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BEFORE THE DISCIPLINARY PANEL OF THE CRICKET DISCIPLINE 

COMMISSION OF THE ENGLAND & WALES CRICKET BOARD   

 

IN THE MATTER OF DISCIPLINARY CHARGES BROUGHT BY THE 

ENGLAND & WALES CRICKET BOARD (“ECB”) AGAINST ALEX DAVIES 

(“AD”) 

 

--------------------------------------------------------------- 

DECISION OF THE DISCIPLINARY PANEL 

---------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Introduction 

 

1. This Disciplinary Panel was convened to hear a case in relation to two charges 

brought by the ECB against AD, namely: 

 

(i) a breach of ECB Directive 3.3 which provides that: 

 

“No Participant may conduct themself in a manner or do any act or omission at any 

time which is improper or which may be prejudicial to the interests of cricket or 

which may bring the ECB, the game of cricket or any cricketer or group of cricketers 

into disrepute”; and 

 

(ii) a breach of ECB Directive 3.4 which provides that: 

 

“Each Participant is bound by and must comply with the ECB Anti-Discrimination 

Code”; 

 

- specifically, paragraph 1.1 of the ECB Anti-Discrimination Code which 

provides that: 

 

“It will be a breach of this Code for any Participant to act in any manner, make any 

omission, or engage in any conduct, which (in the opinion of a reasonable person) 

does, or is likely to, offend, insult, humiliate, intimidate, threaten, disparage and/or 
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vilify any person or group of people, based on, or by reference to, any Protected 

Characteristic.” 

 

2. AD has admitted both these charges, and it is for this Panel to consider the 

appropriate sanctions. 

 

 

The Facts giving rise to these Charges 

 

3. AD acted in breach of these ECB Directives because of his posting of a series of 17 

offensive Tweets from his Twitter account over a period of 19 months between 3rd 

September 2011 and 6th April 2013, when he was aged 17 and 18.  

 

4. The existence of these Tweets came to light in June 2021, when it was reported in 

both the national and local media that Lancashire County Cricket Club (“LCCC”) 

were conducting an internal investigation in respect of historic Tweets posted by AD. 

 

5. At all material times he was a registered cricketer with LCCC. He accepts that he 

received training in the use of social media throughout this period, although the Panel 

accepts that the sophistication of that training has advanced significantly since. 

 

6. These Tweets contained a number of racist, sexist, disablist, homophobic and other 

offensive remarks. They were publicly accessible until June 2021, when AD deleted 

his Twitter account.  

 

7. AD was dual registered as an academy player and as a senior player with LCCC on 

the 26th August 2011, and then registered solely as a senior player on the 3rd April 

2013, making his professional cricket debut for the Club in August 2011. 

 

8. AD’s conduct in having the Tweets publicly available until June 2021 meant that was 

an ongoing breach of the ECB’s Directives over a period of some 8-10 years, during 

which time AD achieved considerable first class cricket experience. 
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Approach to the Breaches 

 

9. The Panel is very grateful to the parties for their written and oral submissions. 

 

10. In making its decision as to sanction, the Panel recognised that the ECB Directives 

are rules which are intended to protect the interests of those who play the wider game 

as well as the reputation of the sport of cricket. 

 

11. The content of these Tweets, which AD had retained on his Twitter social media 

account, are in clear breach of the ECB’s anti-discrimination policy, which is 

designed both to stamp out discrimination in all its forms, and to promote greater 

inclusion and diversity across all levels of the game of cricket.  

 

12.  Cricketers in AD’s position, representing their county, are role models within the 

cricketing world.  

 

13. These are very serious breaches of the ECB Directives, as AD has recognised, and 

which are aggravated by the following factors: 

 

(i) the majority related to a protected characteristic; 

 

(ii) the breadth of their targets; 

 

(iii) the number of tweets posted; 

 

(iv) the period over which they were posted. 

 

14. As has been said in similar contexts before, the gravity of this matter lies not just 

within the nature of the posts themselves, but because the message must be made 

clear to all who play the professional game, and to all those who play elsewhere, that 

such behaviour will not tolerated. 

 



 4 

 

Mitigation relevant to sanction in AD’s case 

 

15. Each case must be judged on its own facts and circumstances, and the Panel takes the 

view that there are significant mitigating factors which apply in AD’s case. 

 

Time elapsed and change in character of AD 

 

16. These Tweets were posted more than 8 years before their revelation – there has been 

no such conduct since. There was clear evidence that AD is a very different man 

today to the young person responsible for these Tweets. 

 

17. This was highlighted powerfully by character references submitted on his behalf from 

those close to him in the cricketing environment, which persuasively demonstrated 

that a naïve and at times reckless young man has matured beyond his years, and is 

now regarded as both a leader and a role model by his peers in the professional game. 

The Panel also notes the voluntary work which he undertakes within the game. 

 

18. The Panel accepts that AD had forgotten that the Tweets remained on his Twitter 

account, although this does not remove his responsibility for posting them in a public 

forum, and for their continuing accessibility on his Twitter account.  

 

19. This is the first disciplinary matter brought against AD by the ECB. 

 

Remorse 

 

20. AD’s remorse and shame are, in the Panel’s view, both sincere and insightful. He 

expressed these sentiments in his early admission of guilt and ongoing cooperation in 

these proceedings, as well as a further apology made directly to the Panel: these 

factors are very much to his credit.  

 

21. The Panel takes account of the significant impact to AD’s personal reputation. 
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Delay 

 

22. LCCC dealt with the matter internally by way of a formal warning. Shortly thereafter, 

and wholly unconnected with these matters, AD moved to Warwickshire County 

Cricket Club (WCCC). The ECB was alerted to the Tweets in June 2021, but for 

compelling reasons presented to the Panel, did not commence proceedings in respect 

of this matter until October 2021. 

 

23. The Panel accepts that these proceedings have caused considerable anxiety and 

embarrassment for AD in addition to that generated last June. 

 

 

Approach to sanction 

 

24. Taking account of the factors relevant to the charges which are set out at paragraphs 7 

to 12 above, the Panel first assessed the appropriate sanction to be applied had these 

Tweets been posted and retained by a cricketer in AD’s position in the 19 months or 

so directly leading up to June 2021. 

 

25. By virtue of the conduct which gave rise to the breach of the Anti-Discrimination 

Code, AD admits that he breached ECB Directive 3.3, that is, his conduct by its 

nature is prejudicial to the interests of cricket and has brought the game into 

disrepute. It is artificial, as the ECB agrees, to seek to impose separate sanctions for 

each charge as they are inextricably linked.  

 

26. In assessing the extent to which the conduct has brought the game into disrepute, the 

Panel must take account of the adverse national and local media coverage which the 

LCCC internal investigation attracted, although it is of note that the content of the 

Tweets has not been published to date. The Panel must also consider the relative level 

of AD’s profile within the game. 

 

27. For these reasons the Panel considers that the proportionate sanction for charges of 

this level of seriousness today would be an immediate suspension of 5 matches.  
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28. The Panel then turned to consider the mitigation applicable to AD’s case. This is set 

out at paragraphs 15 to 24 above. 

 

29. The Panel considered this mitigation to be of significant weight, not least his young 

age at the time of the postings, the time elapsed since, his admissions, and the 

manifest change in his character.  

 

30. Accordingly the Panel feels able to suspend the majority of these matches. However, 

the Panel was of the clear view that the seriousness of these matters must nevertheless 

be reflected by an element of immediate suspension.  

 

31. Having heard submissions from both parties, the Panel also determines that AD pays 

a fine in the sum of £1500. 

 

32. The Panel agrees with the submission of the ECB that, given AD’s character today, 

his voluntary work and the significant education programmes which he has 

undertaken, a sanction which included the completion of similar training is 

unnecessary. 

 

33. In imposing the following sanctions the Panel at all times had in mind the principles 

of both proportionality and fairness.  

 

34. The Panel agrees with the parties that assistance in approach to this matter may be 

derived from the proceedings in June 2021 relating to Mr. Ollie Robinson. 

 

 

Sanctions 

 

Given that AD admitted the Charges brought by the ECB and was therefore 

guilty of the breaches of the ECB Directives the Panel imposes the following 

sanctions:  
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a. AD will be suspended from playing cricket for 5 matches, 1 of those 

matches to be served immediately, and the remaining 4 matches to be 

suspended for a period of 2 years; 

 

b. AD will be fined £1,500. 

 

If AD commits any further serious breach of cricketing regulations within the 2 

year period of suspension, then it is likely that, at the discretion of the CDC, the 

suspended element of this sanction will be brought into operation, and may be in 

addition to any separate sanction imposed for that further serious breach. 

 

Any appeal against this decision must be made within 14 days of the date of the 

decision and should be in accordance with the provisions set out in CDC 

Regulation 10. 

 

 

 

Mark Milliken-Smith Q.C.  

Chair, CDC Disciplinary Panel 

 

3rd February 2022 

 

The members of the Disciplinary Panel were Mark Milliken-Smith Q.C., David 

Murphy and Ricky Needham. 


