Footballer Complaints Intelligence & Justice
Platform

A two-page teaser for a data-led business that records footballer complaints to UK regulators, tracks
outcomes, identifies repeat dismissal patterns, and creates funded routes to support rejected
complainants seeking fair review.

The problem

Footballers and football-facing businesses often make complaints to regulators, insurers, ombudsman-style bodies,

governing bodies, or legal oversight institutions. The outcomes are fragmented, opaque, and difficult to compare. Many
complainants experience formulaic responses such as acknowledgment, delay, closure, or “no further action”, but there
is no central evidence base showing how often this happens, to whom, in which categories, and with what repeat actors.

What this platform records Why names matter

» Footballer name / representative / club-era context A named collection allows the business to move beyond
anecdotes and into pattern detection. Once the dataset
captures complainant names, targets, categories, dates,
and outcomes, it becomes possible to show whether
certain firms, regulators, or complaint types repeatedly
end with the same closure language or refusal pathway.

e Complaint target: firm, barrister, adviser, regulator,
insurer, intermediary

« Date filed, body notified, acknowledgement date,
closure date

. Response classification: action, referraL C|OSEd, That creates an intelligence asset: not jUSt a list of

declined, no jurisdiction, no further investigation grievances, but a map of where complaints stall, which
institutions refer matters onward, and which cases

+ Complaint themes: negligence, billing abuse, conflicts, deserve escalation, litigation support, media support, or
defamation, bad advice, safeguarding, mental health  parliamentary attention.

harm

« Named-case clustering to reveal patterns around
repeat firms, counsel, chambers, or response
templates

Core output

The business produces a running tally: complaints lodged, acknowledgements received, substantive replies, “no further
investigation” outcomes, partial actions, and unresolved matters. This allows a public-facing dashboard, a professional
subscription intelligence layer, and curated briefings for campaigners, media, sponsors, player unions, and legal
funders.

Positioning note: the platform should present itself as evidence-led, fairness-led, and review-seeking. It should avoid making
unsupported allegations and instead focus on documenting outcomes, process quality, repeat response language, and unmet redress
pathways.
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Commercial model and growth opportunity

Revenue stream How it works

. - Footballers, families, agents, ex-players, and small football businesses subscribe for case
Membership / subscription : ;
tracking, template support, and regulator-pathway guidance.

. Paid intak iew to cl i laint evi i tify likely jurisdicti truct

Case triage fees aid intal e review to ¢ assify complaint evidence, identify likely jurisdiction, and prepare structured
chronologies or bundles.

. . Premium service producing regulator-ready, insurer-ready, or media-ready bundles from

Managed dossier service
correspondence, acknowledgements, and adverse outcomes.

L . Anonymous or consent-based pattern reports sold to player groups, journalists, reform bodies, or

Analytics licensing ) ) )
academic partners studying complaint outcomes.

Brands, charities, reform funds, and supporter networks fund investigations or themed campaigns

(CEMEN SEei around rejected complaints and access to justice.

Legal finance / referral Where appropriate and lawfully structured, the platform can refer strong rejected cases into
partnerships specialist review, litigation, or advocacy support partnerships.
Media and documentary High-profile cases can become podcasts, documentary strands, speaking events, or public-interest
extensions campaigns generating sponsorship and distribution value.

Who pays Why this can scale
« Affected footballers and families The platform can start with a narrow footballer complaint

registry, then expand into athlete complaints, club disputes,

intermediary misconduct, advisory negligence, and

cross-border sports justice themes. Its moat is the structured

dataset, the chronology engine, and the credibility of

« Sponsors seeking social-impact alignment in sport  repeatable complaint evidence rather than one-off
campaigning.

e Agents, advisers, and boutique management firms

e Campaign backers and justice-focused donors

* Media partners interested in evidence-led stories

A growing named database also improves matching,
benchmarking, and thematic reporting over time.

Near-term pilot

Launch with a controlled tally of football-related complaints already evidenced by emails, letters, acknowledgements,
and closure notices. Build a first wave of named and categorised entries, identify recurring closure phrases, produce a
pattern memo, and offer paid dossier support for rejected complainants who want escalation, review, media packaging,
or onward specialist advice.

Commercial thesis: public frustration with repetitive closure responses can be transformed into a structured service business that
combines evidence management, complaint intelligence, and funded escalation pathways for footballers seeking meaningful review.
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