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Assurance of Independence of Investigations and Decision-Making by the Cricket Regulator 

This report follows from Terms of Reference which identified the purpose as undernoted:  

Purpose  

1. It is intended that each year an independent assurance process will be carried out to confirm 

that there has been no interference or other inappropriate involvement in regulatory cases 

handled by the Cricket Regulator by the England and Wales Cricket Board (‘ECB’) personnel 

outside of the Cricket Regulator.  

2. The purpose of this process is therefore to provide assurance that the Cricket Regulator has 

made its decisions free from interference from or other inappropriate involvement of ECB 

personnel in respect of:  

a. The conduct of investigations;  

b. Whether to charge Participants with breaches of the ECB’s rules and regulations, and  

c. Commencing and conducting disciplinary proceedings against Participants.  

3. The outcome of this process is to be made public with a view to building trust and confidence in 

the new Cricket Regulator and its processes.  

It is understood that these Terms of Reference will be published on the Cricket Regulator website 

together with the executive summary of findings. 

Methodology – Case Assessment and Cricket Regulator Interviews 

The independent investigation analysed a selection of integrity and safeguarding cases to understand 

the approach to charging and conduct of cases and how the Cricket Regulator team manages such 

matters. The review is intended to identify any scope for improvement as well as identifying any adverse 

ECB involvement or influence in process. 

The Cricket Regulator presented a comprehensive 2024 case log with around 80 regulatory cases and 

11 were selected by the independent investigator for in-depth consideration. That analysis required the 

full disclosure of all Cricket Regulator papers, in each of the 11 cases.  

The cases were selected to provide a breadth of issues for consideration across 1) social media cases; 

2) anti-discrimination matters; 3) the women’s game; 4) the international game; 5) spectator and club 





    

 

11)  – investigation into alleged comments made at an awards 

evening. 

The case papers then enabled focused interviews with the Cricket Regulator team. Those interviews 

were conducted remotely via Microsoft Teams and were recorded to enable post-interview scrutiny. The 

interviews were held with: 

a) Dave Lewis, Director of the Cricket Regulator; 

b) Ryan Smith, Head of Integrity; 

c) David Reid, Integrity Investigator; 

d) Hannah Kent, Lawyer; and 

e) Sara Niblock, Director, Anti-Discrimination Unit and Safeguarding 

All the interviewees were familiar with the selected case papers and were well prepared for the meetings. 

They were open and honest and happy to answer challenges and queries on process and ways of 

working; their co-operation greatly assisted the independent review process. 

The interviews helped signpost further follow up research and background reading to ensure the report 

considers all the available information and that reliance is not placed exclusively on the reported cases. 

There was a consistent set of themes that developed from the interviews and are noted below. 

Expertise and Experience 

The calibre of staff involved in the Cricket Regulator is exceptionally high.  

The interviewees all had significant investigation experience and an acute awareness of the balance 

between proactive and reactive investigations.  

There were numbers of the selected cases which involved anonymous reporting and were not capable 

of being progressed when witness evidence could not be extracted. There is a live discussion about 

extending the Regulator’s proactive investigation powers and it is understood that there may be a 

development of those powers in due course. It was encouraging to hear from the outset that none of the 

Cricket Regulator team felt inhibited in their role and rather envisage an expansion of their powers to 

better aid disciplinary and regulatory processes and outcomes. 

 



    

 

Developing the Cricket Regulator Brand 

All interviewees reiterated that in the first year of operations there have been challenges with participants 

understanding the Cricket Regulator role, who they are and what they do. There was no suggestion that 

the ECB had made matters difficult and rather it seems the case that the ‘professionalising’ of the 

disciplinary function may not be wholly understood by the wider game and that it may take time for 

participants to understand that there is now greater scrutiny and accountability for misconduct. 

It is understood that standard operating procedures and disciplinary flowcharts may be published on the 

regulator website and that may assist the brand development and further highlight independence from 

the ECB and help carve out the unique function of the Cricket Regulator.  

Hallmarks of Independence  

Across all the sample cases and the interviews with the Cricket Regulator team, there was a strong 

sense of purpose and a clear intention to create an independent framework for disciplinary and 

regulatory decision making in cricket. All the team were focused on the ‘separation of powers’ from the 

ECB and in establishing an independent regulator.  

The specific observations from the cases and interviews that aid that strong finding of independence 

are as follows: 

a) Increased Case Volumes - the volume of cases has increased since the establishment of the 

Cricket Regulator. This shows a greater focus on integrity and misconduct matters and that the 

Regulator is acting effectively, and without any fetters or barriers applied by the ECB. There 

are numerous emails on the files expressing dismay at cricket’s general unwillingness to report 

misconduct and evidently the Cricket Regulator is endeavouring to be more proactive in 

investigations and encourage reporting which demonstrates a positive intention to fulfil the 

independent role and flush out misconduct in the game.  

The easiest thing for the ECB to do would be to inhibit reporting or not encourage it and there 

would be no way of matters then progressing to the Regulator – there is no evidence of those 

barriers being put in place by the ECB and rather the Regulator is demonstrating an increased 

proactive vigilance in this area which is reflected in the annual statistics. 

b) Robust Case Management - the cases passed relatively expeditiously from allegation to 

charge, and the quality of the reporting was very transparent with good communication with the 

charged participants. There is nothing to suggest that the Cricket Regulator is ‘sense checking’ 

allegations with the ECB or that there are any requirements to notify the ECB of case 





    

 

only being vicarious liability for clubs for such breaches; and iv) a proposal that there be a new 

sanction of ‘Caution’ which provides another option for managing misconduct cases and helps 

with some of the confusion that can arise from ‘words of advice’.  

These developments may be referred to as ‘reflective learning’ and demonstrate the Cricket 

Regulator’s ability to influence the ECB (rather than the other way round). They also show the 

Cricket Regulator’s evolving powers in managing independent investigations. 

g) Reporting to independent Regulatory board – there are quarterly formal meetings between 

the Cricket Regulator and the independent Board and there is an ongoing quality assurance of 

the Regulator’s work which provides comfort that independence is a strong strategic focus and 

priority. 

The question of location of operations was discussed in the series of interviews, as the Cricket 

Regulator is based at Lords and there might be the perception of ECB influence based on 

physical proximity. It is understood that this is a live debate within the Cricket Regulator, and 

that there are obvious logistical benefits in having a ‘shared services’ model as there is not the 

cost in setting up new finance, payroll and communications teams, for example.  

As the Regulator is in the first year of operations, it is accepted that the benefits of a shared 

location outweigh the negative perception of being ‘close to the ECB’. During this reporting 

process, it was very clear that the Cricket Regulator is alert to managing investigations 

confidentially and privately. It was explained that sensitive meetings are often held offsite and 

in different locations to preserve best practice. Additionally, it is understood that they are trialling 

a co-working space as a proof-of-concept model to see if this is a solution to the perception 

issue. 

It may be that the location question is more one of brand identity within the wider game and 

might assist the Cricket Regulator in that regard, rather than it having any impact on the quality 

and independence of the actual work. 

To conclude, the hallmarks of independence are very clear both from the case papers and 

interviews with the Cricket Regulator staff. The team are professionally focused on their  






