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DISCIPLINARY DECISION 

Match 
 

USA v Spain 

Competition 
 

WORLD SEVENS SERIES 

Date of match 
 

4 December 2021 Match venue DUBAI 
 

Rules to apply 
 

Regulation 17 World Rugby Handbook  
 

 
PARTICULARS OF OFFENCE 

Player’s surname 
 

Fa’avesi Date of birth  

Forename(s) 
 

Joanne 

Player’s Union 
 

USA 

Referee Name 
 

1. Katherine Ritchie 
2. Maurice Butler 

(Assistant Referee) 

Plea ☒  Admitted          ☐  Not admitted 

Offence 
 

Cited under 9.18 
Amended by JO to 9.20(b) 

SELECT:            Red card ☐     Citing    ☒        Other ☐ 
 
 
 
 
 

Summary of 
Sanction 

    2 (two) matches 

 
HEARING DETAILS 

Hearing date 
 

9 December 2021 Hearing venue Remotely by Teams Call 

Chairman/JO 
 

JOHN STAMPER 

Other Members of 
Disciplinary 
Committee 

N/A 

Appearance Player 
 

YES ☐        NO ☒ Appearance by 
World Rugby 

YES ☒         NO ☐ 

Player’s 
Representative(s) 

Emilie Bydwell (USA High 
performance Director) 
Liz Strohecker (USA Team Manager) 

Disciplinary Officer 
and/or other 
attendees 

Yvonne Nolan (DDO) 
Joyce Hayes (Disciplinary 
Coordinator) 
 

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

Citing Commissioner Report 
Referee report and Assistant Referee Report 
Relevant video footage 

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

Citing Report 
The Citing Commissioner (Francesco Grillo (ITA)) described the offending as follows: 
“A ruck is formed in USA part of the pitch, left side between hallway and 10m line. USA is attacking and 
Spain 5 (‘5S’) tries to gather the ball when ‘13USA’ grabs her neck with her left arm and wraps Spain’s 
torso with her right arm. In this position 13USA holding 5S lifts her up, twists her and drives her into the 
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ground landing her on her side/shoulders/neck. Ref was turned towards the ball and AR detected the foul 
play. YC was issued. 
I have considered the leverage movement, the completed twist, the high force and big pressure on 5S 
neck with high danger for cervical spine of 5S. No medical intervention. Considering all angles available 
and all elements, I believe the action of 13USA breaches the RC threshold for the absence of any 
mitigation factors and the Player is cited for this foul play (9.18 Law). 
 
Referee Reports 
The offending took place in the 6th minute of the second half of the fixture whilst the score was Spain 5 – 
USA 7 (which was ultimately the final score). The Referee had issued a yellow card on-field for the 
offending which was described in the following terms: “Call for foul play from AR. Flag in. Neck roll 
against White 13 at breakdown” 
The Assistant Referee’s report stated: “At a breakdown, the offending player made contact with the 
opponents head and twisted them to the ground after the ball was passed away.” 
 
Incident Footage 
Video footage showed various angles of the incident. Specifically, the video shows a tackle of a USA 
player who is then on the ground presenting the ball. Spain5 attempts to challenge for the ball and 
comes into contact with USA13. Initially the players are bound correctly, but as the Spanish player 
moves and her right arm comes free, the USA player moves her left arm to the Spanish player’s neck 
area and effects a ‘judo-style’ throw of Spain5 to the right of the tackle area (from USA perspective). The 
ball has already been recycled and passed away form the contact area at the point when the incident 
reaches its conclusion. Spain5 immediately gets to her feet and plays on. 
 
Other relevant matters 
Prior to the hearing I considered the categorisation of the offending. On the basis of the video footage, it 
appeared clear that the offending should be properly amended to an offence under Law 9.20(b), namely 
‘Dangerous Play in a ruck or maul’ and specifically ‘making contact with an opponent above the line of 
the shoulders’.  Accordingly, I exercised my discretion to amend the citing to a 9.20(b) offence. 
 
A few hours before the hearing the USA team sent a submission referencing a Judicial Decision in the 
case of Jamason Fa’anana-Schultz during a fixture between the USA and Canada (men) on the issue of a 
9.18 offence. Ms Bydwell made the following submission: “Attached is a recent ruling, please note the 
decision, as authority, that when a player lands on their side there is no 9.18 violation.  Also please 
reference the following segment.” * 
 
The relevant extract relied upon from the Fa’anana-Schultz hearing was as follows: “The Player did grasp 
Canada 13(?) around the waist, lift and twist him and bring himself and Canada 13(?) to the ground.  
However, Canada 13(?) clearly lands on his side, not his “head and/or upper body”, and the Player did 
not drop his weight onto Canada 13(?) nor did the Player target the lower limbs of Canada 13(?).  Thus, 
the Player was levering jackler Canada 13(?), which is specifically authorized by the new Law 9.20(d), and 
in so doing the Player did not cause Canada 13(?) to hand on his head or upper body.  A hard levering, 
pulling, and falling this event certainly was, but I find that in this instance the Player did not violate Law 
9.18 or any other Law.  Accordingly, I find that the referee’s decision to issue the first Yellow Card was 
wrong, WR Regs 17.15.3, 17.16.1(b).” 
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Given that I had exercised my discretion to amend the offending to an offence under 9.20(b) concerning 
head/neck contact (distinct from the case above), nothing ultimately turns on the USA submission, but 
at the hearing it was submitted that it would have been relied upon in the event that the matter had 
proceeded as originally cited (i.e. under 9.18). I need make no further comment on the submission. 
* Note: I make no comment as to Ms Bydwell’s submission that the case referred to amounts to “authority” for her proposition. 

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

No medical evidence provided relating to victim 
 

SUMMARY OF PLAYER’S EVIDENCE 
Whilst the Player was not in attendance for urgent family reasons, Ms Bydwell confirmed that she was 
instructed and authorised to speak on the Player’s behalf. It was made clear that in the event that the 
Player were to contest the citing, the hearing would be adjourned to hear directly from the Player at a 
later date. However, insofar as the Player was accepting the citing, I was content to proceed on the basis 
of Ms Bydwell speaking to the issue of sanction and mitigation.  
Ms Bydwell confirmed that the Player agreed that the citing was correct and that the red card threshold 
was indeed met. She agreed that the offending warranted an on-field red card and the advanced the 
Player’s explanation for the offending. 
The Player’s position was that there had been no contact of the victim’s upper body with the ground (a 
moot point given the amendment to the offence). She was contesting the breakdown (where the ruck 
had formed post tackle) and had been ‘frustrated’ by the Spanish playing ‘continuing to drive her’ and 
was concerned that she was ‘going to end up on her back’. She accepted that the Player had held Spain5 
around the neck and performed a neck-roll. 
Although Ms Bydwell questioned whether or not the victim’s upper body made contact with the ground, 
in all other respects the citing was accepted as presented. 
I was advised that the Player only plays Sevens and Malaga Sevens is likely to be the Player’s next 
tournament. 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT 
The Player performed a reckless clear-out of her opponent (Spain 5) by holding her around the neck with 
her left arm and twisting her to the side of the ruck. Spain5 had been acting entirely properly by 
challenging the Player for the ball. There was no justification whatsoever for the Player’s conduct. There 
was direct contact to the neck area in a reckless manner which led to the victim being forcefully thrown 
to the ground. The victim’s head/neck area did not strike he ground as it was still in contact with the 
Player. The main contact with the ground was the lower back of the victim. As there was direct contact 
to the victim’s neck and a forceful ‘throw’ performed, a mid-range entry point is inevitable. 
 

DECISION 
  

Breach admitted ☒           Proven  ☒        Not proven ☐    Other disposal (please state)  ☐ 
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SANCTIONING PROCESS 
 

ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS 
 

Assessment of Intent – R 17.18.1(a)-(b) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
Intentional ☐                  Reckless ☒ 

State Reasons  
Reckless and unnecessary clearout. 

Nature of actions – R 17.18.1(c) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
Reckless direct contact to neck of victim followed by a forceful neck-roll 
 
Existence of provocation – R 17.18.1(d) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
N/A 
 
Whether player retaliated – R 17.18.1(e) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
N/A 
 
 
Self-defence – R 17.18.1(f) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
N/A 
 
 
Effect on victim – R 17.18.1(g) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
No apparent injury. 
 
Effect on match – R 17.18.1(h) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
None. Score was unchanged. Match was nearing its conclusion. 
 
 
Vulnerability of victim – R 17.18.1(i) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
Victim was vulnerable as he head was down legitimately driving through the contact area. 
 
 
Level of participation/premeditation – R 17.18.1(j) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
Full 
 
 
Conduct completed/attempted – R 17.18.1(k) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
Completed 
 
 
Other features of player’s conduct – R 17.18.1(l) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
N/A 
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ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS CONTINUED 
 

Entry point  
Top end*             Weeks/Matches 
 ☐ 

Mid-range               Weeks/Matches 
 ☒ 

Low-end                  1 Match 
  ☒ 

 

*If Top End, the JO or Panel should identify, if appropriate, an entry point between the Top End and the maximum 
sanction and provide the reasons for selecting this entry point, below. 

In making this assessment, the JO/Committee should consider World Rugby Regulations 17.18.1(a), 17.18.1(g), and 
17.18.1(h) or the equivalent provisions within the Tournament Rules referred to above. 

Reasons for selecting Entry Point above Top End 
 

 

RELEVANT OFF-FIELD MITIGATING FACTORS 
 

Acknowledgement of guilt and timing – R 17.19.1(a) (or 
equivalent Tournament rule) 

Player’s disciplinary record/good character – R 17.19.1(b) 
(or equivalent Tournament rule) 

Acceptance at hearing. Apologised to her own team for 
her actions (but no evidence of any discussion with 
victim). 

 

No relevant disciplinary record  

Youth and inexperience of player – R 17.19.1(c) (or 
equivalent Tournament rule) 

Conduct prior to and at hearing – – R 17.19.1(d) (or 
equivalent Tournament rule) 

N/A experienced player (represented USA since 2015) Although no attendance, management was properly 
briefed and dealt with the matter in a courteous and 
proper manner in the face of the clear evidence. 

Remorse and timing of remorse – R 17.19.1(e) (or 
equivalent Tournament rule) 

Other off-field mitigation – R 17.19.1(f) (or equivalent 
Tournament rule) 

At hearing N/A 

 
Number of weeks/matches deducted:                       
 
Summary of reason for number of weeks/matches deducted: The Player is of good character and over a lengthy 
period of representative rugby has not been sanctioned with a RC previously. The Player fully accepted the amended 
Citing. 
 

 
  

2 



Disciplinary Decision Dubai 7s 2021 Fa’avesi (USA)  Page 6 of 6 

 
ADDITIONAL RELEVANT OFF-FIELD AGGRAVATING FACTORS 

 

Player’s status as an offender of the Laws of the Game – R 17.20.1(a) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
N/A 
 
Need for deterrence – R 17.20.1(b) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
N/A 
 
Any other off-field aggravating factors – R 17.20.1(c) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
N/A 
 

 

Number of additional weeks/matches:                           

 
SANCTION 

 
NOTE: PLAYERS ORDERED OFF OR CITED BY A CITING COMMISSIONER ARE PROVISIONALLY SUSPENDED PENDING 
THE HEARING OF THEIR CASE, SUCH SUSPENSION SHOULD BE TAKEN INTO CONSIDERATION WHEN SANCTIONING – 
R 17.12.5(f) / 17.13.7 (or equivalent Tournament rule) 

Total sanction  2 matches (noting, the Player only plays Sevens) Sending off sufficient  ☐ 
 

Sanction commences 
 

4 December 2021 

Sanction concludes To be advised by USA team management (see below) 

Matches/tournaments 
included in sanction 

The USA team is due to play at 21-23 January (Malaga) 
and 28-30 January (Seville) 2022. However, it is 
unclear if the Player will be available for selection. The 
Player’s management are required to notify World 
Rugby of the Player’s next scheduled fixtures. Noting 
as always that the Player shall be suspended from 
taking part in the first 2 fixtures of her next eligible 
tournament. 

 
Costs 
 

N/A 

 
Signature  
(JO or Chairman) 
 

 
John Stamper  

Date  
10 December 2021 

NOTE:  YOU HAVE 48 HOURS FROM NOTIFICATION OF THE DECISION OF THE CHAIRMAN/JO TO LODGE AN APPEAL WITH THE 
TOURNAMENT DIRECTOR – R 17.24.2(a) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 

0 


