
WORLD RUGBY U20 CHAMPIONSHIP 2016 

 

Decision of an Independent Judicial Officer 

 

Held at The Park Inn Hotel Manchester on 17th June 2016 

 

In respect of Romuald Seguy No 10 France (“The Player”) 

 

AND 

 

A Citing Complaint by Andy Blyth (England) Citing Commissioner, in respect of an Act of 

Stamping contrary to Law 10.4(b) in the match between France v South Africa on 

Wednesday 16
th

 June 2016 at the Etihad Academy Stadium, Manchester. 

 

Judicial Officer: Mike Hamlin (England) 

 

Attending: 

The Player 

Benjamin Peyrelevade - Counsel for the Player 

Guy Molveau – Head of Delegation 

Thomas Lievremont – French Team Manager 

Mathieu Brauge – Administration Manager 

Janet Davidson – Interpreter & Team Liaison Officer 

Rebecca Morgan – Designated Disciplinary Officer - World Rugby 

 

DECISION OF THE JUDICIAL OFFICER 

 

The Judicial Officer found that The Player committed an act of foul play, namely an Act of 

Stamping Contrary to Law 10.4(b). 

 

The Player is suspended from taking part in the game of rugby union for a period of 5 

weeks. The Player is suspended for the remaining 2 matches in this tournament which 

represents a 2 week suspension in the context of this tournament. Thereafter, The Player is 

suspended until midnight on 24
th

 August 2016. The Player is free to resume playing on 25
th

 

August 2016.  

 

The Judicial Officer made no award of costs. 

 

 

                                                   INTRODUCTION 

 

1. I was appointed as an Independent Judicial Officer by The World Rugby Judicial Panel 

Chairman pursuant to The Tournament Regulations. I was appointed to consider the 

Citing Complaint against The Player in the above match in accordance with World 

Rugby U20s Championship 2016 Tournament Regulations (“the Regulations”). 

 

2. Andy Blyth (England) was appointed as Citing Commissioner to this match and cited 

the Player for Stamping, contrary to Law 10.4(b). 

 

3. Pursuant to Section 2.5(c) of Appendix 5 to the Regulations I issued pre-hearing 

Directions. 

 

PRELIMINARY MATTERS AND PROCEDURE 



 

4. At the commencement of the hearing, I noted the identities of all present and  

narrated the allegation. It was confirmed by the Player and Mr Peyrelevade that the 

Player’s position remained as set out in his response to the directions, namely that he 

accepted the Citing Complaint and that he had committed an act of foul play. The sole 

issue to determine was one of sanction. 

 

5. I reminded all present that The Tournament Disciplinary Regulations 2016 applied. I 

outlined the procedure I proposed to adopt to determine the matter. All present agreed 

to proceeding on that basis. No Preliminary matters were raised. 

 

6. I considered the following evidence: 

 

- The Citing Complaint 

- The Player’s and World Rugby’s responses to standing directions 

- Notice of Hearing 

- The Referee’s report in respect of the Yellow Card 

- The DVD of the incident 

-  Medical email from the South African Team Doctor, Dr L.J.Mampane 

- The Player’s evidence and submissions from Mr Peyrelevade 

- Testimonials from Jacques Basset, Gina Caliciuri, and Bruno Rolland 

 

 

SUMMARY OF THE EVIDENCE 

 

7. The Player was alleged to have stamped on SA13, contrary to Law 10.4(b). The Citing 

Commissioner’s Complaint states: 

 

“France are in possession of the ball. A ruck is formed on the 5 metre line ten yards 

into the South African half. France 10, Romuald Seguy has moved into the scrum 

half position and is attempting to lift the ball from the ruck. SA13 Jeremy Ward is 

lying on his back to the right hand side of the ruck. Ward does not appear to be 

preventing the ball from release but his right leg is in relatively close proximity to 

the ball. Seguy attempts to lift the ball but there are hands on the ball preventing 

this. It is unclear whether these are French or South African, but they are not 

Ward’s hands. Seguy then stamps down the inner thigh of Ward’s right leg into the 

groin area, clearly not at that ball. 

 

The incident was reviewed by the TMO and shown on the big screen to the referee 

and assistants. A yellow card was issued. In my opinion a red card should have been 

issued. There is absolutely no way that Seguy is targeting the ball in his actions. He 

clearly strikes Ward in the most fragile part of the male anatomy. Ward is lying on 

his back in a vulnerable position and appears to be unaware that he is having any 

effect on preventing the ball from being recycled when he is targeted by Seguy. 

Ward received treatment on the field but suffered no long term damage and played 

on.”  

 

 

8. The yellow card report from the Referee, Craig Maxwell-Keys stated: 

 

“The ball was slow emerging from the ruck and to free the ball the French 10 

recklessly used his boot in a rucking action but nowhere near the ball and contact 

was initially made to the mid-thigh.” 



 

9. Dr Mampane’s email report stated: 

 

             “I observed SA13 sustaining a blow to the genital region. Jeremy (SA13) had pain  

               related to the trauma. He was deemed to require a short rest/recovery period to  

               allow him to recover from the blow. He did not receive any other specific  

               management to the blow. Post match review at the hotel no complaint from SA13. 

               Next day SA13 mentioned bruising of the scrotum. No laceration or pain reported. 

               On inspection in the testicular region/scrotum-no swelling, no open wounds. 

               SA13 reported a change in skin colour from blue to red specifically related to the 

               Scrotum. I did not see a significant difference in the skin of the scrotum. It  

               appeared normal to me. Assessment-testicular and scrotal blow without any  

               significant sequelae.”  

 

10. I also received, in support of the Citing, recorded match footage of the incident which 

reflects the narrative in the citing complaint. The DVD also shows SA13 on his back as 

stated in the citing complaint with his legs apart and his inner thighs exposed. A French 

player is lying across his torso with one of the French player’s legs between SA13’s 

legs probably making it impossible for SA13 to close or move his legs which are 

positioned 45 degrees to the ground. The Player having tried to lift the ball out of the 

ruck, raises his right leg above the horizontal and with some force stamps down onto 

SA13’s inner leg, his boot initially connecting just above SA13’s knee on the inner 

thigh. The Player’s boot then, probably due to the force of the stamp and the angle of 

SA13’s leg, goes down the inside thigh into the groin area. SA13 can be seen to shout 

out, clearly in pain, he rolls to the side clutching his groin. The Player on a different 

angle DVD can be seen going to SA13 and apologising. Dr Mampane attends SA13 and 

after treatment on the field SA13 resumes playing.  

 

11. The Player in compliance with my pre-hearing directions accepted the citing report as a 

true and accurate account of the incident, adding that the knee of the South African 

player was near the ball. He accepted he committed an act of foul play. I therefore 

uphold the Citing Complaint. The sole issue for me to decide was sanction. 

  

12. The Player told me had reviewed the DVD of the incident and recognised the 

dangerous nature of his action. He wanted to play the ball and get the ball away from 

the ruck, as it was slow and the ball was being held and not being released. When the 

incident was called for review by the TMO, he saw SA13 was hurt and went to him to 

apologise for his actions. He didn’t do it intentionally and aim for SA13’s scrotum. He 

regretted his action for SA13, his team mates and the French management. He was 

yellow carded for 10 minutes at a critical time of the game. He is a fly half not a scrum 

half, he was trying to get the ball out, nothing more. It was being slowed down by a 

hand on the ball. It was the second or third time he had tried to remove the ball from the 

ruck and as he did so he used his foot and he stepped on SA13. His sole intention was 

to get the ball out. SA13’s knee was in front of the ball. He told me that he intended to 

stamp on the hand holding onto the ball. He did not target SA13’s groin area/testicles. 

 

13. I invited the Player to review the incident on the DVD with me. He agreed that SA13 

was in a very vulnerable position, had his hands held down, with a French player on top 

of his torso and the French player’s leg between SA13’s legs preventing SA13 from 

moving. The Player agreed. I also pointed out to The Player, that when he stamped on 

SA13, he had his hands on the ball - he agreed. I suggested that he stamped on SA13 

because his leg was near the ball and preventing the Player from removing the ball from 



the ruck. He denied this saying his intention was to stamp on the hand holding the ball 

but he got it wrong. 

 

14. Mr Peyrelevade submitted on behalf of the Player: 

 

(i) The offending was not intentional but reckless use of the boot to free up the 

              ball. 

      (ii)        Whilst acknowledging the vulnerability of SA13 and the delicate nature of the  

                   SA13’s testicles, the testicles were not the target and there was no injury. 

      (iii)      There was no effect on the match. 

(iv) The Player had immediately apologised. 

(v) The Player was young, had a clean disciplinary record. The 3 testimonials                                       

             confirmed his excellent character and how highly he is regarded by all. 

(vi)       He had French 14 caps at U18, U19 and U20. He was likely to become a full 

time professional for Perpignan USAP in season 2017/18. He was the student 

representative on the college governing body.  

 

Taking into account the Player’s evidence and the above submissions, he invited me to 

categorise the offending as mid entry with full mitigation amounting to 50%. 

 

 

                                       DECISION AS TO CULPABILITY 

 

15. In private, I reviewed all the evidence and submissions. My findings of fact relating to 

the stamp are as follows: 

 

(i) The ball was held in a ruck by player(s) unknown. The ball was near to and   

slightly behind SA13’s right knee, and his right leg was at 45 degrees to the 

ground. SA13 was trapped and lying on his back with his legs apart in a very 

vulnerable position. SA13’s hands were also being held. 

          (ii) SA13 was probably not aware of the position of the ball in the ruck. 

          (iii) At the time the Player stamps, he has his hands on the ball trying to remove it 

from the ruck. He was aware or should have been aware of the presence of 

SA13’s leg given its proximity to the ball. 

          (iv)The Player raises his right leg above 90 degrees and then stamps downwards, his 

boot connecting with SA13’s leg just above the knee with the lower inner thigh. 

The Player’s boot then moves down the inner thigh into the groin area of SA13, 

in my judgment probably due to the position of SA13’s leg and more importantly 

the force of the stamp. 

  (v) The Player’s stamp was intentional, he told me it was. I note The Player’s 

evidence that he intended to stamp on the hand but I find that explanation highly 

improbable, firstly because he had his hands on the ball at the time he stamped 

and secondly because of the proximity of SA13’s knee and leg to the ball which 

appears to be hindering the removal of the ball from the ruck, unbeknown to 

SA13. 

(vi) SA13 suffers immediate pain and holds his scrotum, rolling to the side on his 

back. He receives medical treatment and then plays on. The nature and extent of 

the injury is set out in Dr Mampane’s report (paragraph 9 above). 

      

                                                        SANCTION 

 



16. As to sanction Mr Peyrelevade invited me to categorise the offending as mid entry      

(5 weeks) and also submitted that this was a case where I can justifiably determine that 

the sanction can be discounted under the mitigation factors by 50%. 

 

17. Taking into account my findings set out in paragraph 17 above in assessing the 

seriousness of the offence pursuant to Regulation 12.10.1(a) I find as follows:- 

 

(i) The stamp was intentional. I accept that The Player did not target or deliberately 

aim to stamp on SA13’s groin or testicles but the contact with the lower inner thigh 

was the result of his intention to stamp and the connection with his boot on the 

groin and testicles of SA13 was a direct consequence of the stamp and the force 

with which it was delivered. I reject Mr Peyrelevade’s submission that the Player’s 

action was reckless. This was not a reckless act, save that The Player did not 

intentionally target the groin area but he ought to have known or realised that there 

was a possibility that utilising the force he did on SA13’s leg in the position it was, 

might result in his boot connecting with the groin area. 

(ii) The act of foul play was serious. It involved a stamp with the boot delivered with 

some force. 

(iii)There was no provocation, self defence or retaliation. 

(iv)  Having considered the medical evidence I am satisfied that SA13 suffered 

immediate and significant pain to his testicles, which along with the eyes are the 

most delicate part of the male anatomy. After on field treatment, SA13 was able to 

resume playing and the post match medical evidence confirmed there was no 

subsequent pain or consequential sequelae or further treatment required.  

(v) The conduct had no effect on the game. 

(vi)  SA13 was very vulnerable. He was on his back, pinned down with his legs apart.  

A blow to his leg and then his testicles would have been a shock and completely 

unexpected. 

(vii) The offending was completed. The Player made a conscious decision, albeit on the 

spur of the moment, to stamp because he told me he intended to stamp on the hand 

holding the ball. 

(vii) There are no other relevant features of the offending. 

 

The findings in respect of intent, gravity, vulnerability of the victim, the nature of the 

actions and the immediate pain for the victim are such that a mid entry point is 

unrealistic. I, accordingly, determine that the offending merited a top end entry point of 

9+ weeks in accordance with Appendix 3 of the Regulations.  

 

Pursuant to Regulation 12.10.3(b). I am required to identify an entry point between 9 

weeks and the maximum sanction set out in Appendix 3. In the majority of cases, intent 

and the effect on the victim are important factors in deciding where a top end entry 

point commences. I was mindful that I should not automatically impose a sanction of 9 

weeks. Whereas, there was an intention to stamp, there was no evidence of intent to 

harm or indeed to target the groin area. In addition, the victim player, after on field 

treatment, resumed playing and suffered no further consequences nor did he require any 

further treatment. In those circumstances the entry point of 9 weeks was appropriate. 

For the avoidance of doubt, if the Player had initially made contact with the groin area 

and/or there was evidence of him targeting the groin area and/or the injury sustained 

had required the removal of SA13 from the field with a different medical opinion or 

prognosis then the top end entry would have been significantly higher than 9 weeks. 

 

18. Pursuant to Regulation 12.10.3, I make the following determination in respect of 

mitigating factors: 



 

(i)    The Player admitted the intentional stamp. 

(ii)  The Player has an excellent disciplinary record having never appeared before   

a disciplinary panel or a judicial officer previously. He is of good character and 

the three character testimonials from Jacques Bassat, Coach of Usap, Gina 

Caliciuri, principal of Usap’s educational section and Bruno Rolland, director 

of Usap Academy wrote in glowing terms about his attitude, leadership skills 

and promising playing future. 

(iii) The Player is 20 years of age and to that extent young and inexperienced in 

adult rugby, although I note he has already played 3 games for Perpignan 1
st
 

XV. 

(iv) The Player’s conduct before me was impressive. He correctly acknowledged  

          how much he had let his team colleagues, his club, he French team and himself 

down by his conduct. He was aware of the serious nature of his conduct. 

(v)     He had apologised to SA13 immediately after the incident. His remorse and 

          contrition I find to be genuine. 

 

Based upon the above mitigating factors I determine that The Player is entitled to a 

reduction in sanction from the entry point of 4 weeks. The Player is therefore 

suspended from playing for a period of 5 weeks. 

 

19. The suspension of 5 weeks in the context of the Tournament Regulations means he will 

be suspended on match days 4 and 5 (20
th

 June and 25
th

 June 2016), equivalent to a 

suspension of 2 weeks. I was provided with a schedule of his proposed games for next 

season commencing 3rd August 2016 against Narbonne and on 10
th

 August 2016 

against Carcassonne. The fixture on 17
th

 August has not yet been confirmed. The 

League season commences on 24
th

 August 2016. Having scrutinised the fixtures, I am 

satisfied that the first two matches are meaningful games for the Player within the 

definition of Regulation 12.10.3(g). In the absence of a fixture on 17
th

 August the 

Player shall miss the first league match on 24
th

 August.  Therefore, the Player is 

suspended from playing rugby until midnight on 24
th

 August 2016. He is free to play 

again on 25
th

 August 2016. However, I grant the Player/French Rugby Union leave to 

apply to me for permission to vary the dates of the suspension providing I am satisfied 

that the fixture confirmed for 17
th

 August is a meaningful game for the player within 

the definition of Regulation 12.10.3 (g)(iii and iv). 

 

20. The Player’s right of appeal was drawn to his attention pursuant to Regulation 12.13. 

 

Mike Hamlin (England) 

Judicial Officer   

19
th

 June 2016 

 

                

 

 

 

           

 


