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RUGBY FOOTBALL UNION 
DISCIPLINARY PANEL 

JUDGMENT 

 

Club:    Rams RFC 
Panel:    Gareth Graham (Chairman), Matthew O’Grady, Tim Naylor 

Secretary:   Rebecca Morgan 

 
HEARING 

 

Dates:    10 October 2019 and 13 January 2020 

Venue:    Holiday Inn Bloomsbury 
RFU Representative:  Daniel Saoul QC 

Club’s Representative:  Gemma White 

Attending:   Gary Reynolds (Rams RFC) 
    David Barnes, Alys Lewis, Stuart Tennant, Valentina Bianchetto (RFU) 

 

DECISION 
 
1. The Panel finds the charges brought against Rams RFC (“the Club”) proven.  

 
2. The Club is sanctioned to a deduction of 20 league points. Of those, 5 points are to be deducted with immediate 

effect. The remaining 15-point deduction is to be suspended for two seasons.  

 
INTRODUCTION 

 
3. The Club was charged with an offence contrary to RFU Regulation 7.4 in that it had failed to submit an accurate 

declaration to the RFU between 1 March to 30 June 2019 in respect of gross payments of Material Benefits 

paid to any third party in respect of playing rugby. 

 
4. This is the first such charge brought against any club under the (new) RFU Regulation 7.  

 

5. The Panel was provided with a bundle running to 136 pages and written submissions from both Parties as to 

findings of fact and sanction. The Panel is grateful to the Parties for the way in which they prepared for and 
conducted themselves throughout the various hearings and for their helpful and comprehensive written 

submissions. 

 
6. The disciplinary hearing was convened over various dates from October 2019 to January 2020 as follows:- 

 

a. On 10 October 2019, the Panel heard a comprehensive opening statement from the RFU and 
evidence from five members of the Club; 

 

b. Following that hearing, the Panel received written submissions relating to findings of fact; 
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c. The Panel reconvened in the absence of the Parties on 8 November 2019 to consider its decision as 

to findings of fact; 
 

d. On 13 January 2020, the hearing was reconvened to hear submissions relating to sanction; 

 
e. The Panel reconvened, again in the absence of the Parties, on 21 January 2020 to consider its 

decision as to sanction. 

 
7. This document contains the Panel’s reasoned decision, reached after consideration of the evidence, the 

written and oral submissions and documentation placed before us. It is a summary. The fact that specific 

reference is not made herein to any part or aspect thereof does not mean it was not considered and given the 

appropriate weight. A list of preliminary findings of fact was issued to the Parties in advance of the hearing on 
13 January 2020. For the avoidance of doubt, this Judgment stands as the definitive and final judgment of the 

Panel. 

 
PRELIMINARY ISSUES 

 

8. There was no objection to the composition of the Panel. 
 

CHARGE AND PLEA 
 

9. The Club was charged as follows: 

 

Statement of Offence 
 

Failure to submit an accurate Declaration, contrary to RFU Regulation 7.4. 

 

Particulars of Offence 
 

Rams RFC failed to submit an accurate Declaration, in accordance with RFU Regulation 7.4.1, during the 

submission window commencing 1 March and closing 30 June in respect of any Gross Payments of Material 

Benefits paid or payable between 1 June of the previous year and 31 May of the current season by or on 

behalf of Rams RFC (directly or indirectly) to any third party in respect of playing rugby union. 

 
10. The Club accepted the charge by way of email dated 19 September 2019. 

 

CONTEXT AND REGULATION 7 
 

11. There are 1,864 registered clubs in England. The Panel was told that there has been a growing concern at the 

RFU as to the payment of players in the lower level of the Game and the continued sustainability of the 
community game. Consequently, the RFU, in accordance with its duties as the national governing body for 

rugby, developed a mechanism by which it can provide financial assistance to clubs in an attempt to ensure a 

relatively level (financial) playing field.  
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12. The mechanism by which the RFU provides such assistance to clubs at Levels 3 and below is by way of “RFU 

Benefits”. As defined at RFU Regulation 7.2.8, eligible clubs may receive the following monetary and non-
monetary benefits: 

 

(a) Travel funding and Long Distance Allowances for league and cup matches (including offshore travel). 
(b) Supplemental Ticket Fund. 

(c) Rugby Football Foundation (RFF) and (RFU) Interest Free Loans and Grants. 

(d) Green Deal Interest Free Loans RFF up to £20,000. 
(e) Rugby Football Union Grants. 

(f) Other interest free loans. 

(g) Subsidised Match Officials’ costs at Levels 3 and 4. 

(h) Eligibility for AGP Rugby Share programme. 
(i) Prioritisation for AGP Rugby Turf programme. 

(j) Eligibility for non-commercial rates in respect of AGP usage. 

(k) Constituent Body PFR funding used for individual grants to clubs. 
(l) Any other RFU cash grants or such other loans/grants or other benefits as decided by the RFU. 

 

13. Clubs are only eligible for such benefits if payments to players of their men’s first XV do not exceed certain 
thresholds. For the purposes of this case, the relevant Payment Threshold (as defined by Regulation 7.2.6) is 

as follows: 

 
7.2.6 “Payment Threshold” means: 

 

(b) For clubs whose men’s first XV team plays at Level 4: the threshold is £157,500 of Gross Payments 

paid or payable to players and including the payment of Player Coaches save that only £10,000 of the 

costs of each of the first and second Player Coaches will be excluded in calculating whether or not the 

threshold has been exceeded. 

 

14. Gross Payments is defined as follows: 

 
7.2.4 “Gross Payments” means all Material Benefits paid or payable to any third party in respect of playing 

rugby union (including any payments in respect of England Academy Players and Loan Players) plus all 

payments payable in respect of such Material Benefit which includes, by way of example, national insurance 

contributions, income tax and agents fees. 

 

15. In turn, Material Benefit is defined as follows: 

 
7.2.5 “Material Benefit” means money, consideration, gifts or any other benefits whatsoever contracted, 

promised or given to or by a person or any other individual, body corporate, partnership (or any other entity or 

body whether incorporated or not) at his/her direction in respect of such person’s participation in the Game. 

 

16. The Panel was told that there are 1,306 clubs to which Regulation 7 applies. In order to administer the RFU 

Benefits, and to ensure that these clubs have equal access to such assistance, the RFU introduced a system 
of self-declaration. It is the process of self-declaration which lies at the heart of this case.  
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17. Regulation 7.4.1 specifies that: 

 
7.4.1 All clubs whose men’s first XV team plays at Level 3 and below, and who wish to be entitled to RFU 

Benefits, will be required to: 

 

(a) submit an annual Declaration every season; 

(b) during the submission window commencing 1 March and closing 30 June; 

(c) in respect of any Gross Payments of Material Benefits paid or payable between 1 June of the previous year 

and 31 May of the current season; 

(d) by or on behalf of the club (directly or indirectly) to any third party in respect of playing rugby union. 

 

18. A “Declaration” is defined at Regulation 7.2.3 as “the declaration submitted annually by a club via the Game 

Management System portal in the form prescribed by the RFU”. 

 

19. Regulation 7 also details the potential consequences of failing to submit an accurate Declaration. The relevant 
excerpts are as follows (with emphasis added where relevant for the purposes of this case): 

 

7.4.2 If a club fails to submit an accurate declaration in accordance with 7.4.1 above, or is paying above 
the Payment Thresholds set out above, the club will no longer be eligible for the RFU Benefits in 
respect of the entirety of the following season. For the avoidance of doubt, non-submission of a Declaration 

or clubs accurately declaring to be paying over the Payment Threshold will not constitute of breach of 

regulations. 

 

… 

 

7.4.6 Upon request of the RFU, all clubs and persons shall cooperate fully, accurately and promptly with and 

shall provide all necessary assistance to the RFU with respect to any matter pursuant to this Regulation 7 

(including in relation to spot checks, auditing, answering the questions of and furnishing the RFU with, all 

relevant and/or requested documentation and information) and failure to cooperate shall constitute a breach 

of this Regulation 7. 

 

7.4.7 If any party (including any club or person) is alleged or suspected to be in breach of these Regulations 

(whether as a result of a single breach or persistent breaches, failure to cooperate or providing false or 

inaccurate information or declaration or such other breach), such action would be considered as a breach of 

regulations and dealt with pursuant to Regulation 19. 

 

7.4.8 Any breach, allegation or suspicion of a breach, and such other disciplinary matter arising in relation to 

this Regulation 7 shall be referred to the RFU Head of Discipline. If the RFU Head of Discipline decides that 

there is a case to answer and that a charge should be brought against any party, the matter will be dealt with 

in accordance with RFU Regulation 19. Subject to any right of appeal, the RFU Disciplinary Panel will be 
entitled to impose such sanctions and penalties against any such party as it deems necessary in 
respect of any breach of these regulations. 
 

7.4.9 In event that any party (including club or person) is found to have breached these regulations in 
any way (including the provision of an inaccurate Declaration or information, non-cooperation with the 
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Regulations or such other reason), the RFU has the power to claw back and/or withhold further funding 
and RFU Benefits. Any failure by any party to pay back any misappropriated RFU Benefits constitutes a 

regulatory breach of these regulations. 

 

20. The process of self-declaration requires the following steps to be completed by each club between 1 March 
and 30 June of the relevant season: 

 

i. The Club needs to log into ‘GMS’, the RFU’s Game Management System; 
ii. Within the module called “Club Declaration for Payment of Players”, certain questions need 

to be completed; 

iii. The form then needs to be printed;  

iv. The printed form must be signed by relevant individuals; 
v. The signed Declaration must then be uploaded to GMS. 

 

21. The Panel was told that once a Declaration is uploaded to GMS by a club and formally submitted, that same 
club is not able to submit another declaration via GMS (for example, in the event of a mistake).  

 

22. The Declaration requires a club to answer the following two questions (“the Questions”) on the form: 
 

a. “Do any players or Playing Coaches of the Club receive any Material Benefits for playing rugby for 

the Club, whether directly or via a third party? 
 

b. “Are any players engaged in another non-playing capacity by the Club or third party associated with 

the Club in return for any Material Benefit? 
 

23. Should a club answer any of these questions “Yes” (rather than the only other option “No”), the electronic form 

prompts the entry of the relevant financial information. The form does not otherwise prompt the entry of that 
information. 

 

24. It is of note that the Declaration specifies that it should be read in conjunction with Regulation 7 (which defines 
the relevant terms) as well as the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) document. Further, immediately above 

the signatory section, the following statement appears on the Declaration itself: 

 

“THIS DECLARATION MUST BE SIGNED BY ALL INDIVIDUALS REFERENCED BELOW. BY SIGNING 

THIS DECLARATION, YOU HEREBY CONFIRM THAT, TO THE BEST OF YOUR KNOWLEDGE: 

(A) THE INFORMATION AND STATEMENTS SET OUT HEREIN ARE TRUE AND ACCURATE; 
(B) FULL AND PROPER ENQUIRIES HAVE BEEN MADE IN RELATION TO THE CONTACT (sic) OF THE 
DECLARATION; AND 
(C) THE CONTENT AND SUBMISSIONS MADE WITHIN THIS DECLARATION HAVE BEEN APPROVED 
AND MINUTED AT A FORMAL CLUB MEETING. 
ANY FALSE OR MISLEADING DECLARATION MAY CONSTUTITE A BREACH OF RFU REGULATION AND 

BE SUBJECT TO DISCIPLINARY ACTION IN ACCORDANCE WITH RFU REGULATION 19.” 
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BACKGROUND FACTS AND ISSUES 
 

25. The following central facts were not in dispute: 

 

a. In order to be eligible for RFU Benefits, the Club was required to submit an accurate Declaration 
between 1 March and 30 June 2019 (“the relevant window”) for any Gross Payments of Material 

Benefits paid or payable between 1 June 2018 and 31 May 2019; 

 
b. The Club submitted a Declaration dated 26 March 2019 (“the Club’s Declaration”) in which it 

answered “No” to both of the Questions. No financial information was therefore included on the Club’s 

Declaration. The Club should have answered “Yes” to the first question; this would have enabled the 

Club to input the required financial information. 
 

c. The Club’s Declaration was printed off and signed by the following individuals (as set out thereon): 

i. Andrew Lynch, Chairman Officer; 
ii. John Fleming, Hon. Treasurer Officer; 

iii. William Richard Willis Gornall-King, Hon. Secretary Officer; 

iv. Janette Tichband, Adult Registrar. 
 

d. The signed Declaration, dated 26 March 2019, was then submitted via GMS. 

 
e. David Barnes, RFU Head of Discipline, emailed the Club on 10 April 2019 to request information in 

support of the Club’s Declaration and to notify the Club that he was investigating a potential breach 

of RFU Regulation 7.4. 
 

f. The Club responded by email dated 12 April 2019 to confirm that the Declaration was “erroneous”; 

that the Club paid its players (and had never made secret of that fact); and, that the Club was well-
within the Payment Threshold for Level 4 (i.e. £157,700). 

 

g. The Club subsequently sent Mr Barnes the information as requested.  
 

h. By email dated 16 April 2019, the Club also sent the RFU a copy of the minutes from its executive 

meeting of 26 March 2019 at which it was said the Declaration was signed.  

 
i. The minutes of the meeting (as headed “Meeting of Executive Committee of Rams RFC held on 

Tuesday 26 March 2019 in the Gwyn Francis Room at the Clubhouse, Old Redingensians Sports 

Ground, Old Bath Road, Sonning, Reading, Berkshire RG4 6TQ at 7.30pm) included the following 
relevant excerpt: 

 

“5.6 Following a discussion that the RFU player payments declaration had been completed 

online on the GMS system disclosing players’ salaries and bonuses a copy of the 

declaration was circulated and it was agreed it should be and was then signed by the 

Chairman, Treasurer and Secretary, it having already been signed by Janette 

Tichband.” 
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j. The Club also sent the RFU a copy of the handwritten minute of the meeting on 26 March 2019 at 

which it was said the Declaration was signed. That handwritten minute does not make reference to 
item 5.6 of the formal minute previously provided to the RFU. 

 

k. Within the relevant window, the Club attempted to submit an accurate Declaration on 26 June 2019. 
However, it could not do so via GMS as the system would not allow another declaration to be 

submitted. 

 
l. By email dated 10 September 2019, the Club accepted the Charge that it had failed to submit an 

accurate Declaration, contrary to Regulation 7.4. 

 

26. Following the acceptance of the Charge by the Club, and written submissions from the Parties, the following 
two overarching issues came before the Disciplinary Panel: 

 

a. Did the Disciplinary Panel have jurisdiction to determine whether the RFU was entitled to withhold 
RFU Benefits from the Club? 

 

b. What was the appropriate sanction and/or penalty, if any, to impose on the Club? 
 

CLUB’S EVIDENCE 
 

27. The Club provided the Panel with witness statements from the four signatories to the Club’s Declaration. The 

Panel also heard live evidence from those individuals and from Gary Reynolds. The salient details of this 

evidence are referred to hereafter: 
 

John Fleming 
 
28. In his signed statement Mr Fleming reported that he had reviewed the form online with Ms Tichband and was 

pleased it was only a very brief document. They collectively agreed that the answers to the relevant questions 

should be “yes” in reference to the first question and then “no” in relation to the second.  During this exchange 
it was said that Ms Tichband had undertaken to complete the submission and print off the document to be 

signed later at the Committee Meeting. Mr Fleming noted that Ms Tichband later produced the submission and 

he signed it in the belief that it contained an accurate record of the verbal consensus reached earlier i.e., that 

it constituted a “yes” and “no” declaration. Mr Fleming said he was ‘staggered’ when he saw that the 
Declaration actually said “no” and “no” and apologised for the genuine error. 

 

29. In answer to questions on behalf the RFU, he said that it was, in his view, obvious that the answer to the first 
question should be “yes” and that the second would be “no”. He noted that on 26 March, prior to the Committee 

Meeting, the four signatories to the Declaration were in the Club’s bar. He said that he had earlier asked 

Janette Tichband for the printed out form and, believing it to say “yes” and “no” and (because that was what 
he was expecting to see) took it away and signed it whilst in the bar. Mr Fleming commented in his evidence 

that the submission of the Declaration to the RFU was discussed briefly at the meeting and was, at this stage, 

approved by the Committee. He said that Andrew Lynch and Bill Gornall-King appeared to have signed the 
form on a different understanding. When challenged as to the accuracy of the minutes of the meeting (which 

suggested that the Declaration was signed at the Committee Meeting rather than before it), Mr Fleming said 
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that the minute was incorrect, confirming that the form had in fact been signed just prior to the meeting. He 

accepted that the discussion in the bar was cursory. 
 

Janette Tichband 
 

30. In her signed statement, Ms Tichband commented that she was certain she had entered “yes” and then “no” 

in answer to the Questions on the form. She said that she, along with the other signatories, signed the form 

which she then scanned into the computer and submitted to the RFU via GMS. She apologised for not checking 
the content of the form before signing it and for the genuine mistake made. Ms Tichband gave compelling 

evidence before the Panel. She said that she was a volunteer and carried out numerous duties at the Club 

including player registration, running the medical team, fundraising, helping to run the shop and working behind 

the bar. Ms Tichband said that she thought that she had answered “yes” and then “no” to the Questions on 
the form; although she discussed it with Mr Fleming, she knew the players were paid and that was it. She said 

that she signed the Declaration at home and then came into the Club in the evening and gave it to the others 

to sign in the bar. When asked whether she had read the section above the signatory box she said she 
‘probably just signed it’. Ms Tichband said she did not attend the Committee Meeting and could not say whether 

she had gone home by the time the meeting started.  

 
Bill Gornall-King 

 

31. Mr Gornall-King reported in his written evidence that he arrived at the clubhouse for the Committee Meeting 
and that Janette Tichband was present and had with her the printed forms. He said that Mr Fleming and  

Ms Tichband confirmed that they had worked through the form and that, from the conversation, he was 

confident that they had made full disclosure of the player payments. Mr Gornall-King added that he knew  
Ms Tichband was very thorough because the Club had just come through an HMRC investigation with a ‘clean 

bill of health’. He said that the consensus of the executive committee in the conversation was that they could 

go ahead and sign the Declaration. He added that with the benefit of hindsight he should not have taken the 
contents of the form at face value and should have scrutinised it more carefully. He said that he was ‘mortified’ 

when he read the RFU email of 10 April 2019 as he then realised that the answer to the first question should 

have been a “yes”. He said that his only explanation was that “because (a) we pay them to play and (b) we 

pay a match day win bonus and knowing they have contracts and are on PAYE and assuming that the material 

entered on the GMS online form had included disclosure of the above that caused me to think the question 

was aimed at other material benefits so I thought I was signing a correct declaration.” Mr Gornall-King added 

that he had not intended to make a false declaration and apologised unreservedly for the trouble the error has 
caused.  

 

32. Before the Panel, Mr Gornall-King accepted that he had signed the Declaration in the bar before the meeting. 
He said that he thought that the RFU had information about the players and that the RFU knew the players 

were paid; he thought that the question must relate to material benefits over and above the payment of players. 

Mr Gornall-King said that he had read through the relevant Regulations before signing the form. He said that 
he also knew that the Club was well below the Payment Threshold. When challenged over the contents of the 

formal minutes of the Committee Meeting (which were said to give the clear impression that the Declaration 

was signed in the Committee Meeting), Mr Gornall-King said that the entire committee was present and had 
agreed to sign it and that it was as good as being in the next room with the same people. When asked as to 

whether there was a difference between being in the bar and being in the formal committee meeting,  
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Mr Gornall-King said he was not sure he could see the difference. It was suggested to Mr Gornall-King (in light 

of the statement above the signatory box on the Declaration that the contents therein needed to be approved 
and minuted at a formal club meeting) that when the issue was raised by the RFU (in April 2019) that this 

rendered more acute the need for a proper discussion in the Committee Meeting. Mr Gornall-King was asked 

why there was no mention of this exchange in the (contemporaneous) handwritten minute and yet there was 
mention of it in the typed minute; Mr Gornall-King said that in hindsight there should have been mention of the 

exchange in the handwritten minute. 

 
Andrew Lynch 

 

33. In his signed statement, Mr Lynch spoke of his ‘deep embarrassment’ at having been a signatory to the 

incorrect Declaration. He said that he believed the error to have been caused by a “simple mis-reading of the 

intent of the questions.”  He said that he signed the form in “good faith assuming that it was referring to other, 

non-disclosed, benefits that the players might receive as we had already submitted our accounts to both the 

RFU and the NCA.” 
 

34. In his evidence, Mr Lynch reported that prior to signing the form, he knew that the Club needed to file a 

Declaration and was comfortable in doing so, noting that the Club was “comfortably” within the Payment 
Threshold. He said that he had not read the Regulations and had not asked others to ensure they had prior to 

signing the Declaration. Mr Lynch reported that he recalled reading the relevant question and had honestly 

read it as referring to other material benefits. Mr Lynch accepted signing the form in the bar along with the rest 
of the Committee. Mr Lynch gave evidence that he remembered reading through the declaration on the form 

itself and accepted that he was aware when he signed it that the Declaration had not been approved at the 

formal Committee Meeting. When asked as to whether he accepted that, at this point, the declaration cannot 
have been true, he said “all the officers were present…and, to my mind, it was a true reflection and a true 

statement.” Mr Lynch accepted that the payment of players was only mentioned in passing in the Committee 

Meeting in the context of a more general discussion about the fact many other clubs would not be able to sign 
it or would be well over the threshold. 

 

Gary Reynolds 
 

35. Mr Reynolds, CEO, accepted that he had been present in the bar when the Declaration was signed. He 

recalled that there had been a discussion about it and that the Club was confident – “smug if you like” – that it 

would not get close to the threshold. He reported that upon discovery of the error, Ms Tichband had been 
‘baffled’ because she was of the opinion she had ticked “yes” in response to the relevant (first) question on 

the form. Mr Reynolds noted that everyone’s interpretation as to what the first question meant differed slightly 

and that because the Club knew it was within the limit that it was not a high priority. Mr Reynolds commented 
that GMS was known for having glitches and noted that the Club had had a glowing report from HMRC.  

Mr Reynolds reported that he would have signed the form had it been given to him by Ms Tichband and  

Mr Fleming. 
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SUBMISSIONS 
 

RFU 
 
36. In written submissions, the RFU stated that the online form was dealt with by Ms Tichband and that it must 

have been at this stage that she inadvertently selected the answer “No” to the first question on the Declaration. 

The RFU accepted that this was an honest error on her part. The RFU rejected the suggestion by Mr Reynolds 
that the error could have been a glitch with the RFU system. 

 

37. The RFU stated that Mr Fleming, Mr Gornall-King and Mr Lynch signed the form in the bar and that they cannot 

have read the form, or any part of it, with due care and diligence. In particular it was said by the RFU that: 
 

a. Whilst Mr Fleming was of the view that the first question in the Declaration should have been 

answered “Yes”, he did not detect that it had been answered “No”; 
 

b. Mr Gornall-King and Mr Lynch took the view – wrongly and without any proper basis – that the first 

question on the form was directed at payments over and above wages and bonuses, and therefore 
that the correct answer was “No”. However, had they read the second page of the form properly (see 

p16 of the Bundle) it would have been apparent to them, from the words in italics (and in particular 

the paragraphs numbered 1 and 2) that Material Benefits included all payments, including wages, not 
least given the references to “any direct or indirect payments to players” as well as to compliance 

with HMRC and PAYE requirements. 

 
c. Further, none of the signatories could have read the formal declaration (immediately above their 

signatures, p18) properly given that, amongst other things, it required them to confirm that the content 

and submissions made within the Declaration had been approved and minuted at a formal club 
meeting.  

 

38. The RFU submitted that it was clear that the signatories to the Declaration had signed it without having any 
discussion whatsoever amongst themselves about its contents. This, it was said, was apparent from the 

diametrically opposed views which Mr Lynch and Mr Gornall-King, on one hand, and Mr Fleming and Ms 

Tichband, on the other, held as to what the correct answer to the first question was. The RFU’s position was 

that had there been even a perfunctory discussion about this, this basic misunderstanding between them as 
to what the correct answer was (to one of only two questions they were being asked to answer) would 

undoubtedly have emerged. It was said that Mr Reynolds’s evidence served to confirm the wholly unacceptable 

approach taken to the signing of the Declaration: first, in justifying his conduct by reference to the fact that 
these matters were “low priority” for the Club (presumably because the Club believed it was below the relevant 

thresholds); and, second, by then defending his fellow officers on the basis that had he been presented with 

the form to sign, he would have done so without question.  
 

39. The RFU also took time to emphasise that the process in place is designed to minimise the scope for error: 

The need for the contents of the Declaration to be approved at a formal Club meeting, minuted, and then 
signed by four suitable people, should reduce the risk of inadvertent (non-negligent) error to close to zero. 
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40. The RFU stated that the typed minutes of the Committee Meeting prepared by Mr Gornall-King were false and 

could not be relied upon by the Panel:  
 

a. Contrary to what those minutes state, the Declaration was not “circulated” during the Committee 

meeting, nor indeed to the Committee at all (whether during the meeting or otherwise);  
 

b. The Committee did not “agree” that the Declaration “should be” signed. This is both because  

(1) signing had already taken place prior to the Committee Meeting and (2) there was simply no 
formal discussion or “agreement” at the Committee meeting of the type suggested by the minutes in 

any case; 

 

c. The Declaration was not “then signed by the Chairman, Treasurer and Secretary” – it had been signed 
prior to the Committee meeting. In oral evidence Mr Fleming accepted that the minutes were wrong 

in this respect; 

 
d. It was notable that the typed minutes were prepared only after the RFU had raised its concerns with 

the Club about the inaccuracy of the Declaration and so at a time when the Club was on notice of the 

RFU’s concerns about the Club’s non-compliance with Regulation 7. Further, there was no trace of 
these matters in Mr Gornall-King’s handwritten notes of the Committee Meeting. The likely position, 

on analysis, was that the typed minute was a reconstruction of what should have happened – i.e. a 

proper discussion in the Committee meeting, with the Declaration being circulated for all Committee 
members to review, followed by approval and then signature. That is not what actually happened. 

 

41. In conclusion, the RFU accepted that the Club’s error in completing the Declaration was neither deliberate nor 
dishonest and that the Club fell below the relevant Payment Threshold. It was, however, said that the manner 

in which the Club handled its compliance with Regulation 7, and the completion, review, approval and then 

signing of the Declaration, was serially negligent. The Club’s conduct in this regard, it argued, can only be 
described as lamentable. None of the officers, nor any of the members of the wider Committee (let alone the 

Committee collectively) took proper responsibility for the Club’s obligations in this regard. At every possible 

stage the Club was careless. 
 

42. The RFU added that this was not a criticism of the initial inadvertent error by Ms Tichband but of the 

lackadaisical approach the senior officers of the Club subsequently took in relation to their duties. 

 
The Club 

 

43. In written submissions, the Club stated that it had provided two declarations: 26 March and then 26 June 2019. 
However, it accepted the second declaration could not constitute a “Declaration” for the purposes of  

Regulation 7 because it was not filed in the form prescribed by Regulation 7.2.3. The Club accepted that the 

initial information in the First Declaration submitted via the GMS portal was inaccurate. It was submitted that  
in light of the fact the Club did submit the relevant information within the relevant window, the error in the 

declaration should be treated as a technical breach at best and the spirit of the Regulation, namely the 

provision of information, had been complied with. 
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44. The Club rejected the suggestion advanced by the RFU that there was ‘significant’ negligence or that the 

Club’s conduct was ‘lamentable’. It was submitted that it was not unreasonable for the Committee members 
to rely upon their previous experience of Ms Tichband, described as a ‘phenomenally good administrator’ and 

trusted by the officers of the Club. 

 
45. The Club helpfully summarised parts of the evidence before stating that any finding of negligence could not 

properly be categorised as ‘significant’. It was submitted that significant negligence might involve a complete 

disregard for the requirement in the first place or a complete failure to look at the form or discuss it in advance 
or a complete failure to engage with any investigation once raised. 

 

46. It was said that the clear seriousness that the Club takes in relation to matters of finance and Regulation is 

borne out by the following:  
 

a. The clean bill of health given by the HMRC investigation; 

 
b. The fact that Mr Gornall-King raised the need to submit a Declaration in February 2019, highlighting 

it was important and suggesting a dry run, presumably to ensure it was completed correctly; 

 
c. The fact that Mr Gornall-King had taken the trouble previously to read Regulation 7; 

 

d. The fact that Ms Tichband and Mr Fleming looked at the form on GMS before it was completed and 
discussed between them the correct answers; 

 

e. Mr Gornall-King confirming with Ms Tichband that the payment of players had been declared when 
he read ‘no’ on the form; 

 

f. The fact that the First Declaration was submitted expeditiously and in a timely fashion by Ms 
Tichband; 

 

g. The compliance demonstrated by the Club with the investigation as soon as the discrepancy was 
brought to their attention; 

 

h. The submission of the accurate Second Declaration within the required window. 

 
47. The Panel was invited specifically to conclude that the Club’s breach of Regulation 7 was merely a technical 

one in light of the attempted submission of the second declaration, submitted within the required window, albeit 

not in the correct form. The Panel was invited to conclude that if the GMS Portal allowed for amendments or 
changes to be made after a Declaration had been submitted, or for a subsequent Declaration to be uploaded, 

then the Club would most likely not be in breach at all. The Panel was invited to find as a matter of fact that 

the submission of the Declaration was not deliberate and not dishonest and that it was a genuine inadvertent 
error. The Panel was also invited to find that if there was negligence on the part of the Club in its approach to 

the Declaration such negligence was not significant and was trifling and minor; the mistake was rectified 

expeditiously and appropriately. 
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FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
48. The Panel considered all the evidence and submissions it heard (and read) with care. On the face of it, this 

was a relatively straightforward case: the Club failed to submit an accurate Declaration via GMS in accordance 

with Regulation 7 and had accepted as much. However, there remained particular areas of conflict which could 
be relevant to the question of sanction, namely: the extent to which the Club’s failure could be categorised as 

a “technical” breach of the Regulations (given the submission of the second declaration on 26 June 2019); the 

extent to which the Club’s failure could be described as negligent; and, the import, if any, of the content of the 
typed minutes of the Committee Meeting. 

 

49. The Panel made the following findings of fact, on the balance of probabilities: 

 
a. The Panel accepts that the Club completed the Declaration promptly and expeditiously, well ahead 

of the 30 June deadline. 

 
b. The Panel also accepts that the Club’s error in completing the Declaration inaccurately was not 

deliberate or dishonest. At the outset, when the index box was incorrectly ticked “No” instead of “Yes”, 

Ms Tichband made a simple, inadvertent, administrative error.  
 

c. The Panel notes that the system for submitting such declarations provides for a number of procedural 

steps which, in part, appear to be designed to prevent inaccurate declarations being made to the 
RFU. The form includes a requirement that each signatory to the declaration confirms the following: 

 

i. That the information and statements in the declaration are true and accurate; 
 

ii. That full and proper enquiries have been made in relation to the information contained in the 

declaration; 
 

iii. That the content and submissions within the declaration have been approved and minuted at a 

formal club meeting. 
 

d. These procedural steps placed an obvious obligation onto each of the individual signatories to the 

Club’s Declaration in question to ensure that the information contained in the form was accurate. It 

was plainly incumbent on the Club to scrutinise and approve the contents of the form at a formal 
(minuted) meeting. The Panel find that the Club fundamentally failed in relation to both these steps. 

 

e. The evidence before the Panel as to where and when the form was signed by Mr Lynch, Mr Fleming 
and Mr Gornall-King was consistent: the form was signed in the bar prior to the formal Club meeting. 

 

f. Taking into account all the evidence it heard, the Panel concludes that instead of carefully scrutinising 
the content of the form at a formal Club meeting as required, Mr Lynch, Mr Fleming and  

Mr Gornall-King simply signed the form at the bar without due regard to its content or to the formal 

declaration contained immediately above their signatures. In so doing, there was a wholesale failure 
by the Club to adhere to the system designed, in part, to identify any administrative errors contained 

in the form. Simply put, these three individuals failed to give the Declaration the consideration it duly 
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required. The Panel concludes that this wholesale failure was, as submitted by the RFU, both 

lamentable and negligent to a significant degree. 
 

g. During its deliberations, the Panel considered with care the evidence it heard in relation to the content 

of the minutes of the Club’s Executive Committee.  
 

h. The content of the (typed) minutes at paragraph 5.6 is unambiguous; the minutes state that there 

was a discussion about the Declaration and that the Declaration was circulated and signed in the 
formal meeting. The heading at the top of the minutes is equally unambiguous; the formal meeting is 

said to have taken place in the Gwyn Francis Room at the Club (and not in the bar). However, there 

is no mention of there being such a discussion in the contemporaneous (handwritten) notes of the 

meeting.  
 

i. On the balance of probabilities, the Panel finds that there was no such discussion about the 

Declaration in the formal meeting and that any discussion that did take place about it took place 
informally in the bar beforehand. The Panel rejects the Club’s contention that any discussion in the 

bar before the formal meeting could be construed as being part of that formal meeting or that the 

Club considered the discussion in the bar as being part of that formal meeting. As set out above, the 
Panel finds that the Declaration was signed by the three officers of the Club without due regard to its 

content and that any discussion that took place in the bar about the form was extremely limited in its 

scope. 
 

j. The Panel noted that the typed minutes of the formal meeting were drafted after the commencement 

of the RFU’s investigation into the matter. In view of the findings above, the Panel concludes that the 
events contained in paragraph 5.6 of the typed minutes do not present an accurate account as to 

what took place. The Panel finds that once the Club became aware of the error it had made on the 

Declaration, it made a clumsy attempt to cover up its failure to adhere to the procedural steps 
contained on the form by incorporating into the minutes that there had been a discussion about the 

Declaration at the formal club meeting when no such discussion had taken place in that meeting. The 

Panel concludes that the evidence from the Club’s witnesses at the hearing that the meeting in the 
bar beforehand was (seen to be) part of the formal meeting was designed to bolster the authenticity 

of the inaccurate minute. 

 

k. No blame is attached to Ms Tichband for her honest mistake in how she first entered the form on the 
system. The error was identifiable and correctable prior to formal submission of the Declaration. The 

blame rests entirely on the shoulders of the Club’s officers on whom responsibility for complying with 

the Regulations firmly rests.  
 

50. These findings of fact were sent to the Parties in advance of the second hearing which took place on  

13 January 2020 when the hearing was reconvened to hear submissions relating to sanction. 
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SUBMISSIONS AS TO SANCTION 
 

RFU 
 

51. The RFU’s position, in summary, was as follows: 
 

a. As an automatic consequence of failing to submit an accurate Declaration, the Club is no longer 

eligible for RFU Benefits for the entire 2019/20 season; and, 
 

b. The Club should also have imposed upon it a sanction of a deduction of 20 league points, suspended 

for two seasons. 

 
52. The RFU submitted that there are three considerations for the Panel when assessing the question of sanction: 

 

a. The importance of the policy which sits behind these Regulations; 
 

b. The need for a deterrence; and, 

 
c. To punish the breach. 

 

53. The RFU reminded the Panel that the RFU conducted substantial consultation in 2016 following wide-spread 
concern as to the payment of players in the community game which was creating disparity between clubs. It 

was said that there was a lack of transparency as to funding of the game which was creating an unequal 

playing field and was damaging the Game. The RFU established a working group to create a mechanism by 
which there could be a degree of regulation of funding players at the community level. The result was 

Regulation 7. The RFU could not police the question of funding on a club-by-club basis; instead, there was a 

need to rely on self-policing, self-declaration and self-certification. 
 

54. In relation to RFU Benefits, the RFU’s position was that this is a straightforward issue that is outside the 

jurisdiction of the Panel. In its written submissions on the point, the RFU says Regulation 7.4.2 provides that 
“If a club fails to submit an accurate declaration in accordance with Regulation 7.4.1 above…the club will no 

longer be eligible for the RFU Benefits in respect of the entirety of the following season”. It follows that this is 

an automatic consequence of the Club’s breach and is required by the Regulations as a matter of construction. 

In the Club’s case, this means that it is no longer eligible to receive Benefits in the sum of approximately 
£8,577. 

 

55. In terms of the deduction of 20 league points, the RFU stated that a 20-point deduction was appropriate in the 
circumstances of the case. The RFU noted that it is not easy to compare the present case with any other cases 

given the recent introduction of this Regulation and, in any event, every case is different. The RFU suggested 

that there is some similarity of a deliberate submission of an inaccurate match card which carries a 20-point 
deduction. It was said that in this case, the Club had not acted deliberately and thus the 20-point deduction 

should be suspended. 

 
56. The RFU provided a number of cases in an attempt to assist the Panel. These included: 
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a. An RFU Appeal relating to Peter Rann & Medway RFC, dated 28 March 2016; 

 
b. An Appeal by Exeter University RFC against the Review Decision of the South West Divisional 

Organising Committee, dated 23 March 2015; 

 
c. An Appeal by Devonport High School Old Boys RFC against the Review Decision of the South West 

Divisional Organising Committee, dated 9 March 2016. 

 
57. In oral submissions, the RFU accepted that these cases were of limited assistance but that they did provide 

some rationale as to why a deduction of league points was necessary. When asked why the Panel should 

consider a deduction of 20 points as being appropriate, the RFU accepted that this was little more than 

adopting an approach as to what ‘felt right’ given the Panel’s rugby experience although the previous decisions 
referred to serve to provide some context for that level of deduction. 

 

The Club 
 

58. The Club’s position, in summary, was as follows: 

 
a. The removal of RFU Benefits was not automatic and was a matter that properly fell within the 

jurisdiction of the Panel to determine; 

 
b. The Panel could not impose a sanction that was disproportionate to the gravity of the offence 

involved; 

 
c. The Panel could only impose ‘such sanctions and penalties as it deems necessary’  

(Regulation 7.4.8); and, the test of necessity means that any sanction must be justifiable and have a 

legitimate purpose or aim behind it; 
 

d. The negligence as found by the Panel must be viewed in light of the inadvertent nature of the original 

mistake and that a points deduction is not a proportionate response and is not necessary. 
 

59. In relation to the question of RFU Benefits, it was submitted by the Club that the Panel’s powers to determine 

the charge, make findings of fact and impose any sanction, arise from RFU Regulation 19. It was said that 

there are contradictions in various elements of Regulation 7, in particular between Regulation 7.4.2, 7.4.8 and 
7.4.9. The Club submitted that Regulation 7.4.9 suggests a discretion as to whether the RFU would withhold 

further funding and that it was for the Panel to exercise that discretion. Further, or in the alternative, it was said 

that if ineligibility for RFU Benefits was not a sanction per se, it was a penalty that fell within the wording of 
Regulation 7.4.8 and thus was for the Panel to determine. 

 

60. The Club submitted that the Panel must take the question of RFU Benefits into account when addressing any 
sanction. The Club noted that it was in a financial position such that sponsorship was used to pay for match 

fees and win-bonuses and that the RFU Benefits were used to develop grassroot rugby. It was said, for 

example, that the Club used such funding to coach rugby in local state schools. When asked whether the loss 
of RFU Benefits would lead to the cessation of any particular project, activity or event, none was identified.  
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61. In terms of the points deduction, the Club stood by its position that this was, in effect, a “technical” breach. 

There had been no impact on the level-playing field; the fault was one of negligence rather than dishonesty; 
the Club had not exceeded the Payment Threshold and thus there had been no impact on the Game. Further, 

there had been a level of compliance with the investigation by providing an amended second declaration, the 

appropriate documents to the RFU and a witness had given evidence from France. If the purpose of the 
Regulations was to provide financial information, it was said that the Club had done precisely that. 

 

62. Mr Reynolds was asked by the Panel as to whether the Club had made any changes as a result of the mistakes 
it had made. He responded that the Committee was terrified of making any more mistakes and had, for 

example, doubled-up on match day cards to ensure it complied with the administration required. He said that 

the Club generally did a good job and that this was an aberration. He admitted that the Club had acted in a 

blasé and reckless manner and that he did not think the RFU was trying to stop clubs like theirs. The Club 
knew it was under the Payment Threshold and thought the Declaration was a formality; however, he accepted 

that the Club had “bungled it.” 

 
63. The Club was asked how the Panel should go about calculating an appropriate points deduction, in the event 

that the Panel considered it necessary. The Club accepted in response that there was little guidance on the 

issue and that this was a question of trying to find a level that was considered proportionate.  
 

SANCTION 
 
64. In light of the submissions made by the Parties, there were two issues for the Panel to determine: 

 

a. Did the Disciplinary Panel have jurisdiction to determine whether the RFU was entitled to withhold 
RFU Benefits from the Club? 

 

b. What was the appropriate sanction and/or penalty, if any, to impose on the Club? 
 

RFU Benefits 
 
65. The Panel considered the wording of Regulation 7 in detail. The Panel rejected the submissions made on 

behalf of the Club that the question of eligibility for RFU Benefits was one it had jurisdiction to determine. In 

short, Regulation 7.4.2 provides a complete answer to this issue. Regulation 7.4.2 states: 

 
“If a club fails to submit an accurate declaration in accordance with 7.4.1 above, or is paying above the 

Payment Thresholds set above, the club will no longer be eligible for the RFU Benefits in respect of the 
entirety of the following season…” (emphasis added). 

 

66. In this case, the Club had accepted that it failed to submit an accurate Declaration (as defined at  

Regulation 7.2.3). Therefore, as a matter of construction, the Club will (automatically) no longer be eligible for 
the RFU Benefits for the 2019/20 season. The Regulations do not provide a Disciplinary Panel with any 

discretion to determine whether a club in breach retains its eligibility for RFU Benefits. 
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67. The Panel accepts that the Club’s ineligibility for RFU Benefits is a feature which must be considered (along 

with other such factors) when determining what sanction and/or penalty should be imposed in consequence 
of the breach. 

 

Sanction and/or Penalty 
 

68. This is the first such case that the Panel knows of in Rugby Union; it is the first brought under the new 

Regulation 7.  
 

69. The sanction framework contained in Regulation 7 is minimal. Regulation 7.4.8 provides simply that the 

Disciplinary Panel is “entitled to impose such sanctions and penalties against any such party as it deems 

necessary in respect of any breach of these regulations.” The Regulations do not provide further guidance. 
The Panel’s discretion is wide, tempered only by the question of necessity and proportionality.  

 

70. Throughout its deliberations, the Panel considered the question of necessity and proportionality by reference 
to the factors expounded by the RFU. They are as follows: 

 

a. The importance of the policy which sits behind these Regulations; 
 

b. The need for a deterrence; and, 

 
c. The need to punish a breach of the Regulations. 

 

71. The Panel accepts the overarching principle which led to these Regulations being implemented; the need to 
protect the community game and to prevent an overwhelming imbalance between clubs where less-wealthy 

clubs either fall behind on the rugby pitch or falter off it when trying to keep up with those more financially 

powerful. Consequently, it is the Panel’s view that there is a need for a deterrent to ensure clubs self-certify 
accurately and that there is a need to punish those which do not.  

 

72. In assessing the seriousness and significance of this breach of Regulation 7, the Panel considered that there 
were a range of factors which may be of some relevance. Those factors were as follows: 

 

a. Whether the breach was the product of an act which was deliberate, negligent, or inadvertent.  

 
b. The culpability of the club in question (including the reason for the failure(s)); 

 

c. The resources available to the club (including size, structure and administrative resources of the 
club); 

 

d. The previous conduct of the club; 
 

e. Whether the club accepted its failure and demonstrated remorse; 

 
f. The conduct of the club following a purported breach and / or during any investigation; 
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g. Any sporting advantage gained by the Club in consequence of the breach; 

 
h. Whether the club exceeded or would have exceeded the Payment Threshold; 

 

i. The effect of the loss of the RFU Benefits on the Club; 
 

j. Any other factors of relevance. 

 
73. It is not suggested by the Panel that this list is exhaustive.  

 

74. Applying those factors to the circumstances of this case, the Panel’s findings are that: 

 
a. For the reasons set out above, there was an initial inadvertent error which was then compounded by 

a lamentable and negligent failure to adhere to the system designed, in part, to identify any 

administrative errors contained on the Declaration. The failures were not, however, deliberate or 
dishonest. 

 

b. The Club was culpable to a significant degree. The inadvertent error ought to have been discovered 
prior to the Declaration being submitted and would have been had it not been for the negligent actions 

of the officers of the Club.  

 
c. The Club appears to be well resourced, with experienced and skilled individuals administering it. 

 

d. The Club has a good history of regulatory compliance and received a clean bill of health from HMRC 
following a recent investigation. 

 

e. The Club accepted its failure by way of accepting the charge at an early opportunity; however, there 
was limited remorse demonstrated by the Club for its admitted failings and none in relation to its 

conduct towards the creation of the formal minute.  

 
f. There are two features of the Club’s conduct following the instigation of the investigation which are 

of relevance in this case: 

 

i. The Panel has already set out above its conclusions in relation to the Club’s attempt to cover 
up its failure to adhere to the procedural steps required by the Declaration after the RFU’s 

investigation commenced. This is plainly an aggravating factor.  

 
ii. The Panel also notes that the Club attempted to submit a second (amended) Declaration 

once the error had been identified and that it did so with a degree of urgency and 

transparency. This is a mitigating factor. Notwithstanding this attempted remedial action, the 
Panel rejects the notion that the Club’s failure could be categorised as being a ‘technical’ 

breach. The onus is on the Club to submit correct information at the first time of asking. To 

attempt to retrospectively remedy the position in the circumstances of this case does not 
lessen the seriousness of the initial failures. 
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g. No sporting advantage was gained by the Club against its competitors. 

 
h. The Club would not have exceeded the Payment Threshold. The Panel accepts that to a degree this 

informed the approach adopted by the Club towards the Declaration. 

 
i. The Club will inevitably feel the effect of the loss of RFU Benefits. The Club did not, however identify 

any particular project, activity or event that would be prejudiced as a result. It is to Mr Reynold’s credit 

that, when pushed on the point, he did not attempt to embellish his evidence in order to bolster the 
Club’s case on the issue. 

 

j. No other particular factors were identified which would have had a significant impact on the level of 

sanction that was deemed to be necessary and proportionate.  
 

75. Having had regard to these factors, the Panel then took a step back to consider what sanction and/or penalty 

was necessary and proportionate with reference to the broader context of the case. It considered the cases 
brought to its attention but could derive no particular assistance from them in the circumstances. As the Appeal 

Panel in Medway RFC said at paragraph 22, “[a]lthough it can be helpful to direct panels to previous decisions 

where they are factually similar or establish some proposition (to ensure that like cases are decide alike) we 

do not consider that an over reference to and reliance on previous decision assists anyone.” In saying that, 

the Panel makes no criticism whatsoever of the RFU (or its representative) for identifying these cases; it was 

explicitly acknowledged by the RFU that such cases simply present a context within which it may be 
appropriate to deduct league points. 

 

76. The Panel determined that it was both necessary and proportionate to deduct league points from the Club by 
way of sanction. The imposition of such a sanction was necessary in order to uphold the core values 

underpinning the Regulations and thereby to serve as both a deterrent and as a punishment for the breach. 

The Panel considered a 20-point deduction to be a proportionate means by which this could be achieved. 
 

77. As was accepted by both the RFU and the Club, there exists no notional yardstick against which to measure 

how many points should be deducted in any given case. This case addresses breaches of Regulation 7 for 
the first time. In arriving at its decision as to sanction, the Panel had regard to the fact that a bonus-point win 

equates to 5 league points. It also had regard to the league tables at this level of rugby over the past four 

seasons. It identified that the average league points achieved by those in the same league as the Club were 

around 75 to 80 points. While an inherently inexact measure, this gave a starting point against which a points-
deduction could be assessed. In light of the assessment of seriousness as set out above, the Panel deemed 

that 25 points would likely be too severe (and thus potentially disproportionate), while 15 points would be 

insufficient (and thus unlikely to meet the need for a deterrence). Looking at the case holistically, the Panel 
deemed that a 20-point deduction was appropriate in the circumstances.  

 

78. The Panel then considered whether it was appropriate to suspend some, or all, of the 20-point deduction. The 
Panel reminded itself that the originating breach was not deliberate, that it had been caused by an inadvertent 

error and that the Club was not over the Payment Threshold. Whilst these factors plainly weighed in favour of 

suspending some, or all, of the deduction imposed, the Panel’s view was that such was the conduct of the 
Club in relation to the typed minutes (and subsequent evidence to bolster their authenticity) that the wholesale 

suspension of the 20-point deduction in the particular circumstances of this case would not achieve the 
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objectives underlying the Regulations and provide a sufficient and effective deterrent and appropriate 

punishment for regulatory non-compliance. 
 

CONCLUSION 
 
79. The Panel therefore concluded that the necessary and proportionate sanction in this case is one of a  

20-point deduction to be apportioned as follows: 

 
a. 5 points are to be deducted from the Club’s Men’s First XV with immediate effect; and, 

 

b. The remaining 15-point deduction is to be suspended for two seasons. The effect of this suspended 

sanction is that if the Club commits any further breach of Regulation 7 during the relevant submission 
windows in the 2019/20 or 2020/21 seasons, the Panel anticipates that the remaining 15-point 

deduction would be activated at that stage. However, any such determination is to be left to the panel 

dealing with those subsequent matters should such a situation arise.  
 

RIGHT OF APPEAL 

 
80. There is the right of appeal against this decision. In accordance with Regulation 19.12.9, any such appeal 

must be lodged with the RFU within 14 days of the date upon which this judgment is sent. 

 
COSTS 

 
81. The Club is required to pay the costs of the hearing in the sum of £200. 
 

 

 
Gareth Graham 

Chairman 

12 February 2020 


