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DISCIPLINARY DECISION 

Match 
 

Georgia v Southern Kings, South Africa 

Player’s Union 
 

South Africa Competition Friendly 

Date of match 
 

27th August 2019 Match venue Tbilisi, Georgia 

Rules to apply 
 

Regulation 17 World Rugby Handbook;  

  

 
PARTICULARS OF OFFENCE 

Player’s surname 
 

Dawson Date of birth 6th January 1999 

Forename(s) 
 

Cameron 

Referee Name 
 

Andrew Brace (Ireland) Plea       Not admitted 

Offence 
 

Citing contrary to Law 9.12 and 
9.20  - striking with the 
shoulder/upper arm to the head 
of  Georgia No 9.  
 

 

Summary of 
Sanction 

No sanction – Citing dismissed 

  
 

HEARING DETAILS 
Hearing date 
 

29th August 2019 Hearing venue Via Zoom- across 6 countries. 

Chairman/JO 
 

Mike Hamlin ( England) 

Other Members of 
Disciplinary 
Committee 

Frank Hadden (Scotland) (Former Scottish International Coach and WR Disciplinary Panel 
Member) 
Valeriu Toma (Romania) ( Former Referee and WR Disciplinary Panel Member) 

Appearance Player 
 

YES  Appearance Union YES         

Player’s 
Representative(s) 

Adrian Montzinger – Lawyer 
Robert Kempson – SK Head Coach 
and High Performance Director 
Zingi Hela – SK Team Manager 

Disciplinary Officer 
and/or other 
attendees 

Ben Rutherford – DDO from 
World Rugby 

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

Citing Commissioner Report – Eugene Ryan (Ireland) 
Referee Report – Andrew Brace (Ireland) 
AR Report – Dan Jones (Wales) 
Written Letter from Georgian No 9 – Giorgi Begadze 
DVD Clips (x 4) and 8 Screen Shots of the alleged incident provided by the Citing Comissiner 
Player’s response to Standing Directions 
Player’s Disciplinary Record and Playing Schedule 
 

  

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

  
The Player was cited by Eugene Ryan (Ireland) for an offence of striking G9 with the shoulder/upper arm 
contrary to Law 9.12 and/or 9.20 in the match played between Georgia and Southern Kings, South Africa 
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on 27th August 2019 in Tiblisi, Georgia. World Rugby Regulations 17 and 18 applied to the hearing. There 
were no preliminary points raised by the Player or his lawyer. Pursuant to the Regulations a cited player 
is required to confirm whether he/she accepts they committed the act of foul play specified in the citing 
and whether they accept that the foul play justified the issuing of a red card. The Player admitted 
committing an act of foul play only. 
 
The Citing Report stated: 
 
“During a SK attack close to the Georgian 5 metre line, a ruck was formed as the SK7 took the ball into 
contact. G9 attempts to grasp the ball from the ruck when the SK5 enters the ruck to clear out G9. As 
this happens SK 1 is een to enter the ruck and is seen to propel himself towards G9. As he dives into the 
ruck, his right upper arm/shoulder is seen to strike the exposed head of G9. SK1 makes no attempt to 
grasp his opponent. The strike to the head of G9 is with force. 
I consider th actions of SK1 dangerous as it makes contact with the head of G9 and posed a risk of injury. 
I spoke with the Georgian Team Management afterwards and the stated that G9 cannot remember the 
incident and was not injured. I received a statement from the Georgian Medical Team to that effect. 
Consequently, based on the video evidence, I am satisfied that these actions merited a Red Card and 
accordingly I cite SK1 for striking with the shoulder/upper arm to the head of G9 contrary to Laws 9.12 
and 9.20”   
 
 
The Player had responded, through his lawyer, to the standard directions on 29th August as follows: 
 
1. He confirmed that he was the Player cited and involved in the citing incident 
 
2. To the extent that the Citing Commissioner’s report attempts to convey the incident I have no 
objection to it. However, I do take issue with some of the allegations in the report. The Player takes 
issue in particular with the following allegations in the report: 
 
(i) It is not correct to state that “seen to propel himself toward G9” 
 
(ii) The allegation that no attempt was made to grasp G9 
 
(iii)The right shoulder/arm is seen to strike the exposed head of G9 
 
(iv)The strike to the head is with force. 
 
3. The Citing Commissoner was wrong to cite for at least the following reasons: 
 
(i) Relying on the DVD evidence the Player will illustrate that G9 was pulled/wrestled or lifted by SK5 and 
this pull/wrestle changed the body position of G9 that resulted in contact with his head, if at all contact 
was made; 
 
(ii) But for the intervention of SK5 the cleanout would have been legitimate; 
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(iii) In any event the first contact with G9 was with his shoulder and not his head;_ 
 
“Law 9.12 provides that  A Player must not physically abuse anyone which includes striking with a 
shoulder; 
 
Law 9.20 provides that A Player must not engage in dangerous play in a ruck or maul and specifically “A 
Player must not charge into a ruck or maul” 
 
Upon enquiry from the Chairman to clarify the Player’s Responses above, The Player accepted that he 
committed a reckless or careless act of foul play by the manner in which he entered the ruck and made 
contact with G9. He submitted that his actions justified a penalty sanction. However, he denied contact 
with force to the head of G9 and accordingly stated that his actions did not justify a red card.  
 
Pursuant to the Regulations the first issue for the Committee to determine was whether the actions of 
The Player amounted to an act of foul play which warranted a red card. If they did, the citing should be 
upheld and the Committee would sanction, if not the Citing should be dismissed. Factual determinations 
should be on the balance of probabilities. 
 
Following World Rugby’s U20 Championship in Argentina in June 2019, World Rugby issued and 
circulated on 16th July 2019 to all WR Match Officials, Citing Commissioners, Judiciary and Unions an 
amended Guideline entitled “Decision Making Framework for High Tackles”. Mr Montzinger on behalf of 
the Player and his coach confirmed to the Committee that they were aware of the content of the 
Guideline as this was relevant to the determination of the issues in this case. 
 
The Evidence 
 
The evidence set out below is a summary of the evidence considered by the Committee. It is not an 
exhaustive record of all the evidence given at the hearing. For the avoidance of doubt, the Committee 
considered the totality of all the evidence in its deliberations including, all the match footage, oral 
evidence, written evidence and written and oral submissions including the 16th July 2019 Guideline 
referred to above in reaching a unanimous decision.  
 
1. None of the Match Officials or TMO observed the incident or indeed were aware of any alleged foul 
play. The Committee noted the chariot position of the Referee behind the tackle area/ruck which would 
appear to have given the Referee a good view of the locus of the incident. 
 
2. The DVD and Screen Shots of the incident were of reasonable quality but from limited angles, ie front 
and rear. The position of the incident and the play by SK7, G9 and SK5 is as described by the Citing 
Commissioner. The second Clip at 13-14 seconds shows the incident with the most clarity in support of 
the Citing.  G9 acts as the jackal initially and is then grasped by SK5 and partially turned as SK5 attempts 
to clear out G9. G9’s shoulder and head are partially exposed as the Player enters the ruck area. This is a 
very fast and dynamic action and SK7, G9 and SK5 are no longer on their feet as the Player enters the 
ruck. There is an upward movement of the Player’s right upper arm and shoulder. The Player leaves his 
feet marginally before contact with G9. The Player’s right arm appears to contact G9’s right shoulder 
although the footage is not difinitive. Upon contact by the Player, at the very least shoulder to shoulder, 



Disciplinary Decision 2019  Page 4 of 12 

G9’s head appears to come into contact with SK5’s leg/thigh although this is not absolutely clear. G9’s 
body moves on contact but there is no backward or sideways movement of G9’s head. It is not possible 
to see a clear direct contact with G9’s head by the Player’s right upper arm/shoulder. It is possible that 
there may have been some contact with G9’s head after the apparent initial contact of arm/shoulder to 
shoulder - this is not clear from the footage. After the contact between the Player and G9 there is no 
reaction at all from G9 or any other player and play continues.  
 
3. The Player’s evidence was that his role was to clean out the ruck and support players, if any. SK5 and 
he as clearers were slightly late into the tackle zone as G9 was already on the ball in the jackal position. 
The player was behind SK5 and slightly to the right. He entered the area to assist in the clearing out of 
G9. He had no intention to target G9’s head area but the players in the ruck were no longer on their 
feet. G9’s target was his shoulder area which he conceded was a small target. He agreed he joined the 
area at speed but denied propelling himself towards G9. He agreed he did come off his feet before 
contact as he was extending himself to reach G9. His intention was to complete a wrap but the 
movement of G9 and SK5 (who were no longer on their feet in a classic ruck position) and his extended 
body resulted in him coming off his feet and not being able to wrap G9 as he intended. He thought his 
left arm was on its way up to make contact or in contact with either G9 or SK5 as he attempted to lift G9 
off the ball. His intention was to hit G9 with his right arm and shoulder to clear him out. He agreed that 
his right upper arm/shoulder makes contact with G9’s shoulder but not his head. He could not be sure 
that there was no contact with G9’s head but if there was it was minimal, when it was pointed out to 
him that the camera angle on clip 2 appeared to show some contact or brushing across G9’s head. He 
denied that he made initial contact with G9’s head with force. When asked about his responsibilities 
under Law 15(7) to bind on another player when entering a ruck he stated that this was difficult as G9 
and SK5 were off their feet which made binding onto another player more difficult.  
 
4. Robert Kempson, the Player’s Head Coach confirmed that the game had been played in a very good 
spirit. He confirmed that as a tactic in supporting attacking players the Player’s role, with others, was to 
clear the jackal and any other players away from the tackle/ruck zone to increase the attacking options 
and to enable the team to attack at speed. 
 
5. G9, Giorgi Begadze, had in letter form dated 28th August addressed to the Citing Commissioner stated 
as follows: 
 
    “Dear Eugene, 
 
     I’d like to inform you that I was playing as N9 for Georgia on match against Southern Kings on 27th  
     August in Tblisi, Meshki Stadium. 
 
     In the first half, time 21.28 I was in the ruck. During the ruck their was cleanout from Kings side and  
     as I remember there was no any dangerous tackle on me, as I’ve proceeded match straight away,  
     without of any need for medical interaction.” 
 
G9 in addition gave evidence to the Committee via telephone with his Team Manager acting as 
interpreter. G9 confirmed that remembered the incident and that he had seen a clip of the incident. He 
confirmed that the content of his letter to Eugene Ryan was correct. He gave evidence to the Committee 
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that the contact by the Player was to his shoulder. He was sure that there was no contact to his head or 
neck. He also confirmed that he did not feel any contact to his head after the Player had hit him on his 
shoulder with the Player’s shoulder. He did not feel any pain nor was he injured. He played on until he 
was substituted in the second half. 
 
6. There was no medical evidence adduced to the Committee. G9 received no treatment either on field 
or afterwards as he was not injured.  
 
7. Mr Montzinger’s submissions based upon all the evidence can be summarised as follows: 
 
(i) The match footage does support the allegation that the Player propelled himself from the ground into 
the ruck. 
(ii) The suggestion that there was no attempt to bind or grasp is incorrect. 
(iii) There is insufficient evidence to support the assertion that the Player struck G9’s head with force. 
There is no visible evidence that G9’s head is jolted or knocked backwards which would normally suggest 
contact with force. 
(iv) The match footage does not show the Player’s right shoulder striking the head of G9. One still 
screenshot appears to show contact with the head but it is not clear and care should be exercised when 
relying on a still photograph as it can be ambiguous. 
(v) The actions of SK5 lifts G9 and changes his position as the Player enters the contact area in what was 
a dynamic situation. Furthermore, the manner in which the Player contacted G9 was caused almost 
exclusively by the actions of SK5 and not the Player. 
(vi) The evidence of G9 is crucial. G9 stated clearly he was not struck in the head, suggesting that there 
was no contact with the head at all.   
 
 
____________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 

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

None_______________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

SUMMARY OF PLAYER’S EVIDENCE 
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See Above 
____________________________________________________________________________________  

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT 
 

The Player had been cited as having infringed Law 9.12 and Law 9.20. The primary issues were  
(a) Did the Player commit an act of foul play?  
(b) Did that foul play justify the award of a red card? 
 
The Player did commit an act of foul play upon his own admission. His timing and technique were at 
fault. He mistimed his arrival at the contact area, he arrived at speed and immediately before he made 
contact with G9 he left his feet. He failed to bind or grasp another player in accordance with Law 15(7), 
although his left arm was in the process of moving upwards to bind, his right arm was not extended 
upwards and in a binding motion but in a sling type position. 
 
To assist the Committee in determining whether the admitted foul play merited the award of a red card 
the Committee is required to make the following factual findings, with specific reference to World 
Rugby’s Guideline relating to shoulder charges or high tackles: 
 
A shoulder charge is defined as where the arm of the shoulder making contact with the ball carrier is 
behind the tackler’s body or tucked in sling position at contact. 
 
1. Did the Player strike G9 with his shoulder/upper arm. If so, where did the strike connect? Was there 
direct or indirect contact with G9’s head? 
2. Did the Player charge or propel himself into the ruck without binding onto another player? 
3. Did he strike G9 with force? 
4. Did the actions of the Player display a high degree of danger? 
5. Did the actions of SK5 impact upon the incident and allegation of foul play and if so to what extent? 
 
1. The Player did strike G9 with his upper right arm/shoulder. This was confirmed by the match footage, 
the Player and G9. Taking into account the match footage, the evidence of the Player as to his intentions 
and actions which were credible (as opposed to his timing, technique and execution) coupled with the 
evidence of G9 who “was sure” that there was no contact to his head, the Committee was not satisfied 
to the required standard of proof that the Player’s shoulder/upper arm made direct contact with G9’s 
head. Treating G9’s evidence with care, the committee was satisfied his evidence was persuasive as to 
the initial point of contact which was probably shoulder to shoulder, as stated by the Player. There is no 
evidence of G9’s head being moved or jolted backwards or sideways which one would expect to observe 
if there was direct contact to the head with force. Furthermore, G9 does not complain in any way, he 
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gets back to his feet and plays on. He was not injured, received no treatment nor did he feel any pain in 
his head. However, based upon the match footage it is possible that there may have been some 
brushing or minimal contact with G9’s head after the initial direct contact to G9’s shoulder, but such 
contact was not direct nor with force.  
 
2. The Player did run at speed into the contact area and the match footage confirms that immediately 
before contact he left his feet. The word propel is defined as “moving something somewhere often with 
a lot of force”. He entered the ruck, by which time the other players were no longer on their feet, at 
speed and did not bind or grasp another player but attempted to with his left arm but not with his right 
arm and shoulder. His timing and consequently his technique were at fault and he was reckless as to the 
possible consequences taking into account the manner in which he executed his attempted grasp and 
clear out.  
 
3. The contact by the Player with G9 was with moderate force. If the Committee had been satisfied 
there was clear direct contact with the head with the force which was used shoulder to shoulder then 
the red card threshold would have been met despite the absence of injury. 
 
4. There were some factors present which suggested there was a degree of danger in the Player’s 
actions. His feet left the ground before contact, he was attempting a dominant clear out and he was 
travelling at speed and his right upper arm is moving upwards in a sling type position. Absent the direct 
contact with G9’s head, the degree of danger overall could not reasonably be considered high.  
 
5. Mr Montzinger, in his final submissions suggested that the collision between the Player and G9 was 
almost exclusively the responsibility of SK5 who lifted/moved G9 into the Player’s path. The committee 
reject that submission. It has no merit. SK5 did lift/move G9 and changed his position from the original 
jackal position, but this did not and does exonerate the Player from his act of foul play. The Committee 
accept that in such a dynamic situation, G9’s position in the collapsed ruck did change as a result of 
SK5’s actions but the Player should have been aware as the second to arrive at the contact area to clear 
out this might happen. He should have adjusted his speed and actions accordingly. 
 
Based upon the above evidence and findings of fact particularly relating to the contact with G9’s head, 
the allegation of striking G9’s head is dismissed. Similarly, in the alternative, whilst the Player committed 
an act of foul play by charging into a ruck/contact area contrary to Law 9.20 the combination of the 
primary finding of no direct contact with G9’s head, the actions of SK5 in moving G9 and the moderate 
degree of danger the citing relating to this allegation should also be dismissed. In the opinion of the 
Committee the Player’s conduct probably merited a yellow card. The Player who was only 20 years of 
age was advised to reflect upon his timing, technique and execution of clear outs in the future. 
 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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____________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
DECISION 

  
Breach admitted ☐           Citing Dismissed 

 

SANCTIONING PROCESS 
 

ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS 
 

Assessment of Intent – R 17.19.2(a)-(b) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
Intentional/deliberate ☐                  Reckless ☐ 

State Reasons  
 

Gravity of player’s actions – R 17.19.2(c) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
 
 
 
Nature of actions – R 17.19.2(d) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
 
 
 
Existence of provocation – R 17.19.2(e) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
 
 
 
Whether player retaliated – R 17.19.2(f) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
 
 
 
Self-defence – R 17.19.2(g) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
 
 
 
Effect on victim – R 17.19.2(h) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
 
 
 
Effect on match – R 17.19.2(i) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
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Vulnerability of victim – R 17.19.2(j) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
 
 
 
Level of participation/premeditation – R 17.19.2(k) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
 
 
 
Conduct completed/attempted – R 17.19.2(l) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
 
 
 
Other features of player’s conduct – R 17.19.2(m) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
 
 
 

 

 

ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS CONTINUED 
 

Entry point  
Top end*                       Weeks 
 ☐ 

Mid-range                        Weeks 
 ☐ 

Low-end                         Weeks 
  ☐ 

 

*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 
 

  

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) 
 

Need for deterrence – R 17.19.4(b) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
 

Any other off-field aggravating factors – R 17.19.4(c) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
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Number of additional weeks:                        
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RELEVANT OFF-FIELD MITIGATING FACTORS 
 

Acknowledgement of guilt and timing – R 17.19.5(a) (or 
equivalent Tournament rule) 

Player’s disciplinary record/good character – R 17.19.5(b) 
(or equivalent Tournament rule) 

 
 

 

Youth and inexperience of player – R 17.19.5(c) (or 
equivalent Tournament rule) 

Conduct prior to and at hearing – – R 17.19.5(d) (or 
equivalent Tournament rule) 

  

Remorse and timing of remorse – R 17.19.5(e) (or 
equivalent Tournament rule) 

Other off-field mitigation – R 17.19.5(f) (or equivalent 
Tournament rule) 

  

 
Number of weeks deducted:               
 

 

Summary of reason for number of weeks deducted: 
 

 

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  None, the Player is free to play forthwith. Sending off sufficient  ☐ 
 

Sanction commences 
 

 

Sanction concludes  

Matches/tournaments 
included in sanction 

 

 
Costs 
 

None 

  

 
Signature  
 Chairman) 
 

 
_Mike 
Hamlin_______________________________ 

Date  
31st August 2019______________ 
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NOTE:  YOU HAVE 48 HOURS (15s)/24 HOURS (7s) FROM NOTIFICATION OF THE DECISION OF THE CHAIRMAN/JO TO LODGE AN 
APPEAL WITH THE TOURNAMENT DIRECTOR – R 17.22.2(a) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 


