unauthorised persons, frequently following contested bout results, to access the FOP for the 

purpose of placing undue pressure on officials to review bouts in a manner more favourable to a 

particular boxer or nation.  

 

 
13 Code of Conduct Section 4.4 - “I shall not communicate with anyone about any event related issue within the 
competition venue and/or any other location of the full duration of the Championships and post event, especially to 
persons from my own country such as National Federation members, Board members, the media, the public. I shall 
not comment about any competition related issue on social media during or post event, nor shall I display any 
photographs during the Championships that may cause any kind of conflict or undue comment.” 
14 Code of Conduct Section 4.4. 
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Preventing FOP access breaches are not the responsibility of competition officials.  However, 

persons not entitled to be in the FOP are nonetheless breaching the access for the purpose of 

influencing the bout outcome.  The situation arises particularly when Protest Rule 20 is in effect. 

On those occasions there are clear protocols in place if a team or representatives of a team want 

to protest a bout result.  However, that legitimate intervention request is not an open invitation 

to engage in conversation of an influential nature with a competition official.  Such activity is in 

clear contravention of the Code of Conduct. 

 

5.2.7 Senior Officials Manipulating the Draw15  
 

Manual amendments to the R&J draw carried out by senior ITOs can be susceptible to improper 

motivations or reasons for adjusting the draw.  Ability for changing the draw and the right to 

make the alterations are within the authority of a limited number of ITOs.  Nevertheless manual 

amendments to the draw open the process up to potential manipulation by unscrupulous 

officials.  

 

In a recently reported incident, an ITO replaced 2 R&Js in a particular bout.  The ITO claimed this 

was necessary due to overuse and incompetence and additionally alleged that they had been 

removed from the officiating pool by the R&J evaluators.  None of this was correct.  A boxer in 

the bout and the ITO shared the same nationality.  This attempted manipulation, however, never 

materialised because it was identified by IBA staff and the original R&Js returned to their 

officiating positions. 

 

Despite the presence of MIIT investigators, they were not given the opportunity to investigate 

the alleged incident with the persons concerned.  Nonetheless, this type of activity, undertaken 

for whatever reason and without oversight, can easily become part of a larger manipulative 

process, or at least construed as such.  

 
15 Code of Conduct Section 4.1/4.3. 
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It is recommended that for the protection of all those involved and for the prevention of potential 

manipulation, an additional level of independent oversight is introduced to the draw process. 

This would ensure that a single individual, even as the senior technical official, would not be able 

dictate manual amendments made to the automated draw, without full justification and 

approval. 

 

5.2.8 The Use of Mobile Telephones by Officials in FOP Restricted Areas16  
 

The use of mobile telephones or other electronic devices by officials at tournament venues is an 

ongoing issue, despite clarity within the Code of Conduct which prohibits their use and carriage 

unless specifically authorised for the purpose of undertaking an assigned role.  Two breaches of 

the rules were identified by MIIT investigators in recent tournaments they attended.  One of 

these was reported to the MIIT by an R&J who advised that in the case in question, the practice 

was stopped once identified by senior officials.  In a second incident, two mobile phones were 

taken from a senior ITO who was caught attempting to make calls within the arena despite having 

earlier been warned against doing so.  In an interview with the MIIT, the ITO in question displayed 

a complete disregard for the rules, stating that the rule concerning mobile phones was ridiculous 

and should not be enforced. 

 

R&Js in particular can spend lots of time in the R&J lounge awaiting their turn to officiate and 

some argue that use of their phone to access social media and family during these periods 

relieves some of the boredom.  These arguments are perhaps understandable; however, the rules 

are put in place for good reason: to prevent any outside influences or contacts that may impact 

an official’s ability to remain impartial.  Along with other sections of the Code where breaches 

have been identified, it is imperative that this particular activity stop.  It is recommended that 

 
16 Code of Conduct Section 4.8 - I shall not use nor carry any electronic communication device, including but not 
limited to a mobile phone, a laptop, and a tablet computer, inside the competition venue. Exceptionally, the R&J 
Evaluators and Observers may use laptops to perform their official duties. Ringside Doctors are the exception 
based on their role requirements. 
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penalties commensurate with the breaches be imposed on those who continue to disregard the 

rules. 

 

Instances of conduct violations identified above could be significantly reduced through an 

ongoing program of education designed to explain the ethical values expected of officials, 

irrespective of the levels at which they are operating.  As well as explaining the zero-tolerance 

policy and the consequences of its violation, they should also be continually reminded of actions 

to take when receiving unsolicited approaches and how integrity measures are designed to 

protect them.  With the exception of a small minority intent on corrupting the sport either 

directly or through third party influence, most officials benefit from the measures put in place to 

safeguard their integrity and that of the environment in which they operate.  It is therefore in 

their own interest to operate within a framework created for that very reason.  

 

5.3 General Administrative Vulnerabilities at Tournaments 
 

The following issues have come to the attention of the MIIT as a result of their onsite attendance 

at various tournament venues and include incidents reported to them.  The points raised are not 

specific breaches of any of the regulations as such, but highlight vulnerabilities, which if not 

addressed, could have an ongoing impact on the real or perceived integrity of a competition.  It 

is important that the same standards of administration and officiating are applied to all levels of 

international competition, which means that the responsibility for ensuring that best practice is 

achieved is placed jointly on the IBA and Continental Confederations. 

 

5.3.1 The Requisite Number and Certification Level of Officials  
 

Two issues were identified at recent tournaments in relation to appointments of ITOs for 

continental championships.  In the first incident, with the exception of the Technical Delegate, 

the majority of the ITOs were provided directly by the Continental or National Federation hosting 

the event.  It is understood that these officials did not have the necessary IBA certifications 
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required for the roles they were undertaking at a tournament of this level.  The lack of IBA 

certified Deputy Technical Delegates (“DTD”) and R&J Evaluators, put considerable pressure on 

the TD who, until the final rounds, had in effect two rings to control.  The lack of experience and 

training of the officials in these roles undoubtedly led to one R&J being allowed to continue 

officiating despite evidence of probable manipulation. 

 

A separate incident at the same tournament involved an R&J judging a bout involving a boxer 

from his own country.  It was not until the end of the second round that the error was noticed 

and the official replaced.  This incident was accepted as a genuine mistake and did not impact 

the outcome of the bout.  Such an error would be less likely to occur if experienced and certified 

ITOs were appointed at all international championships.  At the event in question, the TD rightly 

noted these shortcomings in the end of competition report.   

 

There have been a number of other instances reported to the MIIT where officials have been 

appointed to roles for which they have not been trained and certified.  The onus is on both the 

Federation making the appointment and the appointed official, to ensure that this type of error 

does not occur. 

 

At a separate tournament, there were only two R&J evaluators appointed to cover two rings and 

no observer.  According to the IBA rules, there should be four evaluators and two observers to 

cover two rings.  It is a task of the observer to enter the R&J evaluation scores into a database, 

but as this position was vacant, the role had to be filled by a member of IBA staff.  The evaluators 

additionally had the task of simultaneously running an R&J training course.  At this particular 

tournament there were allegations of bout manipulation through signalling between certain 

R&Js, but this information was not passed to tournament officials until late in the competition. 

Following an IBA request for MIIT investigators to attend on site, one R&J was relieved of his 

officiating duties and two others subsequently assessed as high risk.  This case is now the subject 

of a disciplinary review.  
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It is possible in this specific instance that having a full complement of trained officials overseeing 

each ring may have identified evidence of signalling or poor performance at a much earlier stage 

in the tournament.  This potentially would have allowed for those allegedly involved to be 

removed from the FOP before their activities could significantly impact bout results. 

 

5.3.2 Lack of Professionalism and/or Control in FOP 
 

There have been reported issues of lack of professionalism by some ITOs when operating within 

the FOP.  Examples of these are detailed below and unless otherwise elaborated are taken to be 

self-explanatory. 
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On one reported occasion, neutrality issues were identified, requiring two R&Js to be 

removed from officiating a bout.  Removal under these circumstances should be 

authorised and conducted by the TD or Draw Commissioner, but this was not possible as 

neither were in the FOP to undertake these duties. 
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Access to the R&J lounge should be tightly administered and controlled.  Apart from the 

R&Js themselves, only those officials with a direct need to access this restricted area 


