
 

CHARGES BROUGHT BY THE ENGLAND AND WALES CRICKET BOARD (‘ECB’) 
AGAINST JACK BROOKS 

 
Breach by Mr Jack Brooks of ECB Directives 3.3 and 3.4 

 
I have been appointed to be the Adjudicator for the CDC under its Summary Procedure in respect of 
the above Breaches and herein confirm my decision.  
 
The background  
1. On the 1 August 2022, Mr Brooks was charged by the ECB with a breach of ECB Directive 3.3, 
which states –  
“No such person may conduct himself in a manner or do any act or omission which may be prejudicial 
to the interests of cricket or which may bring the game of cricket or any Cricketer or group of 
Cricketers into disrepute.’’  
 
He published two Tweets directed at Tymal Mills and Stewart Laudat in his account in which he used 
the word ‘Negro’.  
 
This, I find, was racist and discriminatory conduct.  
 
The Tweets remained accessible on his account until he deleted them on the 18 November 2021 
following their publication in an article in The Sun newspaper that day which had elicited broader 
media coverage. Mr Brooks publicly apologised for his actions and deleted his Twitter account.  
 
2. Mr Brooks was also charged by the ECB with a breach of ECB Directive 3.4, which states –  
“Each Participant is bound by and must comply with the ECB Anti-Discrimination Code”.  
 
His failure to ensure deletion of the Tweet until November 2021 constituted a breach of ECB 
Directive 3.4 because it was:  
1. an omission which is likely to offend and/or insult and/or disparage and/or vilify any person or group 
of people in breach of paragraph 1.1 of the Code; and/or  
2. an omission which might reasonably be deemed to discriminate against any person, or group of 
people based on a Protected Characteristic in breach of paragraph 1.2 of the Code.  
 
3. Mr Brooks has admitted these breaches.  
 
4.The Sanctions available under the Summary Procedure are set out in Clause 6 of the CDC 
Regulations and allow any combination of the following:  
“6.1 The Adjudicator may impose any one or more of the following sanctions under this summary 
procedure:  
6.1.1 caution as to future conduct;  
6.1.2 reprimand;  
6.1.3 completion of any education/training programme/course (at the cost of the individual);  
6.1.4 fine (not to exceed £2,000);  
6.1.5 suspension for a maximum of 4 scheduled playing days of the right to participate in any 
Match(es);  



6.1.6 alteration of the points awarded in respect of that Member’s Match(es); and  
6.1.7 a contribution to the costs and expenses incurred by the ECB in connection with the Charge, 
limited to £250.  
6.2 Any fine and/or costs order imposed pursuant to Regulation 6.1 above shall be paid as directed by 
the Adjudicator. Written notification of any such fine and/or costs order (as applicable) shall be sent to 
the Respondent by or on behalf of the Adjudicator and such written notification shall specify the date 
by which full payment of the fine and/or costs order (as applicable) is required….’’  
 
5. I received and have considered submissions from the ECB and Mr Brooks.  
 
6. The factors on which I base my decision are as follows –  
Mr Brooks admitted both charges from the outset.  
He has always accepted that the language used was discriminatory and racist, and has apologised for 
its use, both publicly and to the recipients, who were, and remain, friends of Mr Brook.  
Given that context, there was no racist or discriminatory intent in sending that post.  
The post was not taken down – Mr Brooks simply forgot it was there.  
Somerset CCC was involved with the matter after the Sun published the Tweets in November 2021. 
The case received wide adverse publicity, including on television, which affected Mr Brooks’ mental 
health and family. It led to him engaging in weekly therapy sessions. He also suffered online abuse 
which was reported to the police.  
He lost work and business opportunities and suffered financial loss.  
Somerset CCC, with the knowledge of the ECB, investigated the matter. He was reprimanded by the 
Club, reminded of his responsibilities and required to participate in training on equality, diversity and 
inclusion.  
These were not, as the ECB submits, ‘modest disciplinary sanctions’.  
While the ECB disciplinary procedures are distinct from those of the County Clubs, the ECB being a 
regulatory body, I am satisfied that penalties imposed by Clubs may, as a matter of natural justice, be 
taken into consideration when deciding penalties for breaches of those Regulations, and I so do.  
This is the only time Mr Brooks has been involved in ECB Disciplinary proceedings.  
 
7. As the ECB submits, the post was plainly prejudicial to the interests of cricket, brought the game 
and Mr Brooks into disrepute, and undermined the ECB’s strategic objective of eradicating 
discrimination from the sport. However, and I agree, it is at the lower end of the spectrum of such 
cases.  
 
Sanction  
 
8. Mr Brooks is reprimanded for his breach of ECB Directive 3.3 and 3.4.  
 
9. I consider that it is inappropriate and unnecessary to require a further apology or to impose a fine, 
given the factors outlined in paragraph 6 above. There will be no costs order.  
 
10. Although Mr Brooks agreed to publication when accepting this summary procedure, I am 
conscious that he was subject to considerable publicity when the Tweet was reported in the press and 
subsequently on television, and again when the decision of Somerset CCC on the outcome of its 
investigation was published. As he says, this would be the third time he would be exposed to press 
comment for the same offence.  



11. Nonetheless, and in the interests of transparency, I direct that this decision should be published 
so as to emphasise that such posting on social media, however historical, will not be tolerated.  
 
Chris Tickle, Adjudicator appointed by the CDC  
5 October 2022 
 

 


