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DISCIPLINARY DECISION 

Match 
 

Fiji v South Africa 

Competition 
 

RWC 2021 

Date of match 
 

16 October 2022 Match venue  Waitakere Stadium, 
Auckland 

Rules to apply 
 

Regulation 17 World Rugby Handbook & RWC 2021 Tournament 
Disciplinary Programme 
 

 

PARTICULARS OF OFFENCE 
Player’s surname 
 

Matarugu Date of birth 2 August 1994 

Forename(s) 
 

Vika 

Player’s Union 
 

Fiji 

Referee Name 
 

Not applicable Plea ☐  Admitted          ☒  Not admitted 

Offence 
 

9.20(b) Dangerous play in a ruck 
or maul – a player must not make 
contact with an opponent above 
the line of the shoulders 
(amended by agreement from 
9.12 from the citing report) 
 

SELECT:            Red card ☐     Citing    ☒        Other ☐ 

 
If “Other” selected, please specify: 
 
 
 
 

Summary of 
Sanction 

Citing dismissed as the red card threshold not met  

 

HEARING DETAILS 
Hearing date 
 

19 October 2022 Hearing venue RWC Headquarters, Sky City, 
Auckland City  

Chairman/JO 
 

Helen Morgan 

Other Members of 
Disciplinary 
Committee 

Becky Essex (ex-England international rugby player) 
Ofisa Tonu’u (ex-New Zealand and Samoan international rugby player) 

Appearance Player 
 

YES ☒        NO ☐ Appearance Union YES ☒         NO ☐ 

Player’s 
Representative(s) 

Aaron Lloyd - Counsel 
Reid Hastie – Counsel 
Simon Raiwalui – Fiji team manager 

Disciplinary Officer 
and/or other 
attendees 

Brian Hammond (DDO) 
Mary McKeon (stenographer)  

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

Citing Commissioner’s report 
Notice of disciplinary hearing 
Judicial Committee Standard Directions 
Referee response 
Team (South Africa) response x2 
Video clips 
Initial written submissions of Player in response to Judicial Committee Standard Directions 
Substantive written submissions of Player 
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PRELIMINARY MATTER 
 
A preliminary matter was raised by the Committee in relation to the nature of offence recorded in the citing report 
which Counsel for the Player confirmed they also wanted to talk to. 
 
It was agreed that the citing under 9.12 - striking with a shoulder, did not seem appropriate in this case.   
 
Discussion then ensued as to which nature of offence was more fitting to the circumstances of this incident.  These 
discussions centred around whether 9.15 or 9.20(b) was the more appropriate heading.   
 
It came down to whether a ruck had formed, which was arguable, as at one stage there was a player from Fiji on her 
feet bound to a South African player. 
 
Based on this, consensus was reached that the nature of offence under which the Player was cited would be 
amended from 9.12 to 9.20(b), being dangerous play in a ruck or a maul – a player must not make contact with an 
opponent above the line of the shoulders and that the balance of the hearing would be in relation to this nature of 
offence. 

 

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

 

The Citing Commissioner’s report recorded: 

 

South Africa 15 was attempting to effect a "jackel" turnover after Fiji 15 had been tackled to the ground with the 
ball. South Africa 15 was not able to effect the turnover because Fiji 15 continued to hold onto the ball following 
the tackle.  
 
Fiji 2 then enters the breakdown and drops her left arm vertically in an attempt to “clean-out” South Africa 15. Fiji 2 
leads with her left shoulder which comes into contact with the left side of South Africa 15’s face.  
 
I have considered World Rugby’s Head Contact Process, as follows: 
1.Contact to the head has occurred; 
2.The actions of Fiji 2 involved foul play –striking with the shoulder is foul play, and the actions of Fiji 2 were 
avoidable; 
3.The degree of danger was high. Fiji 2’s shoulder made direct contact to the face of South Africa 15. The force of 
the impact knocks South Africa 15 backwards and off her feet.  
4.I do not consider that there is any mitigation which would mean that the red card threshold has not been met. Fiji 
2 had a clear line of sight and while South Africa 15’s head was moving as she attempted to secure the ball, the 
movement was not sudden or significant.  
 
The actions of Fiji 2 were not observed by the match officials. 
 
Fortunately, South Africa 15 did not appear to be seriously injured, and she was able to continue playing. South 
Africa 15 was not subjected to an HIA test as far as I am aware.  
 
The actions of Fiji 2 involved serious foul play which meet the red card threshold. Accordingly, Fiji 2 is duly cited.  
 

 

The footage of the incident from the various available angles showed: 

- Play having resulted in a ruck on 10m line 15m in from touch, Fiji on attack. 
- Ball taken in by Fiji. 
- Referee is seen to be within 1 metre of the ruck. 
- South African number 15 at the back of the ruck attempting to obtain possession of the ball. 
- Player at the back of ruck, unbound, watching actions of South African number 15. 
- South African number 9 infringing in the ruck (which ultimately resulted in a penalty against her). 
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- As the referee goes to blow her whistle for the penalty to Fiji, the Player propels herself from a stationary 
position, over the ruck (over 2 of her players) in an attempt to clean out South African number 15 which 
results in her colliding with South African number 15. 

- South African number 15 moves her head up and forward just prior to the contact by the Player. 
- The Player did not present her arms to wrap or attempt to tackle South African number 15. 
- Contact from the Player with her left shoulder resulting in contact to the face / neck of South African 

number 15 with most of the impact being on the left inside shoulder of South African number 15. 

- South African number 15 seen to come free of the ruck and lose her feet, ending up sitting on the ground 

looking at the referee. 

- Play stopped when referee penalised South Africa for infringing in the ruck. 

 

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

 

Match Officials: 

- Neither of the assistance referees saw the incident. 
- The referee confirms that she saw the incident but saw it as shoulder-to-shoulder contact, no force, no 

speed, no danger and in her opinion, it was play on. 
 
South African number 15 (through her team manager and via email) 

- suffered no injury. 
- considered it was a shoulder charge after the whistle. 
- she thought referee would do something about it and was looking at the referee for reaction to the incident. 
- she felt the impact on her eye and cheekbone. 

 
World Rugby 

- provided the hearing with a zoomed in clip of the incident (from “high right behind”) showing the position 
and impact of the contact by the Player on the South African number 15. 

 

SUMMARY OF PLAYER’S EVIDENCE 

 

The Player gave evidence that: 

- she was the player involved in the incident. 

- She was present at the back of the ruck and was watching the actions of South African number 15. 

- To secure the ball for her team she attempted to clean out South African number 15, this was her intention 

at all times, not to commit an act of foul play or to injure. 

- It was an act of foul play in that she made contact above the line of the shoulders of South African number 

15. 

- The degree of danger was not high and it was shoulder-to-shoulder contact rather than shoulder to head 

contact, being that head contact was not made. 

 

Through her Counsel, the Player submitted: 

- That the Player breached law 9.20(b) by committing an act of foul play but that the act of foul play does not 

meet the red card threshold and as such the citing should be dismissed. 

- The Player entered the ruck legally and did not come from distance at pace. 

- The cleanout attempt resulted in contact being made on the South African number 15 above the line of her 

shoulders but no direct or forceful contact to the head of that player was made by the Player. 

- South African number 15 did not touch her face, show any discomfort nor does she make any gesture 

indicative of head contact. 

- There was no high degree of danger in the incident. 

- Contact to the head of South African number 15 is not admitted but in the case that head contact is found 

to occur, such is glancing without a high degree of danger.  The danger of any such head contact would be 

medium and would warrant a yellow card. 
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- Stills and video clips of the incident were presented to show this, at minute 3.01 “8FL Corner SSM” where 

it was submitted the South African number 15 was still moving her head forward at the time of impact from 

the Player, her head did not snap back and the contact was shoulder to shoulder. This clip and the stills 

from it were used to argue there is no clear evidence of contact to the head. 

- That through the Head Contact Process there was either no head contact and it could be dismissed at that 

stage or in the alternative if there was head contact, there was foul play but there was not a high degree of 

danger (and used the same reasoning in relation to dangerous cleanout). 

- Differentiated this case from the Larsen and Lavanini cases (those being red card cases with a high degree 

of danger) and submitted that it was more comparable to Tu’unafasi, Finau and Swinton all of which were 

yellow card or lesser cases. Counsel showed the Committee footage of each these incidents and talked to 

them as a comparison to the action of the Player. 

 

Playing record of the Player:  
- Fijian Drua: 2022-Present (6 caps)  
- Fiji Women: 2020-Present (9 caps)  
- Club Rugby: The Player plays for the Fijian Army team.  
-  

Player’s Judicial Record  
- The Player has never received a Red Card or a suspension. 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

 

While the committee found the submissions of Counsel for the Player useful, they consider the most helpful 

argument (in the alternative) was the acceptance of there being head contact and there was an act of foul play but 

that the degree of danger was not high but medium and as such the red card threshold was not met. 

 

The findings of fact are: 

1. The Player is the player involved in the incident. 

2. Head contact was made by the Player to the South African number 15. 

3. The incident was on of foul play as admitted by the Player. 

4. The degree of danger was medium but not high and as such the red card threshold was not met. 

(this being in accordance with the head contact process) 

 

 
 



Disciplinary Decision (v Jan 2022)  Page 5 of 10 

 

The impact on the South African player is a consideration but is by no means the deciding factor.  The absence of 

any injury on the player does not provide evidence or enable the conclusion in itself that no head contact was made. 

 

Stills of the incident as set out below provide the evidence that on the balance of probabilities there was head 

contact as set out below: 

 

 

 
 

The commencement of the incident is captured in this still above, with South African number 15 attempting to win 

possession of the ball, the referee having the whistle to her mouth (to blow a penalty for infringement by South 

Africa number 9) and the Player standing at the back of the ruck (Fijian side) in a relatively stationary position.  In 

this still, the head of South African number 15 has lifted (previously to this she was looking down in to the ruck).  

Effectively both players are looking at one another. 

 

 

 
 

Following the setting by the players, the Player (Fiji number 2), is seen in the still above to be pushing off of her feet 

over the ruck into the South African number 15 (blonde hair, eyes closed).  While her right arm is bound onto the 

body of her own player, her left arm is tucked and facing down to the ground.  No bind onto the South African 

number 15.  The face of South African number 15 is below the body line of the Player.  Both players are moving to 

their respective right-hand sides rather than the Player moving directly toward South African number 15. 
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The Player is now seen to be off of her feet over the ruck contacting with the left-hand side face of the South African 

number 15 as both players continue to move to their respective right-hand sides.  Although the face of the South 

African number 15 appears to be screwed in impact, the real time footage of the incident shows the impact from 

the Player on South African number 15 to be glancing to the face, with the main force of the impact being above the 

line of the shoulders, after the Player’s left shoulder comes down from the face of South African number 15. 

 

 

 
 

The Player is now completely off of her feet, lying over the ruck on an angle, with the head of South African number 

15 tilted away from the Player so as to have her ear and head clear of the Player following the initial impact, but still 

at a level above the line of the shoulders of South African number 15. 

 

 

The Player is 103kg and over 170cm tall which is in direct comparison to the slender frame of the South African 

number 15.  Had there been a high degree of force from the shoulder of the Player in the impact on the South African 

number 15, the result, both on and off the field, would have been entirely different.   

 

The Player was fortunate that the South African number 15 had moved her head position from looking down into 

the ruck to up and at the Player.  Had the Player’s impact occurred on the South African number 15 while her head 
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was down, there would be been a high possibility of severe injury to the head/neck of South African number 15.  The 

potential of danger in the Player’s actions was high, but fortunately, on this occasion, the potential did not eventuate.  

 

The technique of the Player in completing the clean out over the ruck was clumsy, old fashioned and fraught with 

potential danger.  It is a technique that should not be in the game of rugby because of its potential for significant 

injury and danger.  It is an act of foul play.   

 

The actions of the Player were entirely avoidable in that any attempted clean out of South African number 15 was 

not going to win the ball for Fiji as South African number 9 was infringing by not allowing the tackled player to release 

the ball.  This again leads to the incident being clumsy and ill-advised, but that in itself does not escalate the incident 

to a high degree of danger.  The Player was in this case fortunate the incident was not far worse. 

 

Ultimately the question of fact for the Committee what was the degree of danger, being the third factor in the Head 

Contact Process.  The Committee determined that the incident falls into a medium level of danger and as such the 

red card threshold is not met by the specific facts of this case, based on the following: 

 

1. The Player being at the back of the ruck and pushed off from a standing position rather than running into 

the ruck from a distance and launching over the ruck with force and pace. 

2. The body and head position of the South African number 15 allowed her to see the Player coming. 

3. There was some movement of the head of the South African number 15 which prevented what could have 

been a far worse outcome. 

4. The resulting contact to the face was glancing as a result of the angles and movement of the two players 

away from one another (as shown in the above stills). 

 

 

 

DECISION 

  

Breach admitted ☐           Proven  ☐        Not proven ☒    Other disposal (please state)  ☐ 
 
Note: the player admitted foul play but the citing was dismissed for not reaching 
the red card threshold  

 

SANCTIONING PROCESS 
 

ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS 
 

Assessment of Intent – R 17.18.1(a)-(b) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 

Intentional ☐                  Reckless ☐ 

State Reasons  

 

Nature of actions – R 17.18.1(c) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 

 

Existence of provocation – R 17.18.1(d) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 

 

Whether player retaliated – R 17.18.1(e) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
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Self-defence – R 17.18.1(f) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 

 

Effect on victim – R 17.18.1(g) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 

 

Effect on match – R 17.18.1(h) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 

 

Vulnerability of victim – R 17.18.1(i) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 

 

Level of participation/premeditation – R 17.18.1(j) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 

 

Conduct completed/attempted – R 17.18.1(k) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 

 

Other features of player’s conduct – R 17.18.1(l) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
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ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS CONTINUED 
 

Entry point  

Top end*             Weeks/Matches 

 ☐ 

Mid-range               Weeks/Matches 

 ☐ 

Low-end                 Weeks/Matches 

  ☐ 

 

*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 commission of foul play – 
R 17.19.1(a) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 

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

  

Youth and/or 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) 

  

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) 

  

 
Number of weeks/matches deducted:                       
 

Summary of reason for number of weeks/matches deducted: 
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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) 

 

Need for deterrence – R 17.20.1(b) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 

 

Any other off-field aggravating factors – R 17.20.1(c) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 

 

 

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  No sanction Sending off sufficient  ☐ 

 

Sanction commences 
 

 

Sanction concludes  

Matches/tournaments 
included in sanction 

 

 
Costs 
 

Not applicable 

 
Signature  
(JO or Chairman) 
 

 

 

Date  
20 October 2022 

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) 

 

 


