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DISCIPLINARY DECISION 

Match 
 

Scotland v Japan 

Player's union Scotland Competition 2021 Women’s Autumn 
Internationals  

Date of match 
 

14/11/2021 Match venue DAM Health 
Stadium, Edinburgh 

Applicable rules 
 

World Rugby’s regulations (WRR) 17, 18 and 20, as supplemented by the 
2021 Autumn Nations Series Disciplinary Rules (DR) 

 
PARTICULARS OF OFFENCE 

Player’s surname 
 

Smith Player’s 
forename(s) 
 

Hannah 

Player’s union Scotland Player’s date of 
birth 

30/10/1992 

Referee’s name 
 

Nikki O’Donnell, England Citing 
Commissioner’s 
name (if 
applicable) 

Dana Sue Teagarden, 
Germany 

Foul play ☐  Admitted          
☒  Not admitted 

Red card 
warranted 

☐  Admitted          
☒  Not admitted 

Offence 
 

WR law No. 9.13 
 

SELECT:            Red card ☐     Citing    ☒        Other ☐ 
 
If “Other” selected, please specify: 
 
 

Summary of 
sanction 

4 weeks (Subject to further reduction of one week on successful completion of the Coaching 
Intervention Programme) 

 
HEARING DETAILS 

Hearing date 
 

25/11/2021 Hearing venue Zoom call 

Chairman/JO 
 

Jennifer Donovan 

Other Members of 
Disciplinary 
Committee 

Juan Pablo Spirandelli (ex-referee)  
John Langford, Australia (ex-player) 

Appearance Player 
 

YES ☒        NO ☐ Appearance union YES ☒         NO ☐ 

Player’s 
representative(s) 

Ellen Dickson, Team Manager 
Bryan Easson, Head Coach 

Disciplinary Officer 
and/or other 
attendees 

Belinda Armstrong 
 

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

Citing Commissioner Report – Dana Teagarden. 
Referee Report – Nikki O’Donnell. 
AR1 Report – Sara Cox 
AR2 Report – Francesca Martin 
TMO Report – Claire Hodnett 
Statement, Nijiho Nagata, Japan No. 2 
Medical Report, Dr. Atsushi Hasegawa, Japan Team Doctor 
Healing Confirmation Letter. 
Player’s Response to Standing Directions 
Match Footage. 
2021 Autumn Nations Series Disciplinary Rules 
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World Rugby Head Contact Process 
World Rugby Coaching Intervention Application Form 
World Rugby Laws 17-20 
 

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

 
The Citing Commissioner’s Report set out details of an incident in the 59th minute of the match.  
J2, the victim player, had made a line break on the short side in Scotland’s half.  The player 
chased back attempting a side on tackle.  The CC reports that the player had both arms up 
attempting to wrap but failed to grasp.  She describes the player as upright and leading with her 
head.  The CC reports that the player made direct head to head contact with J2 with a high 
degree of danger, knocking both players to the ground.  The player receives medical attention 
and leaved the pitch. 
 
The CC reports that the player had a clear line of sight; that the tackle starts high, at speed and 
remains high; that there was no sudden of the ball carrier’s height or line of run and that the 
players actions were highly dangerous to both herself and the victim player. 
 
The referee and assistant referees reported that they did not see the incident live and that same 
was cleared by the TMO.  The TMO reports having seen and reviewed the incident and having 
considered it to be a “rugby collision”.  Her report states that “The Scotland 13 is attempting to 
make a tackle with both arms up; and therefore is not at fault.  In addition, she moves her head 
away from the collision with her arms remaining up.  The Japan 2 sees the tackler and prior to 
the impact braces and drops in height.  At this point there is a collision of heads”. 
 
The incident can be seen clearly on the match footage from a number of angles.  The Scotland 
Head coach also provided what he indicated was a closer view on the incident.  The collision 
takes place at speed but the view provided by the footage is unimpeded.   
 

 
 

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

The following statement was made by the victim player 
“The collision happened when I tried hand-off; I noticed No. 13’s face suddenly appeared in 
front of my face.  After the collision, I tried getting up and make double action but due to the 
impact I decided to rather deliver the ball then make second action.  My head hurt but I could 
keep playing”. 
The Japanese team doctor reported having checked the victim player who had a “small 
impaction” on the right side of her head but that treatment was not required.   
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SUMMARY OF PLAYER’S EVIDENCE 
 

The player indicated in her replies to Standing Directions that she considered the collision to 
have been a “rugby incident” and an “involuntary collision of heads”; that there was no intent to 
cause injury and that the head on head contact that had occurred was accidental.  She denied 
foul play. 
During the hearing the player made reference to the match footage.  She explained that when J2 
broke down the short side she, the player, had been “corner-flagging quite aggressively”.  The 
player stated that she had tried to get low initially and had intended to tackle at chest height to 
attempt to tackle J2 into touch.  She argued that when J2 spotted her, J2 braced and stepped 
into her.  She said that that action took her off guard and that she tried then to pull her head out 
of the collision.  The player and her coach argued that the manner in which the collision 
occurred was as a result of the change in direction of J2, the whole incident having happened at 
speed.  Both submitted that the player had dropped in height when approaching J2 initially and 
that the player would have been in a position to make a legitimate tackle were it not for the 
change of direction of J2.  The player did not accept, when asked, that her body position was not 
sufficiently low when approaching the tackle.  The player was asked about the manner in which 
she tried to protect her own head – by raising it instead of lowering – and she indicated that it 
was a decision that she made in the split second that it took for the action to occur whilst she 
was under pressure.  Both the player and her coach were of the view that the player was not 
responsible for the head on head collision that occurred and that she had attempted to pull out 
of the tackle in order to prevent the head contact 
 
 
 
 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
The Committee found that contact had occurred between the head of the player and the head of J2.  
The player did not dispute that fact.  The player was in fact herself concussed in the incident.  The 
committee were guided by the World Rugby Head Contact Process.  
 
The committee had then to determine whether foul play had occurred or if the act was, as the player 
suggested, accidental.  Having considered all of the evidence before it, the committee were not 
persuaded that the act was accidental and entirely outside of the control of the player.  The player, as 
outlined in the report of the Citing Commissioner, had a clear line of sight to J2.  The committee found 
that she did approach the tackle at a sufficiently low height but instead of maintaining that height,  
proceeded to raise rather than lower her body height in the contact situation.  The situation in which 
the player found herself was not an unavoidable one and was created by the actions of the player 
herself.  The committee did not accept that incident was accidental but rather considered the player’s 
actions to be reckless. The committee therefore found that the player had committed an act of foul play 
consisting of a dangerous tackle in breach of Law 9.13.    
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The committee then considered whether or not the act of foul play met the red card threshold and in 
that regard the degree of danger was considered.  It was found that a high degree of danger existed – 
the contact was direct, at speed and with significant force.  Mitigation was then considered.  The 
committee did not accept the argument put forward by the player regarding a change of direction by J2.  
J2 can be seen to brace herself for the contact but the committee found that there was not any sudden 
or significant drop in height or change in direction by J2.  Neither did the committee accept that the 
pulling back by the player of her own head had any effects as regards the lessening of the impact that 
occurred.  The committee did not find any other mitigating factors sufficient to reduce the appropriate 
sanction and so found that the red card test had been satisfied and the citing therefore was upheld.  
 
 
 

DECISION 
 

Foul play           Admitted  ☐        Determined   ☒        Not determined ☐    Other disposal (please 
state)  ☐ 

Red card warranted Admitted  ☐        Determined   ☒        Not determined ☐    Other disposal (please 
state)  ☐ 

 

SANCTIONING PROCESS 
 
 
 

ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS 
 

Assessment of intent – WRR 17.18.1(a)-(b) 
Intentional/deliberate ☐                  reckless ☒ 

State reasons  
The committee accepted the players evidence regarding her lack of intent and deemed the 
offending to be reckless. 

Nature of actions – WRR 17.18.1(c) 
Head on head contact at speed and with force 
 
Existence of provocation – WRR 17.18.1(d) 
Nil 
 
Whether Player retaliated – WRR 17.18.1(e) 
N/a 
 
Self-defence – WRR 17.18.1(f) 

N/a 
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Effect on victim – WRR 17.18.1(g) 
The victim player reported having had pain in her head but did not require treatment and was 
in a position to play on. 
 
Effect on match – WRR 17.18.1(h) 
Nil save for the detrimental effect on the player herself who was injured and removed from 
the field of play. 
 
Vulnerability of victim – WRR 17.18.1(i) 
Victim player was on her feet and not in a particularly vulnerable position. 
 
Level of participation/premeditation – WRR 17.18.1(j) 
No premeditation  
 
Conduct completed/attempted – WRR 17.18.1(k) 
Tackle attempted 
 
Other features of Player’s conduct – WRR 17.18.1(l) 
N/a 
 

 

ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS CONTINUED 
 

Entry point  
Top end*               Weeks/matches 
 ☐ 

Mid-range            6  Weeks/matches 
 ☒ 

Low end                       Weeks/matches 
  ☐ 

 
*If top end, the JO or Disciplinary Committee must identify, based on his/her/its assessment of the seriousness of the 
conduct, an entry point between the top end and the maximum sanction and provide the reasons for selecting this entry 
point, below (WRR 17.18.2).  

Reasons for selecting entry point above top end 
N/a 

 

RELEVANT OFF-FIELD MITIGATING FACTORS 
 

Acknowledgement of guilt and timing – WRR 17.19.1(a) Player’s disciplinary record/good character – WRR 
17.19.1(b) 

 
Player did not accept that foul play had 
occurred and contested the citing 

Excellent.  No previous disciplinary issues.  
Player reports never having received a much 
as a yellow card in her playing career to date. 

Youth and inexperience of player – WRR 17.19.1(c) Conduct prior to and at hearing – WRR 17.19.1(d) 
The player is an experienced 15s and 7s 
player.  She has played at international level 
for 7 years 

Player was courteous and co-operative 
throughout.   
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Remorse and timing of remorse – WRR 17.19.1(e) Other off-field mitigation – WRR 17.19.1(f) 

No remorse expressed as player did not 
believe that she had committed an act of foul 
play.  Player would not have had an 
opportunity post match in any event as she 
had suffered a head injury 

Nil 

 
Number of weeks/matches deducted:               
 

 

Summary of reason for number of weeks/matches deducted: 
Mitigation was applied in light of the players exemplary disciplinary record and her conduct at 
the hearing.  The full 50% reduction was not warranted as the player did not accept that she 
had committed an act of foul player and she is not an inexperienced player. 

 
 

RELEVANT OFF-FIELD AGGRAVATING FACTORS 
 

Player’s status generally as an offender of the Laws of the Game – WRR 17.20.1(a) 
N/a 

Need for deterrence – WRR 17.20.1(b) 
N/a 

Any other off-field aggravating factors – WRR 17.20.1(c) 
N/a 

 

Number of additional weeks/matches:                        

 
SANCTION 

 
NOTE: PLAYERS ORDERED OFF OR CITED ARE PROVISIONALLY SUSPENDED PENDING THE HEARING OF THEIR CASE, 
SUCH SUSPENSION SHOULD BE TAKEN INTO CONSIDERATION WHEN SANCTIONING – WRR 17.12.5(f) and 17.13.7. 

Total sanction  4 weeks to take into account 
the following matches: 
 
15/01/2022  Watsonians v TBC 
(Premiership Semi-final 

Sending off sufficient  ☐ 
 

2 

0 
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29/01/2022  Watsonians v TBS 
(Premiership final or 3rd/4th 
place play off) 
 
18/02/2022 Scotland v 
Columbia (World Cup Qualifier) 
 
24/02/2022  Scotland v TBC 
(World Cup Qualifier, final or 
3rd/4th place play off) 
 
 
(subject to further 1 week 
reduction on successful 
completion of Coaching 
Intervention Programme) 

Sanction commences 
 

25/11/2021 

Sanction concludes Midnight on the 24/02/22 
(subject to revision to earlier 
date of midnight on 18/02/22 if 
Coaching Intervention 
successfully completed) 

Matches/tournaments 
included in sanction 

4 (subject to possible reduction 
re Coaching Intervention 
Programme) 

 
Costs 
 

Nil 

 
Signature  
(JO or Chairman) 
 

 
Jennifer Donovan 

Date  
26/11/2021 

 

NOTE:  THE PLAYER WILL HAVE 48 HOURS FROM THE DATE OF RECEIPT OF THE WRITTEN DECISION TO FILE AN APPEAL WITH 
THE ADMINISTRATOR – DR 6.2(a).  TO BE EMAILED TO disciplinary@6nations.net. 

mailto:disciplinary@6nations.net

