DISCIPLINARY DECISION
Match

England Women v USA Women

Player’s Union

USA Rugby

Date of match
Rules to apply

Competition

Autumn Internationals
2018
9 November 2018
Match venue
Allianz Park, Hendon,
England
Regulation 17 of the World Rugby Regulations Relating to the Game, as
adapted and/or supplemented by the document entitled “DISCIPLINARY
RULES AND ANTI-DOPING PROGRAMME APPLYING TO THE 2018 AUTUMN
INTERNATIONALS”, together “the Rules”

PARTICULARS OF OFFENCE
Player’s surname

Rom

Date of birth

TBC

Forename(s)

Megan

Referee Name

Hollie Davidson (Scotland)

Plea

☒ Admitted

Offence

Law 9.11 – Players must not do
anything that is reckless or
dangerous to others.

SELECT:

Red card ☒

☐ Not admitted

Citing ☐

Other ☐

If “Other” selected, please specify:

Summary of
Sanction

3 weeks

Hearing date

12 November 2018

Chairman/JO

Pamela Woodman (Scotland)

Other Members of
Disciplinary
Committee
Appearance Player

Frank Hadden (Scotland - former Scotland and Edinburgh coach)
José Luis Rolandi (Argentina – former international referee) – by Skype

Player’s
Representative(s)

James Gillenwater – by Facetime

HEARING DETAILS

YES ☒

NO ☐

Hearing venue

Hilton Hotel, Heathrow
Terminal 4, London

Appearance Union

YES ☒

NO ☐

Disciplinary Officer
and/or other
attendees

Emilie Bydwell - General
Manager USA Women’s
National Team
Rob Cain - Head Coach
USA Women’s National Team
Jon Davis - SNRL Disciplinary
Officer
Belinda Armstrong - SNRL
Disciplinary Administrator

List of
documents/materials
provided to Player in
advance of hearing

1.
2.
3.

Disciplinary Decision

Notice of disciplinary hearing (including standing directions and link to video evidence)
dated 11 November 2018 (sent by e-mail);
Referee’s report on an ordering off completed by the referee, Hollie Davidson
(“Referee”), dated 9 November 2018 (“Red Card Report”);
Assistant referee’s report on an ordering off completed by the television match official,
Eric Gauzins (“TMO”), of France, dated 9 November 2018 (“TMO Report”);
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4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Video evidence available via the link: https://spaces.hightail.com/space/oUHqF1DbJr;
DISCIPLINARY RULES AND ANTI-DOPING PROGRAMME APPLYING TO THE 2018 AUTUMN
INTERNATIONALS;
Player’s responses to standing directions dated 11 November 2018 provided by the
Player’s Representative;
Exhibits provided by Player’s Representative, including copy e-mail statement (11:11)
from Sarah Beckett (“SB”) of England Rugby;
E-mail from SB with “new statement” dated 11 November 2018 (13:07); and
Statement of Dr Charlotte Fairweather, England team physician, dated 12 November
2018.

SUMMARY OF ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF CITING/REFEREE’S REPORT/DVD FOOTAGE
The Red Card Report issued by the Referee indicated that the Player had been ordered off for committing an offence
contrary to law 9.11 in the first half of the Match, when the Referee was approximately 5 metres away and the score
was England Women 7 – USA Women O. The Red Card Report was in the following terms:
“TMO CHECK CHECK → Review on screen. No 1. USA leads with the forearm and makes contact with the
neck/chin of England. As such a red card was issued.”
The TMO Report issued by the TMO was in the following terms:
“CHECK CHECK CALL SENT TO REFEREE FOR POTENTIAL FOUL PLAY BY No 1 U.S.A
REVIEW ON SCREEN: LEADING WITH FOREARM AND MAKING CONTACT WITH NECK/CHIN OF OPPONENT.
REFEREE SANCTIONED WITH A RED CARD.”
The video evidence was viewed on a number of occasions. In the opinion of the Disciplinary Committee, this showed
the following:
1.
2.

3.

4.
5.
6.

7.

8.

The ball was passed from the back of a ruck by USA 9 to the Player, who caught it approximately 3.5 metres
before the 10 metre line inside the England half who then ran forward at some, but not considerable, pace.
SB was in the defensive line and was almost static when contact was made by the Player with SB. SB was less
than 0.5 metres behind the 10 metre line at the point of contact with (a) both of her knees bent to approximately
110 degree angles, (b) her upper body upright and braced for contact, (c) her arms outreached round either side
of the Player, and (d) her head approximately 20 centimetres lower than that of the Player. SB was knocked
backwards and pulled the Player on top of her.
After catching the ball, the Player appeared to run directly towards SB in a position with bent legs driving forward
and her body hunched and braced (i.e. she was not upright). The ball was held in her right arm (to her right
hand side) with both arms initially tucked in towards her body but with her left arm then rising. Immediately
before contact, the Player’s body position rose and her legs became relatively straight (i.e. she was in a fairly
upright position) and her left arm had risen to shoulder height.
At the point of contact, the Player’s upper left arm was outstretched approximately at her shoulder height and
her forearm was braced and at an angle of approximately 100 degrees to her upper arm.
The Player appeared to lift her head upwards on contact, perhaps to avoid head-to-head contact.
There was clear direct contact between the forearm of the Player to the throat/neck area of SB with force. As
the forearm of the Player slipped up after the initial contact, there also appeared to be contact to the chin of SB
which (combined with the initial contact) was sufficient to move the head of SB backwards. [SEE STILLS PART
A]
As the Player and SB fell to the ground, the Player’s forearm remained in the throat/neck area of SB and there
appeared to be downward pressure exerted by the Player when SB hit the ground (underneath the Player) with
the Player’s upper left arm appearing to be almost vertical above the throat/neck area of SB. The Player
appeared to look down directly at SB at this time. [SEE STILLS PART B]
Another England player then appeared to pull the Player towards her, such that the Player’s forearm was
removed from the throat/neck of SB, her right arm (still holding the ball) moved towards the ground
approximately 0.5 metres away from the head of SB but, as this happened, the Player appeared to grasp the
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ponytail of SB with her left hand, which was trailing and to make at least one pulling/tugging action with her left
arm before her hand could be seen to ungrasp and so release the ponytail. [SEE STILLS PART C]

ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF OTHER EVIDENCE (e.g. medical reports)
The statements from SB provided on 11 November 2018 were respectively in the following terms:
“With regards to the incident that occurred during the England Vs. USA match on 9/11/18 that resulted in a red
card for the USA player, I have been asked to give my account of the incident.
I accept that the players’ forearm/elbow did make contact with my neck/throat area and due to world rugby
guidelines understand the punishment received. However, in no way do I feel the act was malicious or intentional
and was the result of a high leading forearm from the punished player and also my own personal poor tackle
technique. The player has apologised and I have accepted her apology fully. I have suffered no ill effects from the
collision and would like to reiterate I don’t feel there was any malice in the contact. I would ask the members of
the disciplinary board to consider these factors when making their judgement.” [11:11 included in Player’s
responses]
“With regards to the incident that occurred in the test match between England and USA on the 9th November
2018. The USA player ran at me, I attempted a wrap up tackle on the player and therefore was in an upright
position. As the player collided with me her forearm/elbow struck me in the throat area and I completed the
tackle, taking myself and the player to the floor. I got up as usual and returned to play as I didn’t feel any ill effects
from the collision and carried on in game.
I was only then aware of foul play once the referee stopped the game and I saw the video replay.
I did not seek any medical attention and the player has thus far asked for contact details to apologise to me.”
[13:07]
The statement from Dr Charlotte Fairweather was in the following terms:
“My name is Dr Charlotte Fairweather. I am the England team physician who was responsible for the team during
and after the above fixture.
I did not need to treat Sarah Beckett following the incident. I reviewed her at half time and she did not complain
of any symptoms related to the named incident. She was reviewed the following morning and she did not
complain of any pain related to the tackle above.”

SUMMARY OF PLAYER’S EVIDENCE
The Player accepted the Referee’s and TMO’s reports, and that she had committed an act of foul play which
warranted a red card. This was stated in the Player’s responses to the standing directions and also confirmed orally
at the Hearing.
The Player’s responses to the standing directions, included the following submissions with regard to the
consideration of the appropriate entry point, which the Player’s Representative submitted should be low end:
•
•
•

•

There was no head contact;
There was no intent to commit Foul Play;
Rather, the contact resulted from an awkward tackle scenario: after receiving the ball, the player got low,
switched the ball to her right hand, and extended her left forearm, expecting a positive grade tackle from the
England defender. But instead of coming toward the player, as expected, the England defender sat back on her
heels and fell backwards. As the player was already inclined forward and did not encounter the resistance she
expected, she fell into the tackler with all her momentum and her forearm remained extended to break her fall;
The contact scenario for which the player was cited occurs frequently. Indeed, a nearly identical incident
occurred at the 70:56 mark of the same game, when an English ball carrier extended her forearm into the neck
of a USA tackler. See Exhibit 1. To the player’s knowledge, no citation was issued on that play. Similarly, in a
men’s test match the next day between Australia and Wales, Wales’s Alun Wyn Jones extended his forearm into
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•
•

the neck of Australia’s Bernard Foley at the 30:02 minutes mark, knocking him backwards (shown on replay at
30:32).1 To the player’s knowledge, no citation was issued for the incident. See Exhibit 2. To the contrary, the
match announcers referred to it as “a little hand off.”
The incident had no effect on the match, won by England 57-5, or the victim, Sarah Beckett.
All of the foregoing was confirmed by Ms. Beckett in an e-mail.

During the Hearing, submissions (supplementing those noted above and including those made in response to
questions from the Disciplinary Committee) were made by, or on behalf of, the Player which, in summary, were as
follows:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

8.

9.

It was accepted that the Player’s conduct was reckless.
The Player was trying to “fend off” SB.
The weather conditions during the Match were atrocious and it was very wet.
The Player was targeting the opposition player, SB, and wanted to have a hard, heavy run and run through
contact. She wanted to keep her feet going and have a “fend”.
Neither the Referee nor the TMO mentioned contact with the head.
If there was any contact with the head, there was no force going through the forearm at that time and so would
have been a result of the Player slipping in the weather conditions.
The Player’s forearm was across the throat and neck of SB purely to break the Player’s fall and so the level of
force used at that time (when SB was on the ground) was that necessary to break her fall – no affirmative force
was being used by the Player.
It was acknowledged that there “may be something there” with regard to the alleged hair grasp/pull but, if
anything, it was not intentional or malicious and would merely have been reflexive in an attempt to free the ball
for the Player’s teammates.
Once SB was on the ground, the Player was only thinking about getting the ball back.

FINDINGS OF FACT
The Disciplinary Committee:
1.

Noted that the Player had accepted the issue of the red card to her and had not sought to contest it;

2.

Found, on the balance of probabilities, that:
a.

the body position and poor tackling technique of SB (pulling the Player on top of her) had not caused
or contributed in any material way to the commission of the act of foul play by the Player;

b.

the Player had not removed her forearm from the throat/neck area of SB as quickly as she could, or
that she had made every reasonable effort to do so – the continued contact and apparent downward
pressure on the throat/neck area of SB once on the ground were not simply the result of the
momentum of the situation; and

c.

the Player had pulled the hair of SB while on the ground;

3.

Was willing to give the Player the benefit of the doubt, in the particular circumstances of this case, with regard
to the contact with the chin (and so the head1) of SB and so was willing to accept that this contact may have
occurred without significant force;

4.

Accepted that the Player had not intended to strike the throat/neck of SB with her forearm but found, on the
balance of probabilities, that the Player intended to use her forearm; and

1

For definition of “head” – please see decision of the appeal committee in the Francois Steyn case (heard on 1 February 2017) related
to an incident arising out of the European Rugby Champions Cup match between Leinster Rugby and Montpellier Herault Rugby on
13 January 2017; for definitions of “throat” and “neck” – please see decision of the disciplinary committee in the Manu Leiataua case
(heard on 17 October 2018) related to an incident arising out of the European Rugby Challenge Cup match between Perpignan and
Sale Sharks on 12 October 2018.
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5.

Found, on the balance of probabilities, that the Player had struck the throat and neck of SB with her forearm
with force, which was both reckless and dangerous play contrary to law 9.11.

DECISION
Breach admitted ☒

Proven ☐

Not proven ☐ Other disposal (please state) ☐

SANCTIONING PROCESS
ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS
Assessment of Intent – R 17.19.2(a)-(b) (or equivalent Tournament rule)
Intentional/deliberate ☐

Reckless ☒

State Reasons
The Disciplinary Committee accepted that the Player did not deliberately target the throat and neck of SB in
committing the act of foul play contrary to law 9.11.
This was a material point in the Disciplinary Committee’s decision as to entry point.
Gravity of player’s actions – R 17.19.2(c) (or equivalent Tournament rule)
The Player’s actions were extremely grave in that she made direct contact with the throat and neck of SB with her
forearm at some speed and with force. The throat and neck are particularly vulnerable areas of the body and any
strike to those areas is extremely grave with the potential to result in serious, or potentially catastrophic, injury.
This was a material point in the Disciplinary Committee’s decision as to entry point.
Nature of actions – R 17.19.2(d) (or equivalent Tournament rule)
The Player lifted her left arm as she approached contact with SB and then led into the contact situation with SB
with her left forearm extended at approximately shoulder height.
This was a material point in the Disciplinary Committee’s decision as to entry point.
Existence of provocation – R 17.19.2(e) (or equivalent Tournament rule)
There was no provocation.

Whether player retaliated – R 17.19.2(f) (or equivalent Tournament rule)
The Player did not retaliate.

Self-defence – R 17.19.2(g) (or equivalent Tournament rule)
The Player was not acting in self-defence.

Effect on victim – R 17.19.2(h) (or equivalent Tournament rule)
There was no effect on SB.
This was a material point in the Disciplinary Committee’s decision as to entry point.
Effect on match – R 17.19.2(i) (or equivalent Tournament rule)
There was no effect on the Match, other than that USA Women were reduced to 14 players. In the Disciplinary
Committee’s view, this was not relevant to the assessment of the seriousness of the offending for the purposes of
determining sanction.
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Vulnerability of victim – R 17.19.2(j) (or equivalent Tournament rule)
SB was not in a vulnerable position before the Player struck her with her forearm but, in striking SB in the throat and
neck, SB became extremely vulnerable as a result.
This was a material point in the Disciplinary Committee’s decision as to entry point.
Level of participation/premeditation – R 17.19.2(k) (or equivalent Tournament rule)
The Player fully participated and there was no other player involved in the act of foul play. There was no
premeditation.

Conduct completed/attempted – R 17.19.2(l) (or equivalent Tournament rule)
The conduct was completed.

Other features of player’s conduct – R 17.19.2(m) (or equivalent Tournament rule)
Both (a) the continued contact and apparent downward pressure on the throat/neck area of SB once SB was on the
ground and (b) the pulling of SB’s hair while she was on the ground, were also relevant in considering the seriousness
of the offending by the Player as they were part of the overall incident. The overall incident was aggressive from
beginning to end.

ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS CONTINUED
Entry point
Top end*

Weeks

Mid-range
X

Weeks

Low-end

Weeks

6

*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
Not applicable.

ADDITIONAL RELEVANT OFF-FIELD AGGRAVATING FACTORS
Player’s status as an offender of the Laws of the Game – R 17.19.4(a) (or equivalent Tournament rule)
Not applicable.
Need for deterrence – R 17.19.4(b) (or equivalent Tournament rule)
Not applicable.
Any other off-field aggravating factors – R 17.19.4(c) (or equivalent Tournament rule)
There were none.

Number of additional weeks:
Disciplinary Decision
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RELEVANT OFF-FIELD MITIGATING FACTORS
Acknowledgement of guilt and timing – R 17.19.5(a) (or
equivalent Tournament rule)
The Player accepted the red card at the earliest
opportunity and did not seek to contest it.

Player’s disciplinary record/good character – R 17.19.5(b)
(or equivalent Tournament rule)
The Player had an excellent (clean) disciplinary record.

Youth and inexperience of player – R 17.19.5(c) (or
equivalent Tournament rule)
The Player is 22 and the Match was her second test
match. She has been playing rugby for 5 years.

Conduct prior to and at hearing – – R 17.19.5(d) (or
equivalent Tournament rule)
The conduct of the Player was very good throughout the
Hearing.

Remorse and timing of remorse – R 17.19.5(e) (or
equivalent Tournament rule)
The Player had apologised to SB.

Other off-field mitigation – R 17.19.5(f) (or equivalent
Tournament rule)
None.

Number of weeks deducted:
3
Summary of reason for number of weeks deducted:
In considering any reduction from the entry point suspension, the Disciplinary Committee was required to start at 0%
and work up from there. There were significant mitigating factors in this case, not least the Player’s early acceptance
of the red card, her good disciplinary record, her good conduct at the Hearing and her apology to SB, and so the
Disciplinary Committee was satisfied that it was appropriate in this particular case to apply a reduction of 50% (i.e. 3
weeks), giving a total sanction of 3 weeks.

SANCTION
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) (or equivalent
Tournament rule)
Total sanction

3 weeks

Sanction commences

At the conclusion of the Hearing

Sanction concludes

Midnight on Sunday 3 February 2019, such that the Player is
free to play on Monday 4 February 2019

Matches/tournaments
included in sanction

13 November 2018 – USA v England “A”
18 November 2018 – USA v Ireland
2 February 2019 – University championship match v Tulane

Sending off sufficient ☐

Note:
It was confirmed to the Disciplinary Committee (by the General
Manager USA Women’s National Team) that the Player was a
replacement in the USA v New Zealand match on 3 November
2018 and that she had played 26 minutes in that match.
She had started in the USA v England match (in which she had
received the red card).
It was also confirmed to the Disciplinary Committee that there
were 3 players in the USA squad who were able to play
loosehead prop but the Player had been expected to be
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involved in both (a) the match against England “A” as a
replacement (with an anticipated playing time of 30 minutes,
which the Disciplinary Committee noted would have been
consistent with her playing time in the New Zealand match) and
(b) the match against Ireland from the start (with an anticipated
playing time of 50 minutes).
The explanation provided to the Disciplinary Committee with
regard to whether or not it would have been likely for the
Player (had she not been awarded a red card in the England
match) to have been involved in 3 international / “A”
international matches in 9 days included the following: the
Player is one of the USA’s “youngest/highest potential front
row players”, “USA international matches are very few and far
between” and so they “need to maximize opportunities when
[they] have them to allow players like Megan to develop and
excel”, the Player is one of their “most mobile and impactful
front row players” and has also been the USA’s “most improved
player over the course of the tour in terms of scrumming
ability”. The Disciplinary Committee was told that the Player’s
“minutes in both games and training would have been
managed to accommodate her appearances, and most
importantly a start in the critical Ireland game”.
The Disciplinary Committee was willing to accept the
explanation given and was satisfied that the Player would have
been involved in both the England “A” and Ireland matches,
both of which would have been sufficiently meaningful to/for
the Player to be permitted to count within the period of the
sanction.
The Player has no further matches in 2018 and so the next (and
third) week of her sanction must take into account the first
match of the new season in February 2019. The Disciplinary
Committee also noted that this would have meant that the
Player would have had recovery time after 18 November 2018
had she played on all of 9, 13 and 18 November 2018.
The Disciplinary Committee considered that all of this was
consistent with Rule 17.34.1: “The World Rugby’s Sanctions for
Foul Play set out in Appendix 1 have been established on the
basis that a one week period of suspension would normally
result in a Player missing one Match of Fifteens.”

Costs

Signature
(JO or Chairman)

No application for costs was
made.
Date
Pamela Woodman

13 November 2018

NOTE: YOU HAVE 48 HOURS FROM NOTIFICATION OF THE DECISION OF THE DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE TO LODGE AN APPEAL
WITH THE DISCIPLINARY ADMINISTRATOR – REGULATION 17.22.2(a) OF THE RULES (I.E. TAKING INTO ACCOUNT PARAGRAPH 2.17
OF THE “DISCIPLINARY RULES AND ANTI-DOPING PROGRAMME APPLYING TO THE 2018 AUTUMN INTERNATIONALS”.
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STILLS – PART A – contact to throat/neck/chin
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STILLS – PART B – continued contact with throat/neck to ground
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STILLS – PART C – ponytail pull
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