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WORLD RUGBY DECISION 

Match 
 

GEORGIA U20 v SOUTH AFRICA U20 

Player’s Union 
 

South Africa Competition World Rugby U20 
Championship 

Date of match 
 

4th JUNE 2017 Match venue Avchala  Stadium, Tblisi, 
Georgia 

Rules to apply 
 

Tournament Disciplinary Program 
 

 

PARTICULARS OF OFFENCE 

 

Player’s surname 
 

Davids Date of birth 4th May 1997 

Forename(s) 
 

Zain 

Referee Name 
 

Tom Foley (RFU) Plea   Admitted          

Offence 
 

Law 10.4(a) Strike with the head. SELECT:            Red card 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

HEARING DETAILS 

 

Hearing date 
 

5th June 2017 Hearing venue Avchala Stadium, Tblisi, 
Georgia 

Chairman/JO 
 

Mike Hamlin (England) 

Other Members of 
Disciplinary 
Committee 

N/A 
 

Appearance Player 
 

YES         Appearance Union YES         

  

SUMMARY OF ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF CITING/REFEREE’S REPORT/DVD FOOTAGE 

 

In the 81st minute of the above match, the Referee, Tom Foley (RFU) dismissed the Player for an offence, 

contrary to Law 10.4 (a) – a strike with the head. The report of Christophe Ridley, AR1, stated as follows: 

 

     “The referee called a stoppage in play due to a knock-on, as both players stood up 10 metres in from  

     my touchline inside RSA 22, I witnessed RSA player push his head towards the opposition player’s  

     head. I advised the Referee to refer to TMO for contact and mitigation.” 

 

The Referee’s report stated as follows: 

      

     “Georgia were attacking and were held up in goal. After I blew the whistle the AR1 drew my attention  

     to a fracas in in-goal between SA20 and G6. I stopped the game. AR1 told me that he’d seen SA20  



2 
 

     move his head towards an opposition player but wanted to check whether there had been any other  

     act of foul play. I referred the incident to the TMO. On review it was clear that SA20 moved his head  

     towards G6, making contact above his left eye. As G6 had initiated the incident he was shown a  

     yellow card and a red card was shown to SA20.” 

 

The DVD shows G attacking into the in goal area of SA. No try is awarded. The ball is held up. The Referee 

blows his whistle to stop play. After the whistle has blown, the Player retains possession of the ball. G6 

attempts to recover the ball and makes contact with the player’s face area and manhandles the player, 

putting his hand on the left shoulder of the Player. G6 gets close to the face of the Player and from a short 

distance the Player moves his head forward in a quick motion and with little force connects with G6’s 

head (0.34). G6 reacts and becomes abusive and agitated, manhandling the player again. Other players 

then commence a pushing and shoving sequence which requires official intervention to calm the situation 

down. The referee then speaks to AR1 and the incident is referred to the TMO. The referee issues a yellow 

card to G6 and a red card to the Player for the strike to the head. 

 

There is no evidence that G6 is injured nor was any such evidence produced at the hearing. 

 

The Player admitted he had committed an act of foul play and that his conduct merited the award of a 

red card. Marius Botha (legal counsel for the Player who appeared by video link) having outlined the 

Player’s playing record and exemplary disciplinary record, submitted that the conduct merited a low end 

entry point of 4 weeks. World Rugby was represented (by video link) by Yvonne Nolan (Legal Counsel). I 

gave an early indication to all parties that having considered the DVD and all other evidence that this act 

of foul play justified a low end entry point of 4 weeks. The issue was whether on the facts I could find that 

Tournament Regulation 12.10.3 (c) applied and impose either no sanction or a sanction of 1 week as 

opposed to 2 weeks. I was satisfied that all mitigating factors were present and therefore the Player was 

entitled to a 50% reduction in sanction from 4 weeks to 2 weeks.  

 

TR 12.10.3 (c) provides that in cases involving offending which has been classified as lower end 

offending, where: 

(i) “there are off field mitigating factors; and 

(ii) where the Judicial Officer considers the sanction would be wholly disproportionate to the 

level and type of offending involved; 

 

the judicial officer may apply sanctions less than 50% of the lower end entry sanctions in Appendix 3 

including in appropriate cases no sanction. “ 

 

I brought to the attention of Mr Botha, the RWC2015 case of Galarza, in which an RWC Appeal Panel 

approved of Judicial Officer Christopher Quinlan QC’s application and interpretation of the meaning of 

“wholly disproportionate” as meaning “completely, totally or entirely disproportionate”. The test is high. 

Mr Botha’s original submission was that on the facts I could properly impose no sanction or a sanction of 

1 week. Miss Nolan, submitted that whilst WR accepted that the force was minimal and that G6 was the 

instigator of the physical confrontation, the Player acted with intent, this was not a reckless contact with 

the head, that the image of the game was relevant as the tournament was being broadcast to 110 

countries and based upon Galarza a 2 match suspension was not wholly disproportionate.  
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Having considered all the evidence and the submissions of both counsel, I was not satisfied on the balance 

of probabilities that the Galarza test had been met having considered that 2 weeks would not be 

“completely, totally or entirely disproportionate” for the following reasons:- 

 

(i) A red card issued in the 81st minute of the match was of little/no sanction for the offending 

during game time. 

(ii) The foul play was committed after the referee had blown his whistle, showing insufficient 

respect for the official’s whistle, a core value of the game. 

(iii) The conduct led to further scuffling between the Player and G6 and a reaction from other 

players who engaged in a hand bag scuffle. This would probably have not occurred had the 

Player not struck G6 with his head. 

(iv) The Player had no real reason to strike G6 with his head, he reacted and took the law into his 

own hands notwithstanding he himself was manhandled. 

 

By way of clarification, which I indicated to all parties, had this offence occurred in real game time (not 

after the whistle had been blown), in an earlier part of the game and had not resulted in further physical 

contact between G6 and the Player plus no other player reaction; then the minimal force contact with the 

head may properly permit serious consideration of a sanction of less than 2 weeks (2 matches); subject to 

the overriding principle that all cases are individually fact specific. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PAGE 2 ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF OTHER EVIDENCE (e.g. medical reports) 

 

Tornike Jalagonia (G6) translated statement stated: 

 

     “ On 4th June, during World Rugby U20 Championship round 2 match between Georgia and South  

     Africa, match referee penalized the SA player at the last minutes of the game. Right after the whistle 

     In order to get the ball in time and give my team possibility to restart as fast as possible, I approached  

     the opposition player, who had a ball, to take it. He immediately tried to keep the ball and was not 

     letting me to have it. 

 

     Then I put my hand round his shoulders to try and take ball off him. At this moment the mentioned 

     Player me, swinged his hand towards me and hit me with his head to my face. During that moment it  

     was very difficult for me to keep my nerves calm, so I replied back with verbal abuse. 

 

     I sincerely want to state and underline that I am very sorry for my action and regrade it, as this is not  

     sportsman like action. I herby state and give a sincere promise that in the future I will do whatever it  

     takes to keep my nerves calm should there be any similar situation in my career. “   
  

FINDINGS OF FACT 
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1. The Player unreasonably holds onto the ball after the whistle is blown for a 5 metre scrum. 

2. G6 makes contact with the Player’s face and shoulder. 

3. The Player’s case that he intended to “walk G6 with his head” is rejected. The Player makes a 

small forward movement with his head which having observed it on the DVD is a deliberate 

short quick forward movement of the head. 

4. I accept entirely that the Player had no intent to hurt or injure G6. 

5. I accept that G6 initiated the initial physical contact. 

6. The strike was of minimal force to the head of G6 

7. The strike resulted in more confrontation between G6 and the Player, together with scuffling 

between other players from both sides requiring official intervention. 

8. The strike took place behind the Referee’s back, after the whistle had been blown for a 5 metre 

scrum. 

9. The Player should have respected the whistle, released the ball and disengaged from G6.  

 

DECISION 

  

Breach admitted             

 

SANCTIONING PROCESS 

 
Page 3 ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS 
 

Assessment of Intent – R 17.19.2(a)-(b) 

Intentional/deliberate                   

State Reasons  

This was neither a reckless nor accidental act. The Player in an act of spontaneous intent, albeit with minimal 
force, struck G6  above his left eye with his forehead. The Player can be seen with his face very close to G6’s 
face/head and then make a  slight forward movement with his head which makes contact with G6’s head. 

Gravity of player’s actions – R 17.19.2(c) Nature of actions – R 17.19.2(d) 

All contact with the head on head is potentially grave 
but the force used in this incident was very minimal 
making it the least grave of this particular type of case.  
. 

A strike with the forehead onto the forehead/eye brow 
area of G6 

Existence of provocation – R 17.19.2(e) Whether player retaliated – R 17.19.2(f) 

G6 provoked the Player by his manhandling actions. The Player retaliated to G6’s slight contact with his face 
and the arm around his shoulder, although the Player 
had wrongfully retained the ball in his possession to 
attempt to slow the pace of the Georgians commencing 
the 5m scrummage. 

Self-defence – R 17.19.2(g) Effect on victim – R 17.19.2(h) 



5 
 

Not relevant. G6 was not injured in any way and accepted his part in 
this incident for which he received a yellow card. 

Effect on match – R 17.19.2(i) Vulnerability of victim – R 17.19.2(j) 

None, it was nearly over. Not specifically vulnerable as he was on his feet facing 
the Player although G6 would probably not have 
expected to receive contact from the Player’s head. 

Level of participation/premeditation – R 17.19.2(k) Conduct completed/attempted – R 17.19.2(l) 

This was not premeditated, it was a reactive act of 
spontaneous intent.  

Completed 

Other features of player’s conduct – R 17.19.2(m) 

 The act was committed after the Referee had blown his whistle and signalled for a Georgian attacking 5 metre 
scrum, which resulted in G6 becoming verbally abusive and other players becoming involved in a slightly unseemly 
pushing and shoving which required the officials’ intervention. 

 

 

 

PAGE 4 ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS CONTINUED 
 

Entry point  

Top end*                       Weeks 

 ☐ 

Mid-range                        Weeks 

 ☐ 

Low-end                         Weeks 

      X                                    4 

 

*If Top End, the JO or Panel should identify, if appropriate, an entry point between the Top End and the maximum 

sanction and provide the reasons for selecting this entry point, below. 

In making this assessment, the JO/Committee should consider World Rugby Regulations 17.19.2(a), 17.19.2(h), and 

17.19.2(i) or the equivalent provisions within the Tournament Rules referred to above. 

Reasons for selecting Entry Point above Top End 

The Player did not initiate this confrontation although he did retain possession of the ball unreasonably so after the 
whistle had blown. He reacted to provocation and whilst the act was committed after the Referee blew his whistle, 
G6 was not particularly vulnerable nor was he injured.  This was an act of spontaneous intent in the heat of the 
moment, the most relevant other factors under the assessment process were : (a) The Player retaining possession of 
the ball and then G6 initiating the confrontation by manhandling the Player in an attempt to retrieve the ball (modest 
provocation); (b) the Player’s retaliation and the absence of any injury and the minor scuffling by other players 
following the act of foul play; accordingly the appropriate entry point is Low end 

  

ADDITIONAL RELEVANT OFF-FIELD AGGRAVATING FACTORS 
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Player’s status as an offender of the Laws of the Game – R 17.19.4(a) 

None 

Need for deterrence – R 17.19.4(b) 

None 

Any other off-field aggravating factors – R 17.19.4(c) 

None 

 

Number of additional weeks:                        

 

 

PAGE 5 RELEVANT OFF-FIELD MITIGATING FACTORS 

 
Acknowledgement of guilt and timing – R 17.19.5(a) Player’s disciplinary record/good character – R 17.19.5(b) 

 

Immediate, both in response to the directions and at the 

hearing. He was genuinely contrite and apologetic. 

 

Exemplary record, no sanctions for foul play or 

appearances before any disciplinary panel. He 

commenced playing rugby at the age of 11 and had 

represented South Africa at various junior ages. 

  

Youth and inexperience of player – R 17.19.5(c) Conduct prior to and at hearing – – R 17.19.5(d) 

 He is 20 years of age, relatively experienced for a player 
of his age. He is on a 3 year professional contract with 
Western Province in South Africa. 

He impressed me. His conduct was respectful and 
exemplary. 

Remorse and timing of remorse – R 17.19.5(e) Other off-field mitigation – R 17.19.5(f) 

Genuinely remorseful at the hearing. No direct evidence 
as to any other remorse shown. 

This was his second and last U20 World Championship, 
and his team will miss his experience. 

 

Number of weeks deducted:                

 

SANCTION 

None 

2 
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NOTE: PLAYERS ORDERED OFF ARE PROVISIONALLY SUSPENDED PENDING THE HEARING OF THEIR CASE, SUCH 
SUSPENSION SHOULD BE TAKEN INTO CONSIDERATION WHEN SANCTIONING – R 17.14.5(f) 

Total sanction  2 weeks – 2 matches in the 
context of this Tournament’s 
Regulations 

 
 

Sanction commences 
 

4th June 2017 

Sanction concludes 13th June 2017 

Matches/tournaments 
included in sanction 

2 

 
Costs 
 

None 

 
Signature  
(JO or Chairman) 
 

 
Mike Hamlin 

Date  
5th June 2017 

 

NOTE:  YOU HAVE 48 HOURS FROM NOTIFICATION OF THE DECISION OF THE CHAIRMAN/JO TO LODGE AN APPEAL WITH THE 

RELEVANT BODY – R 17.22.2(a) 

 


