
RFU SHORT JUDGMENT FORM 1

Match Vs

Club’s Level Competition

Date of Match Match Venue

RFU SHORT JUDGMENT FORM

Particulars of Offence

Player’s Surname Date of Birth

Forename(s) Plea Admitted Not Admitted

Club name RFU ID No.

Type of Offence

Law 9 Offence

Sanction

Hearing Details

Hearing Date Hearing venue

Chairmen/SJO Panel Member 1

Panel Member 2 Panel Secretary

Appearance Player Yes No Appearance Club Yes No

Player’s Representative(s): Other attendees:

Forename(s) Plea

List of documents/materials provided to player in advance of hearing:

Forename(s)
Plea



RFU SHORT JUDGMENT FORM 2

Summary of Essential Elements of Citing/Referee/s Report/Footage

Forename(s)
Plea



RFU SHORT JUDGMENT FORM 3

Essential Elements of Other Evidence (e.g. medical reports)

Forename(s)
Plea



RFU SHORT JUDGMENT FORM 4

Summary of Player’s Evidence

Forename(s)
Plea



RFU SHORT JUDGMENT FORM 5

Findings of Fact

Forename(s)
Plea



RFU SHORT JUDGMENT FORM 6

SANCTIONING PROCESS

Decision

Breach admitted Proven Not Proven Other Disposal (please state below)

Forename(s)
Plea

Assessment of Seriousness

Assessment of intent - Ref 19.11.8

PLEASE TICK APPROPRIATE BOX 19.11.8(a) Intentional/deliberate 19.11.8(b) Reckless

Reasons for finding as to intent:

Gravity of player’s actions - Reg 19.11.8(c)



RFU SHORT JUDGMENT FORM 7

Nature of actions - Reg 19.11.8(d)

Existence of provocation - Reg 19.11.8(e)

Whether player retaliated - Reg 19.11.8(f)

Self-defence - Reg 19.11.8(g)

Effect on victim - Reg 19.11.8(h)

Effect on match - Reg 19.11.8(i)

Vulnerability of victim - Reg 19.11.8(j)

Level of participation/premeditation - Reg 19.11.8(k)



RFU SHORT JUDGMENT FORM 8

Conduct completed/attempted - Reg 19.11.8(l)

Other features of player’s conduct - Reg 19.11.8(m)

Assessment of Seriousness Continued

Entry point

Low-end                        Weeks Mid-range                        Weeks Top-end*                        Weeks

*If Top End, the JO or Panel should identify, if apropriate, 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 be consider RFU Regulation 19

Reasons for selecting entry point:

Forename(s)
Plea

Additional Relevant Off-Field Aggravating Factors - Reg 19.11.10

Player’s status as an offender of the laws of the game - Reg 19.11.10 (a)

Need for deterrent to combat a pattern of offending - Reg 19.11.10(b)



RFU SHORT JUDGMENT FORM 9

Number of additional weeks:

Relevant Off-Field Mitgating Factors

Acknowledgement of guilt and timing - 
Reg 19.11.11(a)

Player’s disciplinary record/good character - 
Reg 19.11.11(b)

Forename(s) Plea

Youth and inexperience of player - Reg 19.11.11(c) Conduct prior to and at hearing - Reg 19.11.11(d)

Remorse and timing of Remorse - Reg 19.11.11(e) Other off-field mitigation - Reg 19.11.11(f)

Number of weeks deducted:

Summary of reason for number of weeks deducted:

Forename(s)
Plea

Any other off-field aggravating factor that the disciplinary panel considers relevant and appropriate - 
Reg 19.11.10 (c)



RFU SHORT JUDGMENT FORM 10

Sanction

NOTE: PLAYER ORDERED OFF ARE PROVISIONALLY SUSPENDED PENDING THE HEARING 
OF THEIR CASE, SUCH SUSPENSION SHOULD BE TAKEN INTO CONSIDERATION WHEN 

SANCTIONING

Total sanction Sending off sufficient

Sanction commences

Sanctions concludes

Free to play

Final date to lodge appeal

Costs (please refer to Reg 
19, Appendix 3 for full 
cost details)

Signature 
(JO or Chairman) Date

NOTE: YOU HAVE THE RIGHT OF APPEAL AGAINST THIS DECISION AS SET OUT 
IN REGULATION 19.12 OF THE DISCIPLINARY REGULATIONS. YOUR ATTENTION IS 

SPECIFICALLY DRAWN TO THE TIME LIMIT AND DIRECTIONS/REQUIREMENTS 
RELATING TO AN APPEAL SET OUT IN REGULATION 19.12.9

ANY PERSON SUSPENDED UNDER THESE REGULATIONS IS REMINDED THAT UNDER RFU 
REGULATION 19.11.16 THE SUSPENDED PERSON MAY NOT PLAY THE GAME (OR ANY 

FORM THEREOF) OR BE INVOLVED IN ANY ON-FIELD MATCH DAY ACTIVITIES 
ANYWHERE WHICH INCLUDES (BUT IS NOT LIMITED TO) ACTING AS WATER CARRIER/

RUNNING ON A TEE ETC

Games for meaningful sanctions:

Forename(s)
Plea


	Hearing venue Panel Member 1 Panel Secretary Appearance Club�: Remote
	Reasons for finding as to intent�: Poorly executed but non-malicious tackle.
	Gravity of players actions  Reg 19118c�: Contact with an opponent's head carries with it the risk of serious injury and the HCP has been adopted, and is enforced, to address that risk.
	Sending off sufficient: 
	Date�: 16/06/21
	Match�: Exeter Chiefs
	Vs�: Sale Sharks
	Clubs Level�: 1
	Date of Match�: 12/06/21
	Competition�: Gallagher Premiership
	Match Venue�: Sandy Park
	Players Surname�: SKINNER
	Date of Birth�: 31/01/1995
	Forename(s)�: Samuel
	Plea Admitted: Off
	Plea Not Admitted�: Yes
	Club name�: Exeter Chiefs
	Type of Offence�: Red card
	Law 9 Offence�: 9.13 - Dangerous tackle
	Sanction�: 4 week suspension.
	RFU ID No�: 325294
	Hearing Date�: 15/06/21
	Panel Member 1�: Olly Kohn
	Chairmen/SJO�: Jeremy Summers
	Panel Member 2�: Mitch Read
	Panel Secretary�: Rebecca Morgan
	Appearance Player Yes�: Yes
	Appearance Player No: Off
	Appearance Club Yes�: Yes
	Appearance Club No: Off
	Players Representatives�: Chris Over, Solicitor
Rob Baxter, Director of Rugby
	Other attendees�: Angus Hetherington, RFU Legal Counsel (Discipline)
	List of documents/materials provided to player in advance of hearingRow1�: Charge Sheet
RFU Regulation 19 Appendix 2
Red Card Report
World Rugby Head Contact Process ("HCP")
Medical report dated 15 June 2021
Match footage
	Summary of Essential Elements of Citing/Referee/sReport/Footage�: The Referee's (Karl Dickson) report dated 14 June 2021 stated as follows:

"During Sale's attack inside the Exeter 22 I awarded a PK for not rolling away so there was a natural stoppage. At this point my TMO said we needed to review a tackle on S9 by E4. After reviewing the incident we deemed that its was contact direct to the head with high force and no mitigation as players height never changed. so we issued a Red card."

The incident had occurred in the 13th minute of the second half of the match at which stage the score was 3-19. Conditions were good. The Referee recorded that he had been within 5 metres of the incident with a clear view.

The match footage was carefully considered, which showed Sale attacking deep in the Exeter 22 on the left hand side of the pitch. The ball is recycled about 3 metres from the Exeter goal line and S9 picks and goes from the base of a break down taking a slightly lateral line to his left attacking the line.

He is tackled from the right at the side by E17 and attempts to offload as the tackle is made.

Almost simultaneously with that tackle, the Player comes in from the left of S9. He is high at the point of contact and his left shoulder makes direct contact with S9's head.

S9 is knocked to the ground but gets up immediately to re-join play before the Referee blows for a Sale penalty.

The TMO asks the Referee to review the tackle, which they do together before the Player is issued with a Red Card.


The Referee gave evidence. Due to other commitments, and with the consent of both parties, his testimony was interposed prior to the commencement of another hearing involving the club. 

The Referee was subject to extensive, if courteous, cross-examination but remained clear in his view that the incident had merited a red card. 

He rejected the proposition that there had been a drop in S9's height, which should have seen a yellow card issued. In his view, there had not been a significant drop in height. Similarly he did not consider the fact that the Player had started low to have been significant, as he had then driven up into S9 rather than through him. He accepted there had been an attempted wrap but noted that, had there been no attempt at a legal tackle, such as to have rendered it intentional or highly reckless, he would not have needed to go on to consider whether any mitigating factors were present. He disagreed that he had reached a decision without giving the matter proper consideration. He had spoken with his AR who was clear that there were no grounds to take the red card down to a yellow and he had reviewed the footage carefully on the big screen. He had listened to what his TMO had said, but did not consider that S9 was falling into the tackle.

His review of an earlier incident had taken longer because it had taken more time for the TV producer to locate all relevant camera angles.

It was put to him that contact was shoulder to shoulder, and the Referee was firm in his view that there had been direct contact shoulder to head. He noted that S9's head had rocked backwards in a whiplash movement. In his view, there had been a high degree of danger due to the force used. This led to a starting point red card. No mitigating factors were present to reduce the sanction to a yellow card.
	Essential Elements of Other Evidence (e: 
	g: 
	 medical reports)�: The medical report from the Sale Sharks Doctor recorded:"Faf de KlerkThis incident was reviewed as well via the Hawkeye feed. Contact was made to the head area by the opposing player. Fortunately there was no suggestion of loss of consciousness, but again, it was an event with the potential for concussion, and on pitch assessment performed.He was allowed to continue and reviewed post match by myself. At the time there was no suggestion of delayed concussion. He will be kept under review this week in training in case this develops."


	Summary of Players Evidence�: The Player gave evidence. He had been expecting S9 to pass to the player outside him, but was also aware that S9 had the opportunity to attack at him. Because he had to defend against two potential attackers, he was trying to hold his ground and make a passive tackle as he could not guarantee where the attack would come from. At the last second he had to close down the space on S9. He accepted that at that point (0:26) S9's legs had been pretty straight. He had not been moving towards S9 because if he held his ground he would be able to determine which attacker he had to tackle. 

He had seen the tackle by E17. He was convinced S9 was making a carry and he then had to drop his height, which he felt he had, to make a good tackle on S9 who had been trying to draw the Player in before making an offload. In his view, S9 had gone limp and dropped his height when making the offload.

He had gone as low as he could, and was at a typical tackle height similar to that he had adopted all season.

He pointed to 0:27 on the footage, which he felt showed contact was shoulder to shoulder before S9 then slipped down his body. It  had not been an aggressive tackle and by 0:28 he had released his grip on S9. S9 had attacked at pace but he felt the collision was soft.

He did not agree that he had used high force and was letting the power come from S9, which he was willing to do as the price for not letting S9 score. The Player agreed with the TMO's view that S9 had been dropping into the tackle.

In cross examination from Mr Hetherington, he agreed that he had a clear line of sight, but stressed he was making a passive tackle to avoid picking the wrong attacker. He had dropped his height before the tackle.

He believed S9 had in fact knocked him back. He confirmed his view that initial contact had been shoulder to shoulder followed by indirect contact with the head.

On behalf of the Player, Mr Over submitted that, if the HCP had been correctly applied, the Player would have been given a yellow card and possibly not even that with just a penalty being awarded. There had been indirect contact with the head with no force or momentum. S9 had gone into the Player and not vice versa. It had been a passive tackle with no leading shoulder.

Even if the incident had justified an initial red card under the HCP, which he disputed, there had been compelling mitigation present, and he could not understand how the Referee could assert that S9 had not dropped his height. S9 had gone down immediately after the tackle by E17 and had been almost kneeling at the end.

There had been a significant change in the dynamics due to E17's tackle, and the Player had in any event wrapped round S9 to make a proper tackle. In his submission, the Referee had made a mistake. He had not taken sufficient time to consider the incident and had not taken note of what his TMO was telling him.

On behalf of the RFU, Mr Hetherington submitted that the burden was on the Player to show the Referee had been wrong to issue the red card, which they could not do.

The red card test had been met. There had been no significant drop in height by S9. Whilst the RFU's position was that there had been direct contact shoulder to head, even if it had been indirect, it had not removed the force of the impact to take the contact out of the high danger bracket. Any initial contact, which was not accepted, had at most been a glance.

It was not accepted that there had simply been a passive tackle. Whilst it had not been the biggest of hits, it had been forceful and had been designed not to give ground.

The Referee had been correct to start at a red card, and there was insufficient mitigation to reduce this to a yellow.

He had been clear and consistent in his evidence. He had listened to the TMO, but had been entitled to come to his own decision, which he had. 

There was no clear evidence to show that the Referee was wrong.
	Findings of Fact�: This is the reasoned  decision of the Panel. Each member contributed to it and it represents our unanimous conclusions. Given the pressure of time, it is necessarily a summary. It is reached after appropriate consideration of all the evidence, submissions and the other material placed before us. Nothing is to be read into the absence of specific reference to any aspect of the material or submissions before us. We considered and gave appropriate weight to it all. 

1. The Referee was a credible witness who gave compelling and balanced evidence.

2. The Player's initial position was shaped to make a low, lawful tackle but he then drove upward into S9.

3. Contact was made by the Players left shoulder direct to S9's head appearing to strike on or close to the jaw.

4. The Player's case that contact was indirect was rejected.

5. The offending was neither intentional nor highly reckless, but contact was made with a high degree of force and carried a high degree of danger.

6. There was no significant drop in S9's height before contact. In this regard the Panel noted the wide angle views at both ends of the ground where S9's head height stayed relatively constant against the background. The Player's argument that S9's height had dropped was accordingly not accepted.

7. Given the clear threat of a try, the score at the time and the force of impact, the Panel did not accept the Player's suggestion that he had effected a passive tackle and had in fact been knocked back by S9.

8. There were no other factors present to warrant the reduction of the red card to a yellow card.

9. The submission on behalf of the Player that the Referee had not taken enough time in making his decision or given enough consideration to the TMO was not accepted. 

10. No injury was sustained.
	Breach Admitted�: Yes
	Proven: Off
	Not Proven: Off
	Other Disposal: Off
	Decision�: In light of the findings made above, the Panel was satisfied, to the standard required, that the Player had not established that the Referee's decision to issue a red card had been wrong.
	Intentional/deliberate: Off
	Reckless�: Yes
	Nature of actions  Reg 19118d�: High tackle as described above.
	Existence of provocation  Reg 19118e�: None.
	Whether player retaliated  Reg 19118f�: Not relevant.
	Selfdefence  Reg 19118g�: Not relevant.
	Effect on victim  Reg 19118h�: No injury sustained.
	Effect on match  Reg 19118i�: None.
	Vulnerability of victim  Reg 19118j�: There is some inherent vulnerability to opponents when players go high into tackles and make contact with the head.
	Level of participationpremeditation  Reg 19118k�: No premediation.
	Conduct completedattempted  Reg 19118l�: Completed.
	Other features of players conduct  Reg 19118m�: None
	Low End Entry Point: Off
	Low-end Weeks: 
	Mid-Range Entry Point�: Yes
	Mid-range Weeks�: 6
	Top End Entry Point: Off
	Top-End Weeks: 
	Reasons for selecting entry point�: Regard had to the minimum mandatory entry point required. No reasons found to elevate the offending to a top end entry point assessment.
	Players status as an offender of the laws of the game�: Not relevant. Clear record.
	Need for deterrent to combat a pattern of offending�: None.
	Any other off-field aggravating factor that the disciplinary panel considers relevant and appropriate�: None.
	Acknowledgement of guilt and timing�: Red card challenged at hearing.
	Players disciplinary record/good character�: Clear record.
	Youth and inexperience of player�: Not relevant.
	Conduct prior to and at hearing�: Befitting a player of his status.
	Remorse and timing of Remorse�: Not relevant .
	Other offfield mitigation�: None.
	Summary of reason for number of weeks deducted�: Charge challenged, so full mitigation credit not available.
	Games for meaningful sanctions�: Play off semi-final v Sale 22/06/21.Premiership Final if relevant.Club to submit evidence as to summer international selection and/or meaningful pre-season fixtures.*Updated 17.06.2021* - Exeter Chiefs have provided evidence to the RFU and the Panel that the Player would have been selected for Scotland's Summer series. The dates of suspension are therefore amended as follows:-22.06.2021 - Premiership Semi-Final 26.06.2021 - Premiership Final or 27.06.2021 v England A (playing for Scotland A)10.07.2021 - Scotland v Romania, Bucharest 17.07.2021 - Scotland v Georgia, Tbilisi
	Total sanction�: 4 weeks
	Sanction commences�: 12/06/21
	Sanction concludes�: 19/07/21
	Free to Play�: 20/07/21
	Final date to lodge appeal�: 17/06/21
	Costs�: £500
	Number of Additional Weeks�: 0
	Number of Weeks Deducted�: 2
	Signature�: Jeremy Summers


