In publishing these answers to questions it has received, the
aim of MCC has been, in most cases, to go beyond a merely
factual reply to explain how the Law applies to the situation.

All answers are given in accordance with the 2000 Code of
Laws (2nd Edition - 2003). Readers should be aware that
Local Regulations may affect these answers.

Each question is listed under the Law most appropriate for
the answer. Within each Law questions are lettered in




Clothing and equipment

Ball 5-A 5-B

Bat 6-A 26-A 26-B 26-C 28-A 32-C 35-A
Caps/helmets 38-A 41-A

Pads 26-A 26-B 32-C 40-A 42-L App-A
Gloves 6-A 37-B 40-A

Dead ball 23-A 31-A 42-K

No ball 24-A 24-B 32-D 42-C

Wide ball 35-B 42-C

Dismissals 23-A

Caught 6-A 32-A 32-B 32-C 37-A 42-L
Handled the ball 33-A 33-B

Hit wicket 35-A 35-B

LBW 36-A

Obstructing the field 33-A 37-A 37-B 42-L

Run out 28-A 38-A 38-B 42-K 28-B

Fair and unfair play 10-A 42-) 42-K 42-L

Penalty runs 2-F 13-A 26-D 41-A 42-K

Dangerous/unfair bowling 42-A 42-B 42-C 42-D 42-E

Ground; weather; light 3-A  3-B  3-C
Innings 12-A 13-A 14-A 16-B
Toss for innings 1-A
Intervals 4-A  15-A
9 wickets down at tea 15-B 15-C
Pitch 7-A 10-A 10-B 42-F 42-G 42-H
Players - nomination 1-A
Fielders absent 2-B 2-C
Fielders returning 2-F
Fielding illegally 41-A
Injured batsmen 2-A 2-G 2-H 2-) 37-A
Runners 2-D  18-A
Substitutes 2-E
Result 12-A 16-A 16-B 18-D 21-A 21-B 21-C 21-D
Awarding, Conceding 2-K 21-D 31-A 31-B
Runs (scoring) 18-A 18-B 18-C 18-D 19-D 21-A 21-B 21-C 32-D

33-B 34-A 42-)
Boundaries 18-D 19-A 19-B 19-C 19-D 21-A 32-D




Law 1
1-A The right to make the toss

If a captain is not available at the appropriate time, another person has to ensure that the list of nominated
players is given to an umpire. There are no restrictions on who this other person is. However, once the
nomination is completed, must it be someone on the list who actually tosses?

No. Law 1.3 stipulates thafter the tos®nly a nominated player can deputise for his ¢gapté/hile the toss is

actually being made is not ‘after the toss'.
[Law reference: 1.3




Law 2
2-A What constitutes injury during the match?

If, during the match, a player aggravates an injury sustained before the match, should the umpires regard
this as ‘injury during the current match’, qualifying him for a runner and/or a substitute?

Since umpires have no special medical expertigg, iiust assume thiita player is nominated he is fit to
play. Accordingly, if his condition worsens a subggtuunner can be allowed. If there is any evidasfcgharp
practice, at that time or later, this would be aterefor action under Law 42.

[Law reference: 2.7

2-B Interruption during a fielder's absence

There is an interruption during a fielder’s absence. How does this affect the time he has to wait before
being allowed to bowl after his return?

It is important to recognise whatptaying time and what is not. Any span of time which startswai call of
Play by the umpire and which ends with a call agh&iby the umpire iplaying time. An interruption or interval is
thereverseof this, starting with a call of Time and endingtwa call of Play. It is onlplaying time that counts
towards length of time absent. If between the tnpdayer leaves the field and the time he rettivaee is an
interruption (or an interval), then his absencihéstime he is off the field before the break, pghestime he is off
the field after the break. The time of the breakglf is not ‘playing time absent'.

For example, in each of the following cases thgeideaves at 11-55 a.m. and returns at 12-30 plis.
absence is the time from 11-55 to the start obtieak, added to the time from the end of the burdik 12-30. In
the second case he has been absent only 10 mofyikss/ing time and therefore need not wait at all.

absence break absence total absence wait
11-55t0 12 drinks 12 to 12-04 12-04 to 12-30 . .
. . . 31 min 31 min
=5min =4 min =26 min
11-55t0 12 rain 12-00 to 12-25 12-25 to 12-30 . .
e ~ : o~ 10 min nil
=5 min =25 min =5 min
11-55to 12-15 rain 12-15 to 12-30 nil 20 min
=20 min =15 min *

X In the third example, because his return coincidés the resumption of play, he can count the 18utg break
as part of his 20 minute waiting time and has @nigore minutes to wait. This concession appigy if the
break is amunscheduled interruption, not an arranged intervand the absent fieldeeturns at the end of
the break

[Law reference: 2.5

2-C Interruption before fielder’s ‘penance time’ completed

A player has been absent from the field for 35 minutes. He has been back on the field for 10 minutes
when there is an interruption for rain. If he returns with the rest of the team at the end of the interruption,
can he count the time taken for the interruption as part of his waiting time, or does Law 2.5(c)(iii) apply
only to players who are off the field when the interruption begins?
To count the time of an interruption as time onftbl of play —i.e. to be able to offset this &ragainst waiting
time — Law 2.5(c)(iii) lays down only two conditien
The break in play must be an unscheduled intewaptiot an arranged interval.
The player must return to the field on the resuarptf play at the end of the interruption.
Whenever these two conditions are satisfied, #dsiegn of Law will apply. In the example quotelde tplayer
still has 25 minutes to wait when the interruptsbarts. If it lasts for 15 minutes, he will hav@rhore minutes to

wait on resumption of play.
[Law reference: 2.3



2-D Replacing a runner

The Law states that a runner should if possible have already batted. This is clearly not possible when one
of the opening batsmen is injured and is permitted a runner. If the other opening batsman is dismissed
before the injured one, should he immediately replace the runner?

There are two reasons why the Law lays down tlahaer should have batted already (if possibldje first is
that it is clearly undesirable that a batsman foarome in himself should have either prior experéeof the light
and other conditions or sight of the bowling. Beeond is that it is also clearly undesirable fanrmer to be
changed, to bring in a fresh player instead ofeltone. Becoming tired is a factor of some sigaifce in the
development of a batsman’s innings and one thatsrman who is not injured has to contend withs therefore
good practice to insist that if a runner cannotehbatted already, he should be one from quite iotlié batting
order. The likelihood is then that the need tongfeathe runner will not arise. This is preferatbléull but
retrospective compliance with Law 2.7. If the atbpener were to be dismissed very shortly afterirtfury, it
might then be suitable for him to replace the fitgstner. The umpire must use his judgment. Ireggnhowever,
the original runner should stay unless he himsalfjured, the approach of his own innings requihes there
should be at least some gap before he comes taitket or there is a significant break in play, whechange
would be appropriate.

[Law reference: 2.7

2-E Player comes on to field as substitute without perigsion

Where does the Law stand with regard to a substitute fielder entering the field of play without permission?

When a nominated player leaves the field of plaig, llaid down that the umpire is to be informéthe two
umpires then jointly decide whether or not the oee®r absence justifies the granting of a suligtitunder either
Law 2.1(a) or Law 2.1(b). If during play a playsmes on as a substitute without such permisdien,.aw has
been breached. When the presence of the unawtigrigyer first becomes apparent, as soon as this baad the
umpires will consider what further action to tak&uch further action will include either refusinggranting
permission for the substitute, and may possibljuthe reporting the incident as an act of unfaiypl#, however,
before this action is taken the player makes contih the ball in play then, before applying thegedure
prescribed above, the procedure laid down in La&fi2and (ii) should be followed. It is only inighlatter case that
the stricture that the delivery is not to counttia over will apply.

On the other hand, if the umpires have granted igsiam for a substitute to act for a nominated gtathe
substitute is then to be counted as a fieldere &#pendix D - definition of ‘fielder’.) Any Lawapplying to a
fielder apply to him. In granting permission fosabstitute, clearly the umpires will arrange fi& ¢toming on to
the field when the ball is dead. Although latemhay, like any other fielder, be guilty of transggi®n, no question
of contravention of Laws 2.5 and 2.6 can aristhiatpoint.

[Law reference: 2.6 2.7]

2-F Score when fielder returning without permissio handles the ball

The ball is travelling towards the boundary. It has not quite reached it when it is picked up by a previously
absent fielder coming back on to the field without permission. His feet are clearly grounded outside the
boundary line as he does so. Obviously 5 penalty runs are to be awarded and will be additional to any other
runs. Would ‘any other runs’ include a boundary 4 because the fielder was in contact with the ground
outside the boundary when he fielded the ball?

It is true that, in general, if one and the sanmecantravenes two Laws, both penalties will apgHere however,
that situation does not arise. Law 19.3 makeke#rahat for a boundary either the ball itselfadtelder in contact
with the ball, must be on or over the boundaryis™annot apply to the returning player. Sincéag not had
permission to return he ot a fielder. This is specifically stated in theidéfon of a fielder in Appendix D. The
only Law that applies to him fielding the ball i$2 As he handled the ball while it was in playenalty runs will
be awarded, but the fact that he was in contatt thit boundary is irrelevant. Runs completed leybi@itsmen, plus
the run in progress if they had crossed at the mbime came into contact with the ball, togethehwitl run
penalty if No ball or Wide had been called, woudddalded to the 5 penalty runs as normal.

[Law reference: 2.6 19.6, App O



2-G Injured striker runs even though he has a runner

An injured striker has a runner. The runner remains within his ground at the striker’s end, but the injured

striker and the non-striker both run, and both make good the ground at the opposite end. Should this run

be allowed?

No. Law 29.2(e) makes it clear that the injuretket’s ground is always at the wicket-keeper's.eken
though he grounds his bat behind the crease &toihker’'s end, he has not made gdusiground. Law 18.1

requires that both batsmen make gtwar ground for a run to be scored. Therefore no mslieen completed.
[Law reference: 2.8, 18.1, 29.2(k)

2-H Stumped when the striker has a runner (1)

It is accepted that if the non-striker or a runner, if there is one, is out of his ground, then he is considered to

be attempting a run. Does that mean that in order for the striker to be out Stumped, his runner must be

within his ground?

It is true that, where relevant, when the runneroisin his ground he is to be considered to bainm
However, Law 2.8 specifically states that the striwill be “out in the circumstances or Law 38 (Run out) or Law
39 (Stumped) irrespective of the position of the-simiker or of the runnet This means that if the striker himself

is out of his ground, the position of his runneiriislevant.
[Law reference: 2.8, 39.1, 39]3

2-J Stumped when the striker has a runner (2)

An injured striker for whom a runner has been allowed receives a ball which is not a No ball and plays it to
square leg. The non-striker and runner complete one run. However, the wicket- keeper, without the
intervention of another member of the fielding side, fields the ball and by a direct throw puts down the
wicket at the striker’s end. Finding the injured striker (who had not himself attempted to run) out of his
ground, the wicket keeper appeals. Is the striker out Stumped?

The conditions for Stumped are that
a) The striker must be receiving a delivery thatdsa No ball.
b) The striker (in this case with a runner) is olhis ground when the wicket is put down at hid.en
c) The wicket-keeper has put down the wicket witrthe intervention of another fielder.
d) The striker is not attempting a run.

From the description of the incident, (b) and (@ eertainly satisfied. However, although thedsly is not a
No ball, the striker is not ‘receiving this deliyer Hence he will not be out Stumped. Becausehe out of his
ground when the wicket was put down, the positibhi® runner is irrelevant as is also the fact tirmhimself had
not attempted to run. He will himself be out Rwit and the completed run will be disallowed. Tla-striker will
return to his original end.

[Law reference: 2.8, 39.1, 39]3

2-K Both batsmen leaving the field of play

Both batsmen leave the field during an innings without stating that they are retiring. On investigation, the
umpires decide that this action constitutes a refusal to play and, after due warning to the captain, award the
match. How should the innings of the two batsmen be recorded? Would it have made any difference if the
refusal to play, leading to the award of the match, had been during the tea interval?

The first answer is straightforwardly ‘Retired touThe batsmen left the field while play was irogress and
before the innings had ended. At that point nestigation had been made, the match had not yatdeerded, so
the match had not reached a conclusion. They thevefore retired, which every batsman is entittedo at any
time during his innings. The Law instructs thafbif anyreason a retired batsman does not resume higymriie
will be recorded as ‘Retired - . . .". If, as g case, the cause of his departure was notsdlloemjury, etc, it is to
be ‘Retired - out’.



The answer to the second question is the samesddqwence of events is:
Tea interval starts — both batsmen in mid-innings.
Umpires decide captain is refusing to play. Tipglees to the whole team, so both batsmen count as

declining to continue their innings — which is ethaavhat retiring is. They have effectively retire
Match awarded — so innings now concluded.

‘Retired’ batsmen have not returned. The arerdlmbas Retired — out.

It may be worth noting that the answer would hagerbdifferent had the captaionceded defeatither than
refusing to play. Then the sequence would hava:bee
Tea interval starts — both batsmen in mid-innings.
Captain brings innings to conclusion by concediatgat.
No question of retiring has arisen and so themmiguestion of not returning after retirement. Tle
batsmen are simply Not out.

[Law reference: 2.9, 21.B




Law 3
3-A Umpires as final judges of fithess of groundyeather and light

The umpires pronounced the pitch unfit but, when the captains insisted, allowed play to take place under Law
3.9 (b). How can the umpires be the final judges of the fitness of the ground, weather and light for play as
stated in Law 3.8, if Law 3.9 allows the captains nevertheless to decide whether play is to take place or not?

There are three levels of fithess of the conditibthe ground (which includes the pitch), weathelight. The
umpires have to recognise the three levels:
1. Suitable - perfectly acceptable. Plesto take place
2. Unsuitable - not ideal for play but not actualBngerous. Play may or may not take place depgraoii
agreement by the captains
3. Unreasonable or dangerous - any reasonablerpeositd foresee the likelihood of injury to thosetbe
field of play. The umpires will in no circumstaiscallow play to take place

Notice that although the phrases ‘fitness of grouvehther and light’ and ‘fithess of the pitch’ aiged in a
general way, the Law no longer uses the wordsdfitunfit’ to describecategoriesof fithess. The wording of this
Law in the 2000 Code was very carefully considexieer taking legal advice on the repercussionslsh@player
or umpire be injured in adverse conditions. Themow no such thing in Law as ‘an unfit pitch’.

Law 3.9(b) coversinsuitable conditions. If the umpires consider that condisi@reunsuitable the captains
have the right to insist on play, but only if thésegreement by the two captains thath wish play to take place.
This is not a decision by the captains that coodgiare suitable. That is solely the umpires’sleni Itis an
agreement by the captains that, notwithstandingitisaiitable conditions, they wish to play.

Law 3.9(d) coversinreasonable or dangerougonditions. If the umpires consider that condisi@ne so bad
that there is obvious and foreseeable risk to dlffietys of any player or umpire, so that it wouldusgeasonable or
dangerous for play to take placgthen they will not allow any play while they arkthat opinion.

The captains have no say in the matter at all.y Ta@not agree to play in such conditions.

In summary The umpiregre the final judges of the fithess of the ground Wweatind light for play. At no time do
the captains have the power to decide on the dititaif the conditions for play. It is thempires who decide in
each case which of the three categories applig®toonditions. If they consider that conditiors at level 1
(suitable) the captains have no choice; they hayptaly. If the umpires decide that conditionsairkevel 3
(unreasonable or dangerous), the captains havieaiceg they will not be allowed to play. It is gnbhen the
umpires decide that conditions are at level 2 (aisie), that the captains have any powers. Tt éxtent of
the captains’ powers is to have the choice of wérdihplay or not in conditions classed as ‘unslitaand then
only if they agree that they both wish to playshbuld be noted that in the case of unsuitligié conditions,
agreement between the captains is not required.captain of the batting side alone has the otiateciding
independently whether play should take place, gathahis option is available only when light cdialis are
classed as ‘unsuitable’.

Although the question does not require it, it mightappropriate to add this further comment orirtidementation
of this Law.

In general, conditions do not change abruptly fiore level to another. Nearly always they gradugdiyyworse
or gradually improve. Conditions are to be congdeas remaining at their previous level until tingpires (only
the umpires, on their owndgether agree that the conditions have changed to a nesii |&hey have to come to
their verdict on the conditions without referencette captains and without taking into accountegithe state of
the match or the bearing that the result of theematay have on competition standings.

If the umpires have forbidden play because conustire unreasonable or dangerous, then they willine the
captains the option of agreeing to play until théye two umpires - agree between themselves tatitons have
improved to level 2 (unsuitable but not dangerous)

If the umpires agree together that conditions ansuitable’, and the captains hawa agreed that they both
wish to play, then play will not take place until

either the two captains do agree that they wighldap in those conditions,
or the umpires decide together that conditiongHmacome ‘suitable’. At this point they - the two
umpires - will order play to take place.



[Law reference: 3.8, 3.9

3-B Fitness of conditions for play

If there has been an interruption of play because of rain, can play be resumed while it is still raining?
Could a match be started in rain?

The major consideration for the umpires will be toadition of the surface, especially for the bawleun ups
and the batsmen’s footholds, but also in the ddtfi&Vhatever their judgment of that, it is unlikehat they would
regard playing in the rain as suitable conditioishowever, both umpires consider that the coadg of the
ground, of the weather or of the light are neitln@reasonable nor dangerous, there is no raadosw to forbid
play, even in light rain, if both captains agreatttney wish play to resume or to commence.

[Law reference: 3.8, 3.9

3-C Captain disapproves of batsmen accepting offéo go off in unsuitable light

The umpires offer the light to the batsmen who accept it and leave the field. The captain in the dressing
room is agitated and wants play to resume immediately. Where does the Law stand on the captain’s
request to resume play?

Law 3.9(b)(ii) makes it clear, in the context oétburrounding text, that while conditions of ligine unsuitable
umpires will not allow play to recommenaalessthe captain of the batting side wishes it to recmmce. The
power of the actual batsmen to deputise for thegdtain in expressing wishes on such mattergite they are at
the wicket. Once the players are off the field, it is thptaein himself who must do so. If conditions became
dangerous, then the umpires could - and shoultbidlay. If, however, the captain of the battside indicates
that he wishes play to recommence, the umpiresatdarbid it unless they (the two umpires) agrest ttonditions
are dangerous.

[Law reference: 3.9




Law 4
4-A Drinks interval as part of a batsman’s time at thewicket

Should the scorers include time for a drinks interval in calculating the length of a batsman’s innings?
Although the Law is concerned that the detailslaj@re correctly recorded, it does not concemlfiehout the
personal statistics of individual players. Prastis on scoring in the Laws are limited to

getting the runs, wickets and (where required) nemab overs right

indicating whether a delivery counts as a balhef dver or not

stating when runs or part runs are valid, or néitiva

allocating runs and penalties as between strikeéarious forms of extras

allocating runs and penalties as between bowlefiaftting extras

indicating whether the bowler can claim creditdowvicket

The duration of a particular batsman’s inningsdsane of the considerations. The only part of lthat has any
relevance is that a drinks interval is not playiimge. This is important in two matters
reckoning a player’s absence and hence his enétieto bowl on return
recording the duration of a side’s innings in caghsre this is to be limited to a period of time.
How the scorers deal with this for an individuatdmaan is (like a number of scoring practices) aenaif

established convention. Such conventions may frary one cricket community to another.
[Law reference: 4 15.7]




Law 5
5-A Bringing ‘lost’ ball back into use when found

The match ball is lost and cannot be found immediately. The umpires let play continue with a replacement
ball. The original ball is found later. Should it be returned to use

(a) ifitis only a few minutes since it was lost?

(b) if it is not found until an hour later?

(@) Yes. The replacement ball is virtually certmirhave been in different condition from the anai because
the chances of having a spare to match the origixedtly at any particular point are very low. The
condition of the ball can have considerable effecplay and it is fairer to return to the original.

(b) This is a very different situation. The re@awent ball was at the time as good a match as &suld
obtained, though not perfect. After another houss it will have deteriorated considerably. Mehitvthe
original ball has not been subjected to that amotimtear and tear. To bring back into use a lmalthat is
effectively much better condition could have an atipon play. The difficulty is in laying down hdang
the original has to have been missing, before gaywould be better not to resume its use. Ungpimeist
judge how much the replacement has deterioratedadsednto account how close or otherwise it wathéo
original when the replacement was made.

[Law reference: 5.3

5-B Ball splitting in two

What happens if a ball hit by the striker splits in two on impact, one part remaining within the field of play,
the other carrying on over the boundary?

The Laws refer in all cases to ‘the ball’, not srtpof it. It must be ‘the ball’ that fulfils theonditions for a
boundary to be scored in Law 19. Therefore in¢hise no boundary has been scored. There areacttzary
situations involving the ball which will not be vaif only part of the ball is involved. It musebthe ball’ that is
held by a fielder for a catch, puts down the widketa run out or stumping and so on. Under Lag(8, the
umpires cannot allow play to proceed, since ‘tHE ba longer conforms to the requirements of Law/As soon as
either umpire becomes aware that the ball has hriskevo, he should immediately call and signal ®éall. The
striker has played the ball, therefore it will coas one of the over.

[Law reference: 5.5, 3.




Law 6
6-A Conditions for Caught if the striker is not wearing gloves

If a batsman is not wearing gloves how does this affect the possibility of his being caught?

An essential requirement for the striker to be taigythat the ball has touched his bat. The dedims in
Appendix D and Law 6.3(b) are entirely clear. Tiaad is part of the bat, or thehole of a gloveon the hand
holding the bat is part of the bat. Moreover, ur@l8(a) he has to be ‘holding’ the bat. Withougfl@ve therefore,
the ball touching his hand, but not his wrist anawill make him liable to being caught, providihig hand is in
contact with the bat.

[Law reference: 6.3 32




Law 7
7-A Changing the pitch

The umpires decide that the condition of the pitch makes it dangerous for play to continue. Another pitch

is available and the captains agree to play on that. In these circumstances is play resumed or does the

match start again?

The wording in Law 7.4 ‘changetlring the match’ implies that the match wilkontinue on the new pitch, just
as any other resumption of play after an interauptiThere is nothing in Law, however, to prevéet original
match being abandoned, by agreement, and a nestaned on the other pitch. It could not, howeberregarded
in any way as the same match, unless Local Regnkafirovide otherwise.

[Law reference: 7.4




Law 10
10-A Delay in captain exercising right to rolling

Law 10.1(e) specifies that the time required for completion of permitted rolling is to be taken out of
playing time, if some circumstance prevents the completion before the time scheduled for the next session
to start. If, however, the captain does not request the rolling until a good portion of the available time has
expired, should the umpires take action - refuse the rolling perhaps?

The umpires (together) should seek the cause tfdeiay. Law 10.1(e) gives the batting captainritjet to
have the pitch rolled, even if this means losirayjpig time, if he igpreventedfrom having it within the allotted
time. This is not to be taken as extending to cadwere the delay is not caused by the prevailimgimstances. |If
the delay was due to the groundsman not beingadlajlor the roller not starting, he would haverbeevented
from having the rolling within the correct time h& same is true if there is a late declaratiorodeiture during an
interval. However, once a captain knows that reetha opportunity to request rolling, there shawdtibe, without
good reason, a significant delay before he makesdfuest. Merely to delay the request withoutesspecial
justifying circumstance cannot be construed anpprevented’. It looks like a ploy to shorten timee his
opponents have to bowl at his side. However, iildhde impossible to lay down in Law what shouldcbesidered
‘significant delay’. It has to be the judgmenttioé umpires together, having discovered as begtdie whether
there is any satisfactory reason for the delay.

As to the action to be taken, the umpinaseno authority to forbid such rolling. The rolling would have to
be allowed, since there is nothing in Law permittihem to withhold it. On the other hand, if thepires felt - as
indeed they might - that the delay in making thrgpiest amounted to sharp practice, if not downrigieiating, then
they should together tell the captain that theysmered the action unfair and they would accordimgport the
matter under Law 42.18

[Law reference:10.1(a) 42.19

10-B Sweeping and removal of débris

Law 10.2 prescribes sweeping if rolling is to take place. What is the position about sweeping if there is to
be no rolling?

The umpires shall not allow sweeping in those avdeaere they consider it may be detrimental to tivéase of
the pitch.

It is laid down that the pitch is to be clearediébris at intervals for meals, between inningslzefdreeach
day’s play. The method of clearing débris is mcified and, if it will not be detrimental to tkarface, could be
sweeping but need not be.

Rolling is permitted only between innings and befeach day’s play, except the first day. If r@lia to take
place at one of these times, the pitch is to besfirst except in those areas where the umpiresider sweeping
may be detrimental to the surface. Even in thosasa débrishall be removed, but not by sweeping. In addition,
the pitch is to be cleared of débwiken no rolling can take place, at intervals foateend before the first innings,
and also at times when rolling is not to take plasen though permitted.

Time limits are set to prevent the pitch being swegore it is mown. However, any débris that rigguse
damage to machinery may be picked up prior to mgwin

[Law reference: 10.2




Law 12
12-A Completed innings at the conclusion of match

If at the end of a match all the overs required in the last hour have been bowled and time for close of play
has been reached, has the side batting last completed its innings, so that if the scores of the two sides are
equal the result is a Tie, even though the side batting last is not all out?

An agreement, as permitted under Law 12.1(b) ndt Bninnings to a number of overs or by a period of time is
a Playing Condition or Regulation overriding Lalm.the absence of such an agreement, hours ofapéato be
agreed for thenatch. This is different from agreeing limits on padiar innings, such as a maximum of 3 hours or
not more than 50 overs. If, however, such an ageedis in place, then time for Close of Play and thectitries of
Law 16 about the last hour do not apply.

Under Law, for the outcome of a match to be a Themvfinal scores are equal at the conclusion ofrthieh, the
side batting last must have completed its inningsw 12.3 sets out the four conditions émmpletion of an
innings. Three are self explanatory

1. the side is all out (or the equivalent if soraésinen are unable to bat),

2. the captain declares the innings closed,

3. the captain forfeits the innings

The fourth appliesnly if it has been agreed to limit that innings to an greed number of overs or by a
specified length of time In this case, and this case only, the innindsh&i completed when the agreed limit,
whether of time or of overs, has been reached.idfthe final innings then the match is concluddthe regulation
limiting the final innings by time or overs shoulttlude guidance about the result, including theecahen final
scores are equal.

When,withoutsuch an agreemefitours of play for the match are settled as required by LawtRi8,isnot
setting a time limit on the final innings. The ffélsat, for example, time for close of play on fimal day is agreed
as 6-30 p.m., is not limiting the final innings &yeriod of time. That side may have batted all da

Law 16 further stipulates that there shall be ahasrr based on thegreed hours of play in which a minimum
number of overs must be bowled. Thatds limiting the final innings to a number of overshere may have been
any number of overs in the innings before thehasir begins.

Consequently, reaching time for Close of Play amwlimg all the overs required for the last hour methat,
under Law 16.9, thmatch is concluded but does not guarantee that theifinaigs is completed. For that, one of
the first three criteria set out above must alsediisfied. The conclusion of the match camcidewith the
conclusion of the final inningé the last batsman is dismissed on the final.b¥hrious forms of result are possible
even if the final innings is not completed, or thecome may be a Draw. It is not until that inrsrggcomplete,
however, that a Tie is possible, with the furthendition that the final scores are level.

In the situation of the question, none of the datéor completing the innings is satisfied. Theéame is a
Draw, not a Tie.
[Law reference: 12.3, 16.6, 41




Law 13
13-A Subsequent award of penalty runs affecting ght to enforce follow-on

What should happen if

(@ the side batting first does not have sufficient lead to enforce the follow-on but subsequently penalty
runs are added to its score bringing it up to the required total?

(b) the side batting first enforces the follow-on and subsequently penalty runs are awarded to the other
side, reducing the difference between the sides’ scores to less than the level required for the follow-
on?

Neither situation can arise. The follow-on is antissue untibothsides (A first, then B) have batted. Then, if it
does not have the requisite lead, side A will haveat again. Any penalty runs awarded to sideo¥ will be
added to its score in this, its second inninggpetalty runs are awarded to side B they will baeaito their first
innings total, increasing it beyond the number Wwhi@s already too large for side A to make thenslgain.

If side A does enforce the follow on, then sidedstnext, after having just batted. Any penaltysracquired
now will be added to its current innings not tofitst one. If side A is awarded penalty runsytieéll be added to
its first innings total. They already had suffitidead for the follow-on, and the extra runs dnigrease that lead.

[Law reference: 13.142.17(d]




Law 14
14-A Declaration before the start of an innings

May a captain declare an innings closed before it has started?

No. For a captain to declare, Play must have babded (on the field), the ball must have come iy (the
bowler must have started his run up, or bowlingoacif he has no run up) and the ball has theretmine dead.
Time should be called when a declaration is made.

[Law reference: 14.]1




Law 15
15-A Altering time of interval when playing time has not been lost to weather

Law 15.5 implies that altering the time of the lunch interval or tea interval requires that playing time shall
have been lost. Does this mean that if an innings ends within, say, 11 minutes of lunch, then lunch cannot
be taken until the new innings has started and the agreed time has been reached?

Law 15.5 gives authority for the umpires and caygaproviding they all agree, to alter the timesuath or tea
if playing time has been lost. Such agreementeamade at any time. If, for example, the stathefday’s play is
delayed by adverse conditions, it can be agreeatd@lay starts that lunch/tea will be at timededént from those
originally agreed. Equally, an agreement to chartged be reached while the interruption is in pesg.

Law 15.5 does not state what is to happen if ptayiime has not been lost. The procedure in thés tato be
found in Law 15.6(c). It covers the players leavihe field for reasons other than interruptionsgimund, weather
or light conditions and refers to alterations tacbasidered when the cessation of play occurs.

The intention of Law 15.6(c) is to give as mucheias possible for play to take place. It buildhmsafeguard
that both umpires and both captains must agrdestohange, thus both protecting the right of eitlagrtain to insist
on play even for a short time before an intervad being sympathetic to the catering arrangeménigre could be
difficulty in having the food ready at an earliené. However, it does allow, if all are in agree¢o take lunch at a
different time if, for example, an innings endedhivi 11 minutes of the agreed time. This doesweoessarily mean
taking lunch earlier. It could be agreed, foramste, in this example, to play on until later tHamagreed time.

If all four, two umpires and two captains, do nedich agreement on a change then, unless the oaessffilay is
within the prescribed 10 minutes, lunch will bednlat the agreed time.
[Law reference: 15.515.9

15-B 9 wickets down at tea

How does Law 15.8 apply in deciding when the tea interval is to be taken when 9 wickets are down?

For ease of reference, abbreviate “the time adi@etthe tea interval” (i.e. the exact time as adjde Teatime.
The significant period starts at time A, 2 minubeore Teatime. Time B is the end of the overriogpess at
Teatime, whether or not this is the same overwhatin progress at time A.

A Teatime B

For example, if Teatime is 4 p.m., time A is 3-5681p time B will normally be a minute or two afiémp.m., if
play continues that far. Occasionally Teatime cmies with the end of an over. Whether this isdfige or not is
not relevant to the following observations abowttiming of the tea interval. The criteria for @kieg when tea is
to be taken are:

If at time Afewer than 9 wicketsare down, play will continue until time B, if ndaket falls meanwhile
or If after time A but before time Bany wicket other than the 9th wicket falls, tea will be taken at the fall of
the wicket, under Law 16.5(b)
or |If after time A but before time Bhe 9th wicket falls, or ifat time A9 wickets have already fallenplay
will continue until the end of the over in progré&sminutes after the original Teatime. This wiltlude
the case of the 9th wicket falling at preciselydif Note that the end of the innings, or an migtion to
play for any reason, will mean that tea will bedialbefore the expiry of the extra 30 minutes.
[Law reference: 15.8

15-C Batsman retiring; 9 wickets down at tea

Should, as in some other Laws, the retirement of a batsman count as the fall of a wicket in applying Law

15.8, governing postponement of the tea interval?

No. In Law 15.8, it is not the fall of the wickiftat is significant. It is the fact that it is thth wicket. Tea is
postponed in the hope of increasing playing titdéith only one more wicket to fall, the innings migtoon end.
The 10 minutes between innings would then be aleshiriio the tea interval. However, this does pgiain the
case of a retirement. Any retired batsman maymedhis innings, in appropriate circumstances. @stases



exceptLaw 15.8, the significant fact is thiene at which a wicket falls. Either an interval wikk brought forward,
or timing the appearance of the incoming batsméa ssart. Such changes will be triggered by #igement of a
batsman just as much as by the fall of a wickdter& are two cases where the time is not significemely Law
2.9(c) [batsman resuming his innings] and 16.5¢bp{lusion of a match]. In these two cases the specifically
includes retirement of a batsman to remove any doub

The particular circumstancesin which a batsman’s retirement will have the sameffect as the fall of a
wicket are:

(i) if a previously retired batsman is allowedésume his innings, he can do so only at the fal wicket
or the retirement of another batsman. [Specifiteshent in 2.9(c)]

(i) the innings is completed if, when a batsmetires with further balls still to be bowled, there no
further batsmen to come in. [(12.3(b)]

(iii) drinks will be taken if a batsman retirestiin 5 minutes of the agreed time [(15.9(b)(i)]

(iv) an interval will be taken if a wicket falls @ batsman retires within 2 minutes of the agtewad
[specific statement in 16.5(b)]

(v) ifitis still in play, the ball will automatally be considered dead when a batsman retirgdsL(E)(iii)]

(vi) if a batsman retires, the three minutes afldior the next batsman (or his partner) to beyedt be
timed from the retirement [31.1]

It must be emphasised that, although in the sdnatstated above the retirement of a batsman awitk the same
effect on the subsequent conduct of the game dalttd a wicket, it isnot the sameas the fall of a wicket. For
example, if drinks are taken early because a batsataies, his innings is not terminated at thanpoThe Law
specifically allows him to resume his innings, eitby right or with the consent of the opposingtaeyp In particular,
in (ii) above, if the batsman retires through iieer injury or other unavoidable cause, Law 2.8if&cts that this
batsman is to be recorded Retired — not out. fii@gs will be completed but the side is not atl ou

[Law reference: 15.8
Also applies in Laws 2.9(c), 12.3(b), 15.9(b)@iB.5(b), 23.1(a)(iii), 31.1




Law 16
16-A Match abandoned some time after players leavield

Rain forces an interruption in play. After the players have been off the field for some time, the match is
abandoned. When was the match actually concluded?

The match is concluded at the moment that the wsmiecide that no further play is possible.
[Law reference: 16.9

16-B Interpretation of Law 16.10

Law 16.10 instructs that “the over in progressatdlose of play shall be completed unless.”. Two exceptions
are then stated. In other words, “with two exaapdj an over is not to be left unfinished at thet @na match.”

There is no difficulty about the first exceptiommely that play stops immediately a result is red¢im the form
of a Win to one side, a Tie, Match Awarded or Ma@inceded. At whatever point in the match it hagpéhat
over will be the last over and it will not be comad, unless the result is reached on the lasbbtie over.

The other exception is the players leaving thelfielhis may happen at any time and, when the pidgave,
there may be no indication that the over in progieshe last over.

There will, however, either be a limitation on tiewed overs in the final innings under the requinetsién Law
16.6et sedfor the Last hour, or time or overs for the lastings will be limited by agreement under Law 1B)1(
During the interruption, time will elapse. Evenhe interruption began before the Last hour, ithe will come
when these overs have to be taken into accounth@nadumber of overs required will decrease. Thecebf Law
16.10(ii) is that play will not be resumed, evenadhditions permit, if all that remains at thateims the completion
of the unfinished over.

It is also possible that, before the relevant kneixpire, the umpires may decide that no furthay plill be
possible. At the moment they make that decisio®match is concluded and the over in progress \plegnwas
suspended will not be completed.

[Law reference: 16.10




Law 18
18-A Short running and a runner

Could you please comment on the following episode? The striker had been allowed a runner by the
umpires. After a quick single the umpire at the striker’s end called and signalled Short run. After the
match, he explained his action by pointing out that the runner had been outside his ground before the ball
was delivered and therefore the run was short. Was this correct? If not, what should the umpire have
done?

According to the definition in Law 18, a run isteogt run when a batsman fails to make good hisrgtau
turning for a further run . This is clearly not the case in the situationcdegd, so calling Short run was not
appropriate.

There is nothing in the Laws whicaquiresany batsman - and that includes a runner, underd.&(a) - to be
within his ground at any particular time. Instehae Law provides that a batsman can be run o i§mot in his
ground while the ball is in play. The bowler igsfically permitted to try to run out the non-kat before entering
his delivery stride. He can also do so for thikstrat the expense of a penalty for a No ballthédigh in theory the
same is true for a runner, it is a much less rgaliption for the bowler; he may not even be awhet the runner
was not in his ground. The striker's end umpiralddherefore be justified in considering it unféir the runner to
be standing noticeably out of his ground beforettitn@ler enters his delivery stride. He would ticaii Dead ball
under Law 42.2 and follow the procedure of Law 82.For the runner to start to run before deliveould
certainly be unfair. The umpire must use his judgtas to what amounts to an unfair advantageifuhner is
merely standing with no part of bat or person gomthbehind the popping crease.

[Law reference: 18.4
18-B Difference between failure to complete run and sharunning

The batsmen run a single on the last ball of an over. The striker unintentionally just fails to make good his
ground at the bowler’s end, and starts to walk unhurriedly towards his partner for a chat. It is clear that
both sides regard the ball as dead. Before calling Over, should the umpire call and signal Short run?

No. A run is short only when the batsman, havaifgfl to make good his grourtdyns for a further run . Itis

clear that all regard the ball as dead. Clearystiiker is not trying to take a further run whengoes to ‘have a
chat’. Therefore, there has not been any short run

It is true that the run has not in fact been scaneder the definition in Law 18.1(a), but the uregs
empowered to call Short runly when there is short running. Law 42.2 states fiemly that umpires areot to
interfere with the progress of play, unless
either a player’s action is considered unfair
or they are required to do so by the Laws.
The call isnot required by Law. The umpire cannot consider flagqy to be trying to gain an unfair advantage
in the situation described. Therefore he canneriene.

On the other hand, the batsmen have clearly crpssashder Law 18.11 (Runs scored when ball becaleag)
the run in progress when the ball becomes deadwitiredited to the batting side
[Law reference: 18.418.1, 18.11, 42]2

18-C Batsmen abandoning attempt to complete run

The ball is struck hard into the outfield. The batsmen run and cross, but seeing that the ball is going to
cross the boundary, turn and go back to their original ends. Doesn’t Law 18.5 as written mean that this is
deliberate short running?
No. Whether deliberate or unintentional, a rughert only if the batsman’s failure to make goosl dniound is
in turning for a further run . Provided that it is clear to the umpires thatititentions of the batsmen were merely

to abandon the first run, rather than to attempake a second one, there has been no short runiihigboundary
would be allowed.

If in this situation it transpired that the baliléal to cross the boundary, no run would be scored.
[Law reference: 18.%



18-D Run deliberately not completed and boundarywerthrows as winning score

One run is wanted to win. The batsmen run but, just after they cross, a fielder attempts a run out. The ball
misses the stumps and runs on towards the boundary. The striker stands outside his crease, deliberately not
grounding his bat until the ball has crossed the boundary. How many runs are to be allowed?

There is nothing illegal about a batsman’s delitedyaefraining from completing a run. It is onfyhe does so
when turning for a further run that he is delibelatunning short. Therefore the boundary is ndi¢ disallowed
on this account. The run has, however, not beapt=ied.

This is not a situation of running after a lawfatend strike, so the boundary is a boundary ov@sthiLaw
19.6 states that if the boundary results from artbvow, the runs scored shall be Penalties (notieis case) the
allowance for the boundary (presumably 4), the rompleted by the batsmen (none) together witliuhen
progress, if they have crossed at the instanteftitow (which they had). However, this run doesacthieve the
status of a run added to the scondil the ball crosses the boundary.

Therefore, the batting side had not made enoughrtdoefore the ball crossed the boundary. Undev R4.6(c)
they will be credited with ‘the whole of the boumngallowance’.

5 runs will be allowed (i.e. boundary allowancespl).
[Law reference: 21.6, 18.4, 19.6]




Law 19
19-A Tree within the boundary

What is the situation if there is a tree 10 metres inside the boundary and the ball hits this tree?

Law 19.1(a) requires the umpires and captains rbéfe toss, to agree the boundary of the fielpl@y. Section
(c) of the same Law indicates that it is the ungiresponsibility to decide, also before the tedsether or not an
obstacle within the boundary, such as the treedgsaribe, is to be regarded as a boundary. Itheayorth
mentioning that no such decision can be made absigtht-screen. It has to be outside the boundary.

If the umpires have decided that the tree is teebarded as a boundary then all the provisionsdeta
boundaries will apply. As soon as the ball isleypor a fielder in contact with the ball touclasy part of the tree,
a boundary will be scored and the ball will becatead. The allowance will depend on what was delcisgore
the toss and whether the conditions for a boun@ayply or not. If the umpires have not decideat the tree is to
be regarded as a boundary, then the ball touchinij remain in play.

[Law reference: 19.1

19-B Large curved object as boundary marking

If a large object with a curved surface marks péthe boundary, the line joining its innermostrgsimay be
high enough for the ball to travel under this lipassing it before touching the object itself. sTisinot to be
regarded as coming into contact with the grounahdythe boundary edge.

Field
of play .
Take as example a roller. For a boundary to beeglcdt will be necessary to touch the surfacehefroller, or
the ground on the far side of the roller, or areobgrounded on the far side of the roller. Iis @iagram, the ball
has not yet touched the roller. A boundary haseen scored

[Law reference: 19.2(c)(i)

19-C Boundary fence collapsing while ball is in jply

A boundary fence collapses into the field of play and comes to rest face down, flat on the ground partly
within the field of play, straddling the original base line of the fence. The ball is hit by the striker and
touches a part of the fence that is within the field of play. The ball remains inside the field and does not
travel past the original base line.

Is the boundary the original base line? There is an inference that Law 19.2(e) will only apply when the

fence has been removed from the field of play altogether.

It is correct to infer that the boundary becomesdhiginal base line only after the collapsed felmas been
removed. This removal is to be done as soon asathés dead. For the short period until the baitomes dead it
has to be considered that the fence still mark®thumdary. As soon as the ball touches any pafteofence a
boundary has been scored. In the case quotelke dsrice had not been removed, it must be assumaethe
collapse occurred after the ball had come into play that therefore the statements above applyouhdary
would be scored when the ball touched the fencenatber which part of the fence it was.

[Law reference: 19.2(€)

19-D Interpretation of ‘6 runs’ in Law 19.4(c) — runs allowed for boundaries

The Law instructs that captains and umpires are to agree not only what constitutes the boundary of the field
of play but also the allowances for boundaries. If there is such an agreement that the normal 4 and 6 are to
be replaced with other values, e.g. 3 and 5, should the award of 6 runs in this Law be interpreted as the
agreed value, that is 5 in example?



No. Itis intended that this should be an awarth&batting side for an action by the fielderheatthan a normal
boundary. The award should be 6 runs whateverhraag been agreed about allowances.
[Law reference: 19.4(c)




Law 21
21-A Batting side’s entitlement to whole boundanallowance when more than needed to win

The scores are level and the striker hits the ball which goes over the boundary. Is it true that if the
batsmen have already crossed before the ball crosses the boundary, then they will only score the one run,
under Law 21.6?

No it is not true. Law 21.6(c) says

If a boundary is scored before the batsmen ltavepletedsufficient runs to win the match, then the
whole of the boundary allowance shall be credited .

The fact that the batsmen have crossed in runrieg dot mean that they has@mpleteda run, nor even that
the part run will count. Except in the case ofrttw®ws (see question 18-D), if the number of pbaity completed
runs is fewer than the allowance, the boundaryraes the runs. Whether there is a run in progoes®t has no
relevance. It is not until the number of physigalbmpleted runs is equal to or more than the alme that the run
in progress will count as a completed run, if taésinen have crossed.

The criterion for deciding whether the boundargwhnce is to be awarded or not (since they wanmédloto
win) is ‘had the batsmerompletedthat first run which gives them victory?’ Havingpssed on the winning run is
not enough. In the situation described, the boynddowance would be credited to the score.

[Law reference: 19.6, 34.4(8)

21-B Resumption of play after mistake found in sae

Two situations in which incidents are ignored because the winning run has been scored, but subsequently
a mistake in scoring is found. In both cases, the batting side needs 1 run to win. This run is scored; after
they leave the field it is discovered that they had needed 2 or more to win.

1. The striker hits the ball and they run one. The ball then goes over the boundary. As one run had
already been completed before the ball crossed the boundary, only that run is added to the score.
When the mistake is discovered, play cannot resume since that delivery was the last available ball.
What is the result of the match? Should the boundary now count?

No. As things stand, the result would have to Beaw or whatever the Competition Rules prescridyesfjual
scores. You should not revise your interpretatibavents on the last ball and say that the boymndauld now
count. In most cases it will not be possible tedict what might have happened had the match rest be
concluded. In this case, had they known that thérahan 1) were needed to win, the fielders migive acted
differently in fielding the ball - or they might hoThere is no means of knowing.

2. The wicket-keeper stumps the striker, but Wide ball is called. The 1 run penalty wins the match, so
the stumping does not count. When the mistake is discovered, the umpires order resumption of play.
What is the situation when play resumes?

The umpire will have called Time for the conclusimfrthe match. The situation when he did so rhesthe
situation when the match resumes. It will not besidered that the ‘stumped’ batsman is out.

Situations like these underline the paramount ingmare of Law 3.15 which insists that umpires arsatiisfy
themselves as to the correctness of the scoresh stwations can be avoided if the umpires maintfaé contact
with the scorers required by Law 3.14(b) and tlgglamce over the correctness of the scores demandedw
3.15. At no time is this more important than todgthe end of a match, when the scores are clidse.umpires
must be satisfied that what the scoreboard shaveswhat the players believe, is in fact the caskhough during
play in general it would be inexcusable to holdolgy in order to sort out a discrepancy, it ceftaimould have to
be done if it was necessary to remove doubt at awehcial point in the game. There should of seurot be doubt
to remove, if the umpires have been keeping watcthe correctness of the scores throughout, inctudi
ascertaining that signals have been received bydbeers.

[Law reference: 21.6, 3.14(b), 3.15, 21.9

21-C Changing the scorgaffecting result

Law 27.9 indicates that an umpire may alter his decision providing he does so promptly. Law 21.10



indicates, however, that once the umpires have agreed the scores at the end of a match, they cannot be
changed. What is the situation if, although the umpires and scorers agree the scores, it is later discovered
that some mistake in the course of the match has led to an incorrect result?

It is the duty of the umpires to check the scotaseous points in the game and in particulahatend of the
match. This should be done immediately the plalgarge the field. If there is any discrepancy \itéannot be
resolved by discussion and consideration of thetevaf the game, the umpires are to decide whatdirect score is.
Law 21.9 requires the umpires to correct the scacesrdingly. Once agreement has been reachadjegision
taken in lieu of agreement, and any necessaryatmns made, the scores and hence the result chamitanged.

If later, however, an error comes to light it viilt for the appropriate controlling body, such asague
Committee, to determine if there has been a misggeof justice. In that case they may well detidd any
ranking associated with the match shall be accosdeds to right the injustice. This is not chagggither the
scores or the result.

As Law 27.2 refers toan umpire changindpis decision’, it cannot apply to any action by thepimas jointly -
including agreeing, or even deciding, the finalresdor the match. It applies to an umpire chagdiis decision

about a dismissal, or possibly revoking a call oftll or of Wide ball.
[Law reference: 21.10

21-D Team not turning up for fixture

| was to score for a club League match but the visiting team did not arrive. We were waiting for them to
come, when they sent a message that they were deliberately boycotting the match. | asked the umpires if
this meant that we should record the result as Match Awarded, or was there a case for Match Conceded?
The umpires said they were not in a position to make any decision about the result. Surely that could not
be right? Doesn’t the Law state that if one side is refusing to play, the umpires are to award the match?
The umpires were quite correct.
Law 21.3 lays down a precise procedure for awardingatch.

“If an umpire considers that an action by any plageplayers might constitute a refusal by eithielesto play . . .”

Clearly such a suspicion was aroused by the noeaappce of the team. On the other hand, was heide’ in
existence to do the refusing? No nomination of@ia had been made. Until this is done, the ursgicenot know
if any action, of any sort whatever, is by a nortedaplayer or players of a side.

“...the umpires together shall ascertain theisa of the action.”

they sent a message that they were deliberatelyoltting the match. . . . could possibly be congide¢o cover this.

“If they decide together that this action does ddote a refusal to play . . .”
The umpires would need to make such a decisiotlyoin

“...they shall so inform the captain of thatisi”

How could the umpires do this? There was no Iggaihstituted side to be ‘that side’. They codldrefore not
identify any one who was the ‘captain of that sidéven though any person can act as captain bferess, there
is no side for that person to captain. Consequéhit instruction of the Law could not be implertesh The
sequence certainly breaks down here, if not earli¢ae stage of

“If the captain persists . .. "

could not be reached and so the final statement
“...the umpires shall award the match ...”
cannot be bought into operation.
There is a further point. Was there a match tordWarhere was a fixture, but Law 1.1 states that

“A match is played between two sides, each of el@leyers, one of whom shall be captain,”

The requirement for eleven players is modifiechie hext sentence of the Law. However it is cleadithe
intention of the Law that “by agreement the matohld be played between two sides one of which logslayers at
all”. There is therefore no match in the propersee



There is also a difficulty about conceding the rhateVvhilst Match Awarded arises from a decisiomnhef
umpiresthat one side is refusing to play, Match Conce@sdlts from aaptainconceding defeat. Until the toss
any person could act as captain. However, thareatédbe a match until (among other things) the imssade.
Once it is made, only a nominated player can acaptin. Therefore there is no person with thbaity of the
captain to concede defeat

It is therefore clear that the circumstances pretl@umpires from implementing the provisionstad t.aw.
Consequently they can take no action about thdtrel§uhe match is part of a competition, themycourse of
action is to report the situation to the organisgrsie competition who will have the ultimate respibility for

dealing with it.
[Law reference: 21.3




Law 23
23-A Interpretation of ‘ball becomes dead on the dmissal of a batsmah

The Laws now clearly distinguish between a batsman being out and his being dismissed. Does that mean
that if, for instance, there is a run out, the ball remains in play between the breaking of the wicket and the
umpire giving his decision?

No. Itis true that the ball does not become deatkly because there is an appeal, nor even ifsanaa is out
but he is not dismissed. The ball automaticallydmees dead when a batsman is dismissed. If, hawawvappeal
is upheld, then the ball is to be regarded as lgdvéen dead from the moment of the incident whaaksed his
dismissal. In the example quoted, the ball wodddgarded as dead from the breaking of the wickstanother
example:

The ball hits the striker on the pad and thersiga@peal. The batsmen run.

If the umpire gives the strikemot out, then the ball has remained in play throughoutiftite run is
completed it will count.
If the umpire gives the strikeut LBW, then the ball is to be regarded as dead fteermoment it struck the
pad. The run is not valid and the not out batsmiireturn to his original end.
[Law reference: 23.1(a)(iii]




Law 24
24-A Delivery rolling into outfield

What happens if the ball finishes up rolling towards the fielder at extra cover? Can the striker go after the
ball and try to play it?

If the ball behaves so abnormally, the first coasadion for the umpire is whether it has been {a=kd’ or not.
He would be justified in considering the ball netidered if, for example, it travelled backwardg ofithe bowler’'s
hand or stuck in the bowler’'s hand so that itté ground a yard in front of his feet. These titgasions are
merely examples to illustrate the principle. Timepire must judge. If he considers that the badl iat been
‘delivered’, in this sense, he shall call Dead ball

If, however, he is satisfied that it has been debd, the fact that the ball is rolling along tleund means that
No ball is to be called in any case under Law 286yond this, there are two issues.

Although, as enshrined in Law 40.5 (Restrictioraction by the wicket-keeper), the striker has asohlie right
to try to play the ball, without interference frdhre fielding side, this right should not be regards extending to
any area of the field of play. The game will beught into disrepute if strikers are allowed to owt to e.g. mid-
wicket to hit the ball. It will be fothe umpire on the dayto decidewhat is acceptable in this situation.

Moreover, when the ball is near a fielder, as iegpln this question, an attempt by the strikeritehe ball means
risk of injury to the fielder. For both these reas, the call of No ball should be followed by 8 cdDead ball.

Either of the principles set out above could apg@arately in appropriate circumstances.

[Law reference: 24.6 40.5

24-B Ball caught or deflected by fielder before darery reaches wicket

The bowler delivers the ball fairly but wide of the wicket. What is the situation if, before reaching the line
of the striker’s wicket, the ball is

(@) caught by a fielder, who then throws the ball to put down either wicket, with the batsman out of his
ground? Is the batsman run out?

(b) deflected by a fielder on to either wicket with the batsman out of his ground? Is the batsman out?

(c) deflected by a fielder but not on to a wicket? Could the batsmen run?

In each case, the answer is No. The fielder cadcthie ball before it reaches the striker is tadmsidered as a
case of the ball coming to rest before reachinditigeof the striker’s wicket. The umpire shoullldNo ball and
then immediately call Dead ball under Law 24.7 .eTtgic behind Law 24.7 is that, on the one hartdlen
provision in Law must be made for such abnormaldeks they must be kept firmly in the categoryraéhaps
and not allowed to become a ploy by the bowlere @&iling of No ball clearly labels the deliverigsfair and
penalises the fielding side for them. On the ottaerd obviously it is unreasonable to considerthasstriker has
received a delivery and had the opportunity to jtiaydence the call of Dead ball. Although in eagb) and (c) the
ball has not actually ‘come to rest’, even in tease used in (a), the same logic applies and the aation of
calling No ball and then immediately calling Deal josshould apply.

[Law reference: 38.1(a)(ii) 24.7




Law 26
26-A Pad-bat strikes (1)

If the ball first hits the pad and then the bat, the striker can be out Caught. If the ball is not caught can he

score runs?

If No ball is called, the penalty for it will starid every case. Apart from this one penalty, wtienfirst contact
with the striker is on his person, no runs or peeswill be scored in any situation unless the wenis satisfied that

the striker either attempted to play the ball Witk bat, or attempted to avoid being hit by the. b@lhat follows is
based on the assumption that one or other of twmwditions has been met.

Law 26.2 limits the scoring of Leg byes to casegnstthere is no contact with the striker's baeratte initial
contact with his person. If the ball does hit i subsequently and
the contact isnadvertent, then runs scored (or a boundary allowance) adited to the striker.
the contact isvilful and not in defence of his wicket, then he is oiitthe ball twice.
the contact isvilful but in defence of his wicketthen runs can be scored but only if there is\aartbrow.

If there is an overthrow, then the first strikeatatines the nature of any runs that may be scdfate first
strike was on the bat they are runs to the strikiethe first contact was on the person the rezaint for an attempt
to play the ball with the bat or to avoid beinglhytthe ball still stands. Law 34 lays down categly, however,
that in this case if runs are permitted they wdllteg byes.

[Law reference: 26.2, 32.3(4)

26-B Pad-bat strikes (2)

If the ball first hits the pad, then the ground and then the bat, the striker cannot be out Caught. Can he
score runs?

The fact that the ball has been grounded betweetwib strikes does not affect the scoring of ruioaw 26.2
will apply. The answer to question 26-A will apply

To allow runs the umpire must be satisfigth that the second strike on the bat was inadveaeathat before
the first strike on the pad the striker had eititéempted to play the ball with his bat or triecatmid being hit by
the ball. Even if the striker had attempted toyplee ball with his bat before being hit on the péthe strike on the
bat was wilful then the right to score runs wouggbend on the conditions of Law 34 being satisfied.

[Law reference: 26.2, 32.3(4)

26-C Ball hitting the bat after deflection by theperson

A batsman makes no attempt to play the ball with his bat, nor does he try to avoid being hit by the ball. It

is clear that, under Law 26, Leg byes will not be allowed. Can the striker be credited with runs, however, if

the ball after hitting the pad then comes into contact with his bat?

No. Law 26 does not state that, unless the unipisatisfied that the conditions have been metune shall be
scored from that deflection. It states unequivigdhlat no runs shall be credited to the battim fiom that
delivery. It also specifically excludes even the awardihgny penalties, except the 1 run penalty if Nib vas

been called. Both parts of this embargo are redefibin Law 34.4 for a ball lawfully struck moreathonce and
again in Law 41.4 for a ball striking a fielder'slimet not being worn.

It should be noted, however, that in the circumstardescribed the striker could be out Caughtittl is not
grounded between first hitting his pad and beird bg a fielder.
[Law reference:26.3, 34.4, 41.3.

26-D Reporting even though penalty runs not awardg

If Leg byes are not allowed, penalty runs are not to be awarded either. This appears to mean the fielding
side suffers no penalty where otherwise they would have caused 5 penalty runs to be awarded to the
batting side. Surely this cannot be correct?

It is true that debarring the batting side from &lweard ofany runs, except a 1 run penalty if No ball has been
called, is the most stringent penalty in the Lagaimast the batting side. However, it should beawinered that



when penalties are to be awarded, giving away 5 isnot the only retribution against the fieldside. In many
cases the Law also prescribes that the matterdoetesl and in some cases that the delivery ismobtint in the
over. Both these requirements will apply. Forregke, when Leg byes are attempted, a previouslgraldayer
returns without permission and comes into contattt thie ball as it nears the boundary. The stnikay have
failed to satisfy the conditions for runs to beidaso that the boundary is to be disallowed, d&edpenalty runs
withheld. Nevertheless, the delivery will not coimthe over and, as laid down in Law 2.6, thédfée and his
captain are to be reported to higher authoritytHeroffence. That authority is required to takioac The severity
of the action for any particular offence merititg fpenalty runs will depend on the severity of tfégnce.

The same situation arises in two other Laws, ifisadeflected off the striker’s person without heving tried
either to hit the ball with his bat or avoid beimgby the ball. No runs are allowed (except 1 ifudo ball has been
called) and the 5 run penalty is withheld whentibl, although runs would otherwise have been péechi These
two situations are

Runs after a second strike in defence of his wiaketn after an overthrow. (Law 34.4)
Penalty for the ball in play hitting a fielder'slhet on he ground (Law 41.5)
[Law reference: 26.3, 34.4(d), 41]4




Law 28
28-A Wicket put down by striker’s bat when he hadet go of it.

Law 28 states that the wicket is put down if a bail is removed (etc) by the striker’s bat, whether he is
holding it or has let go of it. Are there any restrictions on how this applies? For instance if in trying to
field the ball a fielder accidentally kicks a dropped bat on to the wicket, thus removing the bails, has the
wicket been put down, so that a batsman could be run out.

No. Law 28.1 (ii) is correctly quoted in the quest However, in order for a batsman to be run batv 38.1
requires the wicket to bégirly put downby the opposing side That is, it insists that fielder has to put down the
wicket. Looking at Law 28.1 as a whole, it caralpalysed as saying that the wicket is put dowrbifiais
completely . . . by

the ball; this implies the batin its own There is no restriction on how it is propelladto the wicket. If the
ball alone hits the wicket and dislodges a badtamp, the wicket has been put down.

the strikerthrough the agency of his bat or persafttached to him or detached from him. He cadaut Hit
wicket, if he or part of him, broke the wicket, rather thanibladl breaking it.

a fielderthrough the agency of the baltoviding he is holding itor through the agency of a hand or arm
providing the ball is in the appropriate hand.

The last of these is the only wayi@lder can put down the wicket. A fielder causing thré&ksr’s bat to remove
the bails does not come within these definitioliss only if the striker’'s bat hits the wicket falling, or if his own
movements move the bat on to the stumps that tbleetvivill have been put down under the terms o Law.

[Law reference: 28.1, 38.L

28-B When is wicket deemed to have become broken?

The wicket is put down if a bail is completely removed from the top of the stumps. At what point in the
bail’s movement can the umpire consider this to have happened?

The situation is analogous to that of Wide balldélivery is wide as soon as it is launched ocatsrse on
leaving the bowler’s hand, but cannot be called &\idtil it passes the striker’s wicket without dngty having
occurred, such as touching the striker or moverbgithe striker, to stop it being a Wide.

Law 28 refers to ‘disturbance of a bail'. Caseswaell documented of a bail lifting out of the gvecand either
falling back into the groove or landing on the vatlfirmly balanced on top of one or more stumbgnce the
process of removal cannot be considered as comyétehe bail has either fallen below the levetlee top of the
stumps or moved horizontally to a point no longentical above them.

The wicket is put down as soon as a bail leavegitheves and the position of the batsman is taudggd at that
point. However, if anything such as falling bantoithe groove terminates the removal process &dfis
complete, it will be considered never to have begun

[Law reference: 28.1




Law 31
31-A Umpires investigating non-appearance of nextatsman (1)

If the umpires leave the field to investigate the non-appearance of a new batsman after the fall of a wicket,
does this come under the heading of “leaving his normal position for consultation”, requiring Dead ball to
be called?

No. The ball will have become dead automaticalhewthe previous batsman was dismissed or retifaed.
break in play caused by the investigation is aerioption, so Time must be called. It is importantall Time, to
prevent the possibility of any incidents during time the umpires are absent. It is also impotttaait the umpires
retain possession of the ball, which they will héaleen at the fall of the wicket.

[Law reference: 31.1(b), 16.2, 23.3(b)(ii)

31-B Umpires investigating non-appearance of batsam (2)

A wicket falls and no new batsman appears. After protracted delay the umpires investigate. The captain of
the batting side does not concede the match. How is it decided which batsman is out? Do the umpires
accept the captain’s nomination, or should they refer to the team sheet to prevent sharp practice?

There are several points to make

1. The umpires’ investigation is to discover thet$ on which to decide whether or not the non-afgree of the
batsman constitutes a refusal to play. They withe to the conclusion

either thatitis a refusal to play

In this case, if warning the captain doesn’t sairids out, they wilaward the match. Even if the captain
statesthat he is prepared to concede defeat, the Lasvdawn that if the umpires decide it is a refusal
and the captain persists, then the match wikwarded, not Conceded

or thatitis not a refusal to play. Play will thEnee be resumed.

2. The bowler’'s end umpire will have called Tinefdre leaving the field. This means that therencaibe a
subsequerappeal. There may or may not have been an appéak he does so. The umpires have not left
until there has been ‘protracted delay’, so thatdhll of Time will not have been made so sooroateprive the
fielding side of the opportunity to appeal. Evethere was an appeal, that appeal cannot havedresvered, as
there was no batsman there to give out.

3. The only question of giving out a batsman, whene appears after the fall of the wicket, isdfme if there
was an appeal before Time was called.

What the umpires have to do, having investigateth inform the captain that there has been anapped
therefore a man is out. They will accept the dafganomination for which man this is, so that Huerers can be
informed. They may consider that there hasbeen a refusal to play. They will do so onlyhiétte is some
serious and cogent reason for a batsman not hgaing out to the wicket. They will then set a disdfor
another batsman to get out to the wicket, calculsdime from the expiry of the three minutes raite fall of
the wicket until this deadline (for the purposesgfending the time for close of play), return te field, answer
the appeal, call Play at the deadline time andicoetthe game. If, on the other hand they awagdhtch,
because they consider there is a refusal to fgiay, inust still return to the field to answer theeal, but will
then call Time for the conclusion of the match.

[Law reference: 31.1(b), 16.2, 21.3, 2.3




Law 32
32-A Catching the ball vis-a-viscompleting the catch

There appears to be a contradiction in Law 32.4 (and in Law 19.4, where the same words are used). How is
it possible for a fielder to catch the ball but subsequently touch the boundary etc. while carrying the ball
but before completing the catch?
A fielder catches the ball when he takes it inglidrom a stroke of the bat. He does not completecatch until
he has established both forms of complete control
() overthe ball
and (i) over his own movement

For a fielder liable to run over the boundary, cohbver his own movement does not imply that he teestop
running. He has to convince the umpire that hédcstop running, or run in any direction that hesh.

For the catch to be valid, he has to establish ti@be controls within the field of play. Laws4.8nd 32.4 refer
to the fielder touching the boundary in the pefietiwveen the first catching and the final control.
[Law reference: 32.4, 19.4

32-B Ball hit by striker lodges between two stumpat the other end

A ball that is not a No ball is hit back to the non-striker’s end. Without touching the ground it lodges

between two stumps. A fielder takes it out and holds it. There is an appeal.

Lodging between the stumps is not one of the reabsted in Law 23 for the ball becoming deadthe list of
Definitions in Appendix D, the stumps are listedraplements of the game, so cannot possibly becdgae a
boundary in the way that an obstacle could be. cldine ball has not become dead. The fielderkingand
holding the ball has complete control over the ball over his own movement. The ball was not giledrfrom the
time it left the bat until the fielder handled itdaobtained control over it. A fair catch is tHere possible.

The fielder would have to retrieve the ball, i.eakm and complete the catch, within a reasonablke biefore
both sides and most importantly the umpire haveerbto regard the ball as in play.

Providing this was all satisfied, the umpire woh#djustified in giving the striker out Caught, imsaver to the
appeal [Law reference: 32.1, 2B

32-C Catch from pad-ground-bat strike

If the ball first hits the pad, then the ground and then the bat, can the striker be out Caught?

Law 32.3(d) states that it is a fair catch “if elfier catches the ball after it has been lawfulyck more than
once, but only if the ball has not touched the grbsince being first struck”. An inadvertent setastroke is to be
considered lawful. Because of the grounding, alcest not possible even if the second strike isulvilIf it was
wilful then, unless it was in defence of his wickbie striker would be out Hit the ball twice. Tipgestion of
preventing a catch by a wilful second strike carartte because the ground contact means no catossgle.

[Law reference: 32.3

32-D Allowance if fielder ‘carries the ball over’after a call of No ball

A fielder takes a ball not grounded since contact with the striker’s bat. Law 32.4 stipulates that if

subsequently the fielder, still holding the ball but before completing the catch, comes into contact with the

boundary (or is grounded beyond it) then 6 runs will be scored, even if an allowance of fewer than 6 has

been agreed for that section of boundary. What is the situation if the delivery is a No ball, so that a catch

could not be completed in any case?

If the fielder touches or is grounded beyond therlatary in the situation described, the ball wilhiediately
become dead under Law 19.3(a)(ii), so that themebeano completion of a catch in any circumstandes

therefore not relevant that a catch was not inffassible. The 6 run award will apply even in¢hse of a No ball,
which of course will mean that there is additiopalll run penalty for the No ball.

[Law reference: 32.4



32-E Ball striking discarded bat

In receiving the ball, the striker lets go of his bat. If the ball touches the bat, and the delivery is not a No ball,
could he be out Caught? If he is not out, could runs be scored and if so would they be credited to the striker?

In this situation, the umpire w ould have to judgeether the act of dropping the bat was accideatal
deliberate.

Take first the accidental case. Law 6.3(a) stigsléhat reference to the bat is to imply thatohieis held by the
batsman. Law 28.1(a)(ii) sets this aside for theason of the wicket being put down by the strikdat. Apart from
this single specifically stated exception, Law &)3¢ to apply throughout the Laws. In particulawill apply in Law
32.1. Unless the striker’s hand is in contact whilh bat when it is touched by the ball, the cantal€ not count as the
ball touching the bat. The first requirement faraéch will not be satisfied. The striker will g out Caught.

No unfair act has been committed, so there is asam in Law for runs not to be scored. Howevegxgsained
above, the ball has not officially touched the batless the ball touches the striker’'s personh suns can only be
Byes. If the ball does touch the striker’'s perstnopping his bat cannot be counted as an atteynpinb to play the
ball or to avoid being hit by the ball. Leg byesuld not be allowed, so no runs would accrue.

If, however, in the opinion of either umpire, thiker let go of his bat deliberately, two pointssa. Firstly, any
deflection of the ball by the bat would have tabgarded as wilful, on exactly the same basisebdh hitting a
deliberately discarded helmet is deemed to beifiglthe ball illegally. If there was an appeatj@gs consideration
would have to be given to dismissing the strikest@lrting the field. Secondly, the umpires wouddustified in
regarding this wilful act as an attempt to avoithbecaught. This is unfair and against the Spirthe Game. The
umpire should call and signal Dead ball under Lawiéand both umpires take action under Law 42.1@mdrting the
batsman and his captain. The call of Dead ballldvoficourse prohibit the scoring of any runs.

[Law reference: 32.1, 6.3, 28.1, 42.4, 42]18




Law 33
33-A Handled the ball versus Obstructing the field

In most cases when a batsman wilfully handles the ball, he will disadvantage the fielding side in some way.
If he is given out on appeal, how does the umpire decide whether he is out Handled the ball or Obstructing
the field?

It is true that the Law does not lay down clearrmtaries between these two situations. The diffardies in the
intent.

To be out Obstructing the field, either umpireifarecessary the umpires together after consutiatinust
consider that the batsman has made a wilful attéonplbstruct or distract the opposing side by wardction.
Such action could include handling the ball in samag, but the use of a hand not holding the batlevonly be the
meangsoy which the attempt is made.

To be out Handled the ball, it is the wilful hamdjiitself which contravenes the Law, with no paiéc intention
of obstructing the fielding side.

The striker *handling the ball’ in receiving it frothe bowler may do so to prevent the ball frortingthis
wicket. He is out Handled the ball. If, howeute ball had already touched his bat and the widlestper or a
close fielder is making an attempt to catch itntpashing it away with his hand will be preventmgatch and he
will be out Obstructing the field.

Between these two clear cut extremes, there witldses where it is difficult to be sure that thieomcwas ‘a
wilful attempt to obstruct. . . . . '

In one case where the batsman’s purpose in hanifienball may or may not be evident, the Law remnsdhe
necessity for the umpires to consider intent. awl37.4, it could be well be a ‘free’ hand whichtheut consent,
is used to return the ball in play to a fieldehisTsection of Law speaks only of ‘bat or persofhe batsman is
then out Obstructing the field, since a hand nddihg the bat is part of his person.

Neither method of dismissal is credited to the ywiBoth allow runs completed before the offerxcbe
scored, except in the case of a catch being oliettuchen also it is always the striker who is dfithe wilful
handling of the ball interferes with an attemptatth, however, it will usually be clear that it viae batsman’s
aim to do so. The umpire will not have difficultyadjudging this to be Obstructing the field. olfner situations,
unless he is certain that it was a wilful attenapbbstruct, he will consider the batsman out Hamhthe ball.
Intention can be difficult to judge; handling thalllds a fact.

It must be remembered that the wilfulness of th@ads to be discounted, if the batsman handledtil in play
with the consent of the other side, or to avoidripj
[Law reference: 33.1, 37.L

33-B Scoring runs after handling the ball

Law 33.2(i) states that a batsman is not out if he handles the ball in order to avoid injury. If he does this,
and runs are then taken, would they be allowed and if so, how should they be scored?

The umpire must be satisfied that the handlindnefliall was strictly to prevent injury to the bagsmand not an
attempt to propel it any distance into the fielflafter the striker has fended off a delivery laistway, the batsmen
start to run then, providing the umpire is satidfileat the batsman was genuinely defending hinfisatf injury,
those runs will be allowed. If there has beenamtact with the bat before the incident, they stidag scored as
Leg byes.

If after the striker has received the ball, a batsmubsequently uses his hand to fend off the fxaliding the
umpire is satisfied that this actionsiictly to avoid injury, there is nothing in Law to prevéme batsmen from
taking runs, or continuing runs in progress. Stasmen might nevertheless consider it fairer fi@ire from
doing so. Note, however, that if the umpire is satisfied as to the batsman’s intention, he shooidider whether
the action could be construed as obstructing #id. fi

[Law reference: 33.2(i)




Law 34
34-A Run started before overthrow after lawful seond strike

The striker lawfully hits the ball twice. There is an overthrow, but not until after the batsmen have started
running. They complete one run. If they had crossed before the overthrow, no runs will count. Should
they be sent back to their original ends in this case?

No. The batsmen are to be sent back to theirr@iginds only if runs are disallowed, a boundascizred, or in
certain cases of dismissal (Law 18.12). None e$¢happlies here. The fact that the first partdags not counts
not a disallowance of runs It is simply a run not added to the total. dslexactly the same status as the run in
progress when a batsman is Run out.

[Law reference: 34.4, 18.1pR




Law 35
35-A Wicket broken by piece breaking off bat

As the striker plays the ball, a sizeable chunk of his bat breaks off, flies back and dislodges a bail. Is he out?

No. Laws 28.1(a)(ii) (Wicket put down) and Law BOut Hit wicket) both use the words ‘by the strils bat’
in specifying how the wicket can be put down. Hfiere part of his bat does not qualify.
[Law reference: 35.1, 28.L

35-B Striker setting off for first run after Wide ball has been called

If a fairly delivered ball is called a Wide and therefore there is no opportunity for the batsman to play the
ball, can he be out if he puts his wicket down in setting off for a run?
The striker does have tlopportunityto play at a Wide so the question does not atitecan always move

towards it and prevent it from being wide. Everving towards it could constitute ‘playing at itThis is what

Law 25.2(a) is about. “If the striker by moving. . ?. If he chooses not to move towards it, thatissdhoice.

Balls which he has no opportunity to play are @gample)
The umpire calls Dead ball because the bowler doeselease the ball

A fast delivery goes wide and, before it reachessthiker, hits silly mid off on the back of theaue He
collapses and the umpire calls Dead ball for ‘sesimjury’
[Law reference: 35.1(iii), 25.2(d)




Law 36
36-A General guidance on ‘whether the ball would &ve hit the wicket’

What follows is onlygeneral guidanceon judging whether the ball would have gone ohitahe wicket, if it
had not been intercepted. More detailed guidanoebe found in the MCC Open Learning Manual inisaal of
the commentary on Law 36. This is on pages 36e238n-3

Law 36.1(e) requires an affirmative answer to thesgion “But for the interception, would the badie hit the
wicket?” in order to complete the requirementstfar striker to be dismissed Leg before wicket. Wassessing
whether the ball would have gone on to hit thekstis wicket, it has to be assumed under Law 36.@tthe
path of the ball before interception would have cotinued after interception, irrespective of whether the ball
might have pitched subsequently or not.

Obviously the height of the initial interceptiontbk ball also has to be taken into account inssasg whether
the onward path of the ball after interception wilnidve taken it on to hit the striker’s wicket. odlmer important
factor will be the distance from the striker's wétlat which the interception occurred. This togethith the height
would give some indication whether or not the cwntd path of the ball would take it over the tophaf wicket.
The Law does not require any judgment as to whghtitiave happened if the ball had pitched after any
interception, so the vagaries of the pitch are ielited from the equation.

The assessment of the continued path of the balhwthhits the striker's person full pitch is muehsier than
when the ball pitches prior to interception. Tiepire will know the angle of delivery in relation the two
wickets. He will be able to observe any lateralveroent in the air, judge the height at intercep#iod establish
how far from the striker’s wicket the initial int@ption took place. He will have a longer perindhe flight of the
ball to make his assessment, with no movementefpitch to contend with.

The case of the ball pitching before intercept®mbre difficult. The umpire will still know thengle of
delivery, will observe any lateral movement in #ie judge the height at interception and estalbilisiv far from
the striker’s wicket the initial interception toplkace. This latter point is vital in both cas@$e distance the ball
would have had to travel will be an essential idgrst in judging whether or not the ball would hdwnethe
striker’'s wicket. He will also have to take intccaunt both the lateral and vertical movement aain prior to
pitching. However, he has less time to decidditted onward path of the ball. His decision onttfiaal path rests
on the time between the ball pitching and theahititerception. This period of time can be extegnmshort. The
longer the period is, the easier it will be for timapire to make his judgment.

There will be occasions when the umpire will haiféadilty in deciding whether the interception toplace
before or after the ball pitched. If he is notesut follows that he will not be able to determthe further path of
the ball and, if he cannot be sure that the bailld/bave gone on to hit the wicket, he cannot stppe appeal.

In both cases the crucial question is, “Would tak have hit the wicket?”
[Law reference: 36.1(e), 36.2(lh)




Law 37
37-A Injured non-striker brings himself into game by balking a catch

There is a batsman with a runner. The runner is at the non-striker’s end. The injured batsman is standing
at square leg, out of the game. The striker hits a ball, which is not a No ball, in the air towards the square
leg fielder. The injured striker wilfully prevents a catch being taken. How should an appeal be answered?

This is the same situation as, with both batsnethi non-striker obstructing a catch. In thaegalthough it is
the non-striker who has obstructed the field, uhnder 37.3 (Obstructing a ball from being caught}ithe striker
who is out. Here, although the injured man hasigind himself into the game by an act of obstructibe same
principle applies. It is the uninjured striker wismout.

[Law reference: 37.3, 2.8(d)(I)

37-B Batsman dropping a glove

What happens if the non-striker, holding his gloves, drops one of them and the ball in play touches it?

If the umpire decides that the dropping of the glaas a wilful act, then the batsman is out Obstrgche field
and on appeal would be dismissed. If it was dieatr dropping the glove was entirely accidentahttiee incident
should be treated in the same way as if the bdlldtaidentally struck a batsman while he was runnifihe ball
remains in play. Although, by allowing the poskibiof runs, this may seem to give unfair advaetégthe batting
side it should be remembered that equally it mag desadvantage since, for example, either of tbeutd be out if
striking the glove deflected the ball on to the keic when otherwise it would have missed the stumps

[Law reference: 37.2




Law 38
38-A Run out after contact with fielder's helmet

A ball is struck directly on to a helmet worn by a fielder. It rebounds, hits the striker and ricochets on to

the wicket, dislodging a bail. If the striker is out of his ground, is he out Run out?

In the definitions in Appendix D to the Laws, pheasuch as ‘rebounds directly’ are defined as muitttontact
with any fielder’ although contact with the grouischot excluded. Since in the situation descriibetie question
there has been no contact with any fielder afterétoound from the helmet, the striker will notdog Run out.

[Law reference: 38.2, Appendix D

38-B Dismissal dependent on whether bowler releasdall before entering delivery stride or not

The striker’s wicket is put down by the wicket-keeper, or directly from the bowler’s delivery, while he is
out of his ground but not attempting a run. What difference does it make to the striker’s dismissal if the
bowler released the ball

(@) during his delivery stride? (b) before entering his delivery stride?

The question does not mention the bowler’s actioreieasing the ball. By definition, if hebswling the ball
he is in his delivery stride. Equally, if he istiiw his delivery stride he cannot bewlingthe ball. We have the
possibilities

Bowler throws the ball can be before or during\dsly stride

No ballmust be called (and signalled)

Bowler bowls the ball fairly isin his delivery stride
delivery might be
a No ball from cause other than his action
not a No ball.

The answer therefore looks at balls which are rmbBlls as well those which are. It should be cidtat Law
24.4 applies only tathrowing the ball towards the striker's end before delivery

(@) The bowler has entered his delivery stridee délivery may be fair or a throw, or a No ball &mother
reason. He can in no circumstances Run out thesttirectly [Law 38.2(b)]. Another fielder (whean be
the wicket-keeper) must touch the ball before tsmown the wicket.

Bowler releases ball DURING his delivery stride

wicket is put down Not No ball No ball
Not out
by ball directly Bowled | [ Not Bowled - No ball ]
[ Not Run out - not touched by fielder ]
by wicket-keeper alone Stumped* Not out”® - Law 38.2(e)
another fielder involved | Runout Run out

* . . i : : .
The question stated that the striker was not attie run. In both this chart and the one in @aytif he had
been attempting a run he would have been out Ruimdhe three instances marked with an asterisk.

(b) The bowler hamotentered his delivery stride. His delivery is #fere not bowling the ball. There is no
requirement for the ball to be touched by anottebdédr before it puts down the wicket. No ball e called
for the throw, but the warning and reporting pragedaid down in Law 24.2 is not to be implemented.



Bowler releases ball BEFORE entering his delivery stride

wicket is put down No ball must be called
: Run out
by ball directly no requirement for another fielder
_ Not out™
by wicket-keeper alone [Not Stumped - No ball

[Not Run out - Law 38.2(e)]

another fielder involved Run out

[Law reference: 38.2(b), 24.4, 38.2(k)




Law 40
40-A Playing without a wicket-keeper

Can a team play without a wicket-keeper?

The umpires are to recognise a player as a wickeipdr by his actions and positioning. Therefoagipg without
a wicket-keeper implies that a side would havem®to gather deliveries missed by the striker addchave no one
behind the stumps for catches coming off the babbly slightly deflected. Any player in such asfiton as the ball
was being delivered and received would be recodrasea wicket-keeper and subject to the restriejpdaced on
wicket-keepers. Moreover, with no player in a posito be recognised as a wicket-keeper, thecid#l not effect a
stumping, would be strictly confined to having ot players behind the popping crease on theitkgat the instant
of delivery and could have no player wearing glomesxternal leg guards. There would also be fioekd position
where a fielder could place a helmet he did nohwdswear. Nevertheless, there is nothing in Lamclvrequires a
side to have a wicket-keeper, if a captain so olmo3he umpires would have to be vigilant, howgieeensure that
the fielding side did not try to have the advansagiehaving a wicket-keeper as well as the advastafjhaving an
11th ‘normal’ fielder.

[Law reference: 40.1, 40.3, 39.1, 41.5




Law 41
41-A The difference between a fielder's helmet and fielder's cap.

Please explain the difference between a helmet and a cap in the various situations that can arise if the
fielder is not wearing these items.

There is no breach of Law if a ball in play strilkesap or a helmet worn on a fielder’'s head. Eitha
legitimate part of his person. There are, howesertain ways in which the striker cannot be otihé ball
rebounds from a helmet worn by a fielder. Thisliggmnly to a helmet and not to a cap or anytleilsg he is
wearing. If the ball in play hits a cap or helmet being worn, the umpire has to decide whether #ilehias
‘wilfully been fielded other than with his person’.

‘wilfully’ is a key word in Law 41.2. Unfortunatglit does not have a single simple interpretatidhe umpire
has to recognise different degrees of wilfulnesspeding to the situation. If a fielder’s ctgils off and the ball
touches it, the Law has not been broken and thedrahins in play. The same would be true of a pbspectacles
or any other item (difficult to imagine) capablefalling off, except the fielder’'s helmetif, however, he had
pushedhis cap off, or hatbkenoff a sweater, even though he may not deliberatelgoeuvre the object to
intercept the ball, because he had removed it elaibly he is to be considered as wilfully fieldihg ball
otherwise than with his person.

A helmet is to be considered differently. If thedlihits a helmet not being worn, whether it hdkefeoff or been
taken off, it is to be considered that the ball been fielded unfairly.

In applying penalties for the unfair fielding, iteraf ‘clothing’ are to be regarded as carryingighsly lower
degree of wilfulness than helmets.

If the ballaccidentallytouches
an item of clothing (not a helmet) which Hallen off

there has been no breach of Law. The ball remaipky.

If the ballaccidentallytouches
an item of clothing which has beeansciouslytaken off
or a helmet, irrespective of how it has been rerdove
the ball has been unfairly fielded within the termfidaw 41.3. The ball becomes dead, a 5-run pemabwarded
butno report is to be made.

If the fielderdeliberatelytries to field the ball by manoeuvring
an item of clothing or a helmet, irrespective ohhaither has been removed
again the ball has been wilfully fielded unfairlin this case, however, the acta#tempt to fieldvas wilful, and
therefore it is to be considered within the terrhkaw 41.2. The ball becomes dead, a 5-run permaiyvarded
and a report is to be made.
[Law reference: 41.241.3




Law 42
42-A The bowling of high full pitched balls

How does an umpire decide whether a delivery is ‘a slow delivery’ if a slow bowler bowls a faster ball, or
conversely, a fast bowler bowls a slower ball?

The pace of any delivery is to be judged againsitwhto be considered ‘fast’ or ‘slow’ within tikentext of the
particular match. How it compares with other defigs by that bowler is irrelevant.
[Law reference: 42.6(b)

42-B Dangerous and unfair bowling

In the new 2003 version of Law 42.7(b) should the words ‘at the same batsman’ be inserted before ‘by the
same bowler in the same innings’, or is it intended that a second warning is to be issued if a previously
warned bowler delivers, for example, a fast short pitched ball over head height at any batsman?

No - to both questions. The wording is as intenaledl should not be changed. Neither, howevehgisvording
to be interpreted as suggested in the question.

Fast high full pitchesare straightforward. Law 42.6(b)(i) states catagdly that any such ball is to be deemed
dangerous and unfair. Consequently, under Law(dXifj, on any and every occasion when a bowldivdes a
high full pitch, action is to be taken against himgspective of who the striker is. Unless thepirmconsiders it
was delivered deliberately, (taken care of by L&Y, this action will be a first warning, a finahrning or
suspension, depending on whether there have begiops warningslt is quite irrelevant which particular form of
dangerous and unfair bowling has caused any presvigarning to be issueat which batsman was involved

Forfast short pitched bowling there are a number of considerations. It doédecome dangerous and unfair
until the umpire so decides, according to bothigestof 42.6(a). That decision will be based andbility of a
particular batsman to handle such bowling, rememfehat this ability will be eroded by repetitioithis decision
cannot apply to other batsmen. Once it is madegekier, not only will a warning be issued, but amgke
repetition of the same type of bowlitgthat batsmanwill require further warning. On the other hafat, a
different batsman warning will not be triggerediliite umpire decides that such bowling has becdarmgerous
and unfair fothat batsman. If, however, the bowler concerned haady been warned, the warning now to be
issued will be the second and final one, even thdhg previous warning related to a different batsmSimilarly,
after two previous warnings, a new decision abdusitaman will mean suspension for the bowler.

It should be clear in 42.7(a) that a first warnimigj result from either the umpire coming to sucHegzision, or
the bowling of a single dangerous and unfair highgditch. Once this first warning has been issdather
instance, or further repetition of dangerous arfdinbowling is therefore

either the delivery of a dangerous and unfair Highpitch to anybatsman

or just one single delivery of the type that tinepire hasalreadydecided is dangerous and unfair for the
batsman facing it

or the umpire reachinfgr the first timea decision that the bowling of fast short pitchedls is dangerous
and unfair for the batsman now facing.
[Law reference: 42.642.7)

42-C Fast short-pitched balls bouncing over headdight

There seems to be a contradiction in Law 42.6. The first paragraph explains that the umpire must consider

whether fast short pitched balls are likely to cause injury. He is not to take action until he decides that

there has been too much repetition of such balls. The second paragraph, however, says he is to take

action at once for any ball which bounces over head height, so obviously can’t cause injury. Can you

please explain?

It should first be noted that although the headihljaw 42.6 is ‘Bowling of fast short pitched ballsection
(a)(ii) begins with the words (without the emboldw®y) Any delivery which after pitching. . . .. Thereis n

reference to the pace of the ball, nor to its belmgrt pitched. This section therefore appliegltaeliveries which
pitch and then bounce over head height of theeststanding upright at the crease, whether fasbbr



The calling (and signalling) of No ball for delives bouncing over head height is entirely sepdrata
considering them as contributing to the sequerading to a decision that the bowling has becomgelaus and
unfair. Under Law 25.1(b) there is a case for a@ering these deliveries to be Wides. Wieldinghhéabove the
head, almost as though it were a tennis racquegrtainly not a ‘normal cricket stroke’. Law 4@akii) instructs
that they shall instead be No balls for two reasdda the one hand No balls give the striker maodgetion from
dismissal; on the other hand, if the striker daea INo ball, it is still a No ball and the 1 rueralty is still
awarded. This is not true of Wides.

The umpire will be monitoring the bowling of allsfashort pitched balls. A batsman needs to hameqack
reactions and be very alert in order to deal swfaltg with them. Although a competent batsman migchieve
this at first, his alertness and speed of reaatidinvane with frustration and tiredness. Bothtloése aspects apply
to a ‘fast short pitched ball bouncing over heaigihta In addition, the continual awareness thaisin danger if
he gets it wrong, perhaps stimulating at first] ali$o take its toll. Since he very possibly may know when the
ball pitches that it will rise so high as to bernbess, this applies to the *harmless bouncer’ tbbis is why the
umpire is instructed to includdl deliveries bouncing over head height as partefépetition. It should be noted,
however, that when the umpire calls No ball forrsadelivery, it is @tand alone penalty It is not the start of the
action of warning, final warning and suspensiomaflprocess is triggeraxhly by the umpire’s decision that the
bowling hashecomealangerous and unfair for a particular batsman.

[Law reference: 42.6, 2b
42-D The relative skill of a batsman (1)

The Law instructs that in judging dangerous and unfair bowling, the relative skill of the batsman should be
taken into consideration. Should special consideration be given to a ‘night-watchman’, coming in when a
wicket falls close to the end of a day’s play?

The description ‘night-watchman’ is not used in tiasvs. It is used informally of a batsman who cerime
when a wicket falls near the end of a day’s plaigt the specific intention that, although he is likely to score
many runs, he can play the bowling safely, sodhaore skilful batsman, who could be expected dvesmore
freely the following day, is not exposed to thé s losing his wicket before the close of playheldescription,
therefore, cannot apply except in games of mone timee day’s duration. Moreover, it can apply dola player
considered by his captain to be capable of fadiegbowling.

When a new batsman comes in, at any stage in amgsrhe is just that - a new batsman. The unipinet
expected to be clairvoyant nor should he presumthery from the batsman’s position in the battimges. The
umpire must assume initially that any new batsnsasapable of dealing with the bowling. Whethenot there is
anything to indicate to the umpire that he is ditranal ‘night watchman’ is irrelevant, especiatgmembering that
the possibility of a night watchman can arise dnlynatches of more than one day’s duration. Swaches are not
played in lower levels of cricket. A more exacessment of each batsman’s level of skill must adenfrom
seeing him in action, that is by seeing how weltleals with the deliveries he receives.

[Law reference: 42.6
42-E The relative skill of a batsman (2)

The answer given to an earlier question on dangerous and unfair bowling instructed that the umpire must
judge the skill of a batsman by seeing him in action. Might this not mean that an inexperienced batsman
could be in danger?

It has to be remembered that the Law uses the‘tetative skill’. A beginner is not in particul@anger when
all the other players are also beginners. It waakcely be appropriate to rely on each captaiiigment to draw
up some list of ‘ratings’ before the start of plegven if it were, it would not deal with the daption ‘relative’,
since he would know only his own players. It isréfore impossible for the umpire to have forekrealge of each
batsman’s skill in relation to the bowling he midjaive to face. It has to be assumed that the rdaye in general
capable of taking part adequately in the matchllsSkay vary, however, and the umpire has to assash
batsman’s level of skill (in the context of the ggrby seeing how well he deals with the delivehieseceives.

On the other hand both the umpires and the capti@wns a duty of care to the players. At some fegékricket
there might be good reason to consider a partitiltsman specially vulnerable. When such a batsoares to
the wicket, the umpire should be satisfied thatitbwler has been made aware of the situation thrbisycaptain.
Such special cases should be picked up when theofiplayers are given to one of the umpires leefoe toss.

[Law reference: 42.6



42-F Bowler runs on the protected area in followHrough, not having released the ball

A bowler fails to release the ball in his delivery stride. The umpire calls Dead ball. The bowler continues
running, however, and runs on to the protected area. Has he breached Law 42.12?

Yes, he has. Even though he has not releasedlihé¢he continuation of his run is to be consideas part of
the bowler’'s bowling action. If, during it, theler runs on the protected area the umpire wilktagpropriate
action. The fact that Dead ball has been callex$ amt affect this.

[Law reference: 42.12

42-G Damage to pitch not restricted to the proteetd area

In talking of damage caused by fielders or batsmen, why is the word ‘pitch’ used, rather than ‘protected area’

Before the 2000 Code, the Law put the onus on tigines to intervene and prevent players from causin
damage to any part of the pitch which might hasessesd the bowlers of either side. One of sewdifatulties with
this was that umpires could not have foreknowleafgghat would help bowlers they had not yet se&nother
difficulty was intervening to prevent action whibhd not yet happened! In the 2000 Code this has bienplified.
It does not require preventative action by the uwa®i They now have to award punishment for coetrden.
Contravention, however, is differently defined.sltausing avoidable damage to the pitch.

The description ‘avoidable damage’ was introducethe 2000 Code. It takes account of two facts.

One is thaany movement on the surface will wear away that sertaca greater or lesser extent. Even a mouse
running up and down on more or less the same piltmwme wear that path bare. It would takeexywlong time
for the damage to become visible, but the wearhwalle started long before it did so. It is the adom players,
except that the build up of wear would reach thgastwhen it became visible very much more quickly.

The other is that the normal conduct of the ganieraguire players to be on the pitch, even onpiatected
area, at times. The striker taking guard and ptayhe ball will do so on the pitch. A fielder magve to go on to
the pitch to field the ball. The bowler cannotghbut have the first part of his follow through tve pitch. All such
legitimate activities will cause wear, but thisMié unavoidable. Avoidable damage is obviouslysed by a
player who leaves marks by digging his feet in wessarily hard, turning unnecessarily sharply andrs It is
also causewhenevera player moves about on the pitch when he hasad to be there.

Specifically in Law, the protected area relateth®bowler in the same way as under the 1980 Chbidehas to
move off the protected area within a specifiedatise, now 5 feet, in his follow through. A bowiea fielder,
however and in common with all fielders he too &assponsibility to avoid unnecessary damagmtopart of the
pitch. A batsman has the same responsibility hadstriker is to run off the pitch as soon as fesifter he has
exercised his right either to play the ball or not.

[Law reference: 42.14, 42.16

42-H Damage to pitch when bowler runs on the protged area

If the bowler runs on the protected area in his follow through he is subject to the penalties set out in Law
42.12. Does this mean that if he causes damage which the umpire considers was wilful, then he is not
liable to the 5-run penalty, prescribed in 42.137?

The bowler is a fielder, albeit a specialised ombe definition of a fielder in Appendix D confirntisis. Laws
which apply to fielders apply to him. It is recaggd that he will have to run on some part of tibehpn his follow
through and therefore the wear and tear on thatop#éne pitch is noavoidabledamage. If he runs on the protected
area, he has breached the Law merely by doind\ag.damage that may result from the mere act ofiimgnon in
his follow through is covered by the penalty of miags and ultimate suspension for that offence.isH®t to be
separatelypenalised for that damage. This provision appbdss status as a bowler. If however, he gogex:
this anddeliberatelycauses damage to any part of the pitch, whethaisifollow through or later, then his being a
bowler is irrelevant. As a fielder he will incure penalty set out in Law 42.13. If the wilful dage is done when
he is running on the protected area in his follbwtigh, he will incur both penalties.

[Law reference: 42.12, 42.13



42-J What constitutes a run in progress?

If a fielder wilfully obstructs a batsman in running, among other things the run in progress is to count

whether the batsmen had crossed or not. What constitutes a run in progress?

The situation of the non-striker is that at amydiwhen he is out of his ground while the balhiplay he is
deemed to be running. If, after the striker hagireed the ball, either batsman is the subjechddteempted
distraction or obstruction, and the non-strikeous of his ground at the instant of the call of Dé&all, then a run is
in progress.

The position of the striker is different. He camdut of his ground and still not be classed asingn The
striker's movement may only be part of his playaidhe ball, or it may be an attempt to run. Qhb/umpire(s)
seeing the action can decide. The same decis®toHze made in the case of a stumping.

It takes both batsmen to complete a run, but ie¢lee action of only one of them to constituteralveing in
progress.

Once, however, a run has been completed, the abletriker’ and ‘non-striker’ no longer apply. €umpire
will have to judge whether either or both of thésb@en is attempting a run. Again, it needs only batsman to be
considered to be attempting a run for a run tlmh@ogress.

[Law reference: 42.%

42-K Attempting a dismissal when batsmen try to stal a run before delivery

In Law 42.16, if the bowler takes no action the umpire is to call Dead ball, award 5 penalty runs (to the
fielding side) and report the offence. However, this is only if the bowler does not attempt to run out either
batsman. If he attempts to run out the non-striker and fails, under Law 42.15 Dead ball is to be called.
The fielding side gets no penalty runs, but at least has had the opportunity to take the non-striker’s
wicket. If he attempts to run out the striker and fails, not only is no penalty awarded but also under Law
24.4 No ball is to be called. The fielding side has been penalised but it is the batting side who is trying to
cheat. This seems completely unfair.

It should be noted that this provision of Law hearsely changed in the 2000 Code from what it wethé 1980
Code. In fact the fielding side has marginallysldgsadvantage now, in that at least the strikerbearun out in
spite of the throw being a No ball, whether hetisrapting a run or not.

One consideration is that the umpire is not noweeigd to read the bowler's mind. It used to shso\ws the
ball at the striker’'swicket, in an attempt to run him out’. Now it merely says ‘towards the striker's end'.

The bowler has a range of options - and they aresdaime as those he had before.
He can try to get the striker out in a variety ofmal ways.
He can also try throwing the ball towards the strikend (before entering his delivery stride).rééf he

fails he has not only given away a No ball penaitgd another delivery in the over, which would hapime
either case, he has given the batsmen a chancerm slf he succeeds, he has secured a dismissal.

He can attempt to run out the non-striker - lesk hiere. If he fails, Dead ball is called andrsré is another
delivery in the over.

He can stop and not deliver the ball - no risklldbere. The umpire will stop proceedings in aage and if
he considers that the batsmen were trying to ateah he will impose penalties on the batting sitat the
bowler loses the possibility of a dismissal on tielivery.

If he chooses a high risk option (for whatever o@aghen he has to accept that risk. It is ndtde@onsidered
unfair that the Law offers him the choice.
[Law reference: 42.16, 24.4, 42.15

42-L Striker ‘padding ball away’ drops bat

A delivery is not a No ball. The striker makes no attempt to play it with his bat, but pushes it away with his
pad. In doing so he drops his bat. Could he be out Caught if the ball touches the bat? What would be the
situation if the action of dropping his bat was deliberate?



The answer to the first question is No. Law 6.3(gulates that reference to the bat is to impht the bat is
held by the batsman. Therefore the requiremera faatch, that the ball be touched by the strikeals will not be
satisfied unless the striker’s hand is in contath the bat.

If the umpire judged that the manner in which thewas dropped meant that the action was delibgratevould
be justified in considering it an attempt to avba&ng caught and consequently unfair and agaiessfirit of the
Game. He would therefore have to warn the playe&fsain and report both the captain and playesrdoagly
under Law 42.18.

Moreover, it could very well be that the action Wbhinder the fielders in moving to field the balhd if there
was an appeal, the umpire would have to considensdy giving the striker out under Law 37 (Obsting the
field). If the ball hit the striker's glove theriter could not be out Caught but, since he hatbdeitely discarded
his bat the contact could be considered as wilfadlpdling the ball, on exactly the same basis ad#tl hitting a
deliberately discarded helmet or piece of clotlishngonsidered to be wilfully fielding the ball idally. Then, on
appeal, there would be justification for dismissihg striker, Handled the ball (Law 33)

[Law reference: 42.18, 33, 37




Appendix D
App-A The status of thigh pads [External protective equipmeni

The Law lists leg guards among permitted external protective equipment for a batsman. Does this include
thigh pads?

No. In listing what is permitted for batsmen, Apdex D uses the word ‘leg guards’; this is thenlidiea by the
description ‘batting pads’. Thigh pads are notibgtpads and therefore are not permitted extgrrakctive
equipment. There is nothing to prevent batsmemring#high pads under other clothing. There mayniseances
of players, for example young boys or girls, noavireg long trousers. In this case, a small lendtine thigh pad
protruding beneath the shorts should not be takdweaching this injunction, as long as the pdmkiag worn

under the outer clothing. The last point apptiely in the case of pads which can reasonably be desgtds thigh
pads worn under short trousers or a skirt.

[Law reference: Appendix D]




