
Disciplinary Decision (v Jan 2022)  Page 1 of 9 

DISCIPLINARY DECISION 

Match 
 

Wales v New Zealand  

Competition 
 

World Rugby Cup 2021 

Date of match 
 

Sunday 16 October 2022 Match venue Waitakere Stadium  
Auckland, NZ 

Rules to apply 
 

Regulation 17 World Rugby Handbook 

 

PARTICULARS OF OFFENCE 
Player’s surname 
 

ROSE Date of birth 5 June 1991 

Forename(s) 
 

Donna 

Player’s Union 
 

Wales 

Referee Name 
 

Hollie Davidson (Scotland) Plea ☐  Admitted          ☒  Not admitted 

Offence 
 

Cited for Breach of Law 9.20 (b) 
Dangerous play in a ruck or maul  
b. A Player must not make contact 
with an opponent above the line 
of the shoulders. 
 

SELECT:            Red card ☐     Citing    ☒        Other ☐ 

 
If “Other” selected, please specify: 
 
 
 
 

Summary of 
Sanction 

2 weeks further deducted by 1 week subject to completion of the Coaching Intervention 
Programme 

 

HEARING DETAILS 
Hearing date 
 

Tuesday 18 October  Hearing venue Board Room 
Northland Events Centre 
Whangarei 

Chairman/JO 
 

Brenda Heather-Latu 

Other Members of 
Disciplinary 
Committee 

Juan Pablo Spirandelli (Argentine Former Referee 
David Croft (former Australia International) 

Appearance Player 
 

YES ☒        NO ☐ Appearance Union YES ☒         NO ☐ 

Player’s 
Representative(s) 

Ioan Cunningham -Head Coach 
Wales 
Hannah John – Wales Team 
Manager 

Disciplinary Officer 
and/or other 
attendees 

Brian Hammond 
In attendance: 
George Latu - Oceania Judicial 
Officer 

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

Citing Commissioner Report 
Video Clips of incident 
Emails between Disciplinary Officer and Referees and NZ team to query Player Status 
Standard Directions 
Relevant Disciplinary Decisions 
Citing Images 

  

SUMMARY OF ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF CITING REPORT/INCIDENT FOOTAGE 
 

Neither the Match Referee nor the Assistant Referees saw the incident. 

The Citing Commissioner Report states:  

“New Zealand are in possession of the ball and a ruck forms approx. 7m out from their own try line. After 

an initial counter ruck attempt by Wales, the ruck is clearly won by New Zealand, and NZ20 (Sarah Hirini) 
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gets in a strong, static position over the ball. As NZ9 reaches in to play the ball, Wales #3 (W3, Donna 

Rose) drives from approximately 1m back behind the ruck into NZ20. W3’s left shoulder makes direct 

contact with the top of NZ20’s head causing NZ20’s head to move backward compressing her neck into 

her body in the process. The force of the contact also forces W3’s left arm backwards. The head motion 

backwards into the body is clearly visible at 8:16 (25% speed footage, NR Corner angle) and at 12:17 (25% 

speed footage, FL Corner). Evidence of the force of the contact is also provided by the arch caused in 

NZ20’s back (visible at 04:17 on 25% speed footage) After the initial contact, secondary contact is made 

between the left shoulders of W3 and W20. NZ20 is propelled backwards by this overall contact into a 

sitting position behind the ruck. NZ20 does not require medical attention on the field and gets back up to 

join the game quickly. As the contact occurs, the ball is played from the back of the ruck and the referee’s 

attention is on the ball and she is therefore not aware of the incident during game. Following the head 

contact process: direct and forceful contact is made on the head of NZ20 and this is as a result of foul play 

by W3. From the facts above, the head contact that occurs is assessed as having a high degree of danger 

associated with it. There are no mitigating circumstances; W3 is clearly sighted before contact is made, 

NZ20 is in an effectively static position prior to contact (i.e. the situation is not part of a highly dynamic 

event). Further, the actions of W3 are both active, and eminently avoidable. As a result of these findings, I 

conclude that the red card threshold is met and I cite the player accordingly”. 

 

The citing report contained the following images: 
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The video clips show the incident from 8 angles. 

 

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

No statement was provided by NZ20 nor any other report. 

 

 

SUMMARY OF PLAYER’S EVIDENCE 

 

The Player through the Wales Head Coach: Ioan Cunningham submitted the following in respect of the 

contents of the Citing Commissioner’s Report namely: 

- That NZ 20 was not in a strong position over the ball as her feet were beneath her 

and not behind her; 

- Her stance over the ball presented the Player with the opportunity to counter ruck 

given the amount of space between the NZ20 and the ground, called the ‘window’ 

which might have allowed the Player to claim the ball or disrupt NZ’s possession of 

the ball or its transfer by NZ 9 to another NZ player; 

- The Player entered the ruck with the specific aim to wrap NZ 20’s arms in a counter 

ruck and get underneath the NZ20’s shoulders, but just before impact NZ 20 

dropped her head and the Player’s stance was wrong and unable to get below the 

shoulders as the Players feet were too far back, and so there is a collision between 

her head and NZ 20’s head; 

- The collision was a result of the Player’s poor technique and the sudden drop in the 

NZ 20’s head  

- There was direct contact but it was inadvertent and not intentional or malicious. 
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- The Player had her arms out attempting to bind when she went into the counter 

ruck ( not reflected in the Citing Report) which was a legitimate action but due to 

the drop in NZ 20’s head and body, and the change in position these were 

mitigating factors as to the seriousness of the Players actions; 

- The counter ruck by the Player was from a standing start a metre from the formed 

ruck and the tackle was dynamic and the Player had not run into the ruck with no 

momentum and no malice; 

- After the tackle, the Player asked the other player NZ 20 if she was ok and she 

responded with words to the effect of “you got me there” and smiled and then got 

up and continued to play in the game;   

- There was intensity at the time of the ruck as Wales were only 5 metres from the 

NZ try line and the Player was intent on turning possession over from NZ or 

disrupting their use of the ball 

- The Players actions were not reckless but were the result of poor technique; 

 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

 

The Disciplinary Committee ‘Committee’ viewed the video clips and then invited the Player and her 

representatives to narrate the clips which were shown in real time as well as two slow speeds as well as 

frame by frame. Still images of the incident were also included in the Citing Report and were made 

available to the Player. 

 

The Committee then referred to Regulation 17.16 to consider whether there was Foul Play, and whether 

it warranted the Player being cited for a breach of Laws 9. 20 (b). Having found that there was direct head 

contact between the Player and NZ 20, then adopted the Head Contact Process Law Application Guidelines 

‘HCP’ to determine whether the Citing should be upheld or dismissed, in all the circumstances. 

 

In particular, the Committee asked the Player and her representatives the following questions: 

 

1. Had head contact occurred – this was admitted by the Player and seen clearly in the video 

clips. 

The Committee as a matter of fact found that the Player’s head and shoulder made contact 

with NZ 20’s head and shoulder in the course of her attempting to counter ruck and disrupt 

New Zealand’s possession of the ball. 

 

2. Was there foul play ? The Player submitted that there was intention to counter-ruck but not  

for her tackle to rise above the shoulder line and the head area but it did so due to a wrong 

stance and her legs being too far back and the drop of NZ 20’s head just before the tackle. 

The Committee found that the Player’s attempt to counter ruck was a legitimate move in the 

circumstances, with the existence of ‘the window’ to get beneath the player with the ball in 

order to wrap her arms or disrupt the possession of the ball, but was not able to be executed 

successfully given the height of the tackle and her stance, with the Player’s feet too far behind 

her to be able to control the execution of the tackle. 
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The Committee found that head contact was avoidable and saw the ‘window’ referred to by 

then Player as a legitimate attempt to wrap and tackle No 21 if the Player had adopted a 

better stance or better technique, and accordingly it was not intentional or premeditated. 

 

3. What was the degree of danger ? The Player submitted that the Player entered the base of 

the ruck from a standing (not running) position and there was no momentum and was low 

impact and low danger. 

The Committee found that the Player moved with some momentum into the ruck where there 

was direct contact, and had sufficient momentum to project NZ 20 backwards to a sitting 

position and was therefore not low force or low speed and a lack of control to prevent the 

collision. 

 

4. Was there any mitigation ? The Player argued that there was a drop in NZ 21’s head meaning 

that the Player could not complete her attempt to bind and wrap the other players arms which 

meant she was unable to adjust her stance accordingly resulting in the head contact. 

 

The Committee noted the admission by Mr Cunningham on behalf of the Play that if NZ 20’s 

head had not dropped, then the contact from the Player would have connected with NZ 20’s 

face, rather than the top of her head and shoulders, reflecting a lack of control  in the course 

of a dynamic tackle. Accordingly the Committee found there was no grounds for mitigation to 

be applied. 

 

Having regard to all the circumstances the Committee found that there was direct head contact 

by the Player and NZ 20 which warranted the Citing for the breach of Laws 9.20 (b) and met the 

Red Card test had the Referee seen the Players actions. 

 

  

DECISION 

  

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

 

SANCTIONING PROCESS 
 

ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS 
 

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

Intentional ☐                  Reckless ☐ 

State Reasons  

The Player advises that she intended to counter ruck NZ 20 to dislodge or disrupt New Zealand’s possession of the 
ball very close to the New Zealand goal line, but a sudden movement and poor technique led to her tackle mioving 
upwards and colliding with NZ 20’s head and shoulder. 

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

The contact arose from an initially legitimate action by the Player which ended badly  

Existence of provocation – R 17.18.1(d) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
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None 

Whether player retaliated – R 17.18.1(e) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 

None 

Self-defence – R 17.18.1(f) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 

None 

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

Fell backwards but no apparent injury 
 

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

Nil 

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

Crouched over protecting the ball 

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

Nil 

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

Attempted 

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

NIL 

 

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 
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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) 

The Player immediately asked NZ 20 if she was ok after 

the tackle 

No previous yellow or red cards 

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) 

4 matches for Wales but has played for some years Excellent 
The Player had no previous disciplinary action and 
upholds the values of the sport and is honest and 
responsible. 
She has been instrumental in raising awareness about 
mental health issues and is an ambassador for a number 
of charities and bodies who deal with the welfare of 
young women and sportsmen and women. 

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) 

Immediately after the incident on the field of play Wales conducted themselves professionally and 
responsibly throughout the disciplinary process and 
assisted the Committee  

 
Number of weeks/matches deducted:                       
 

Summary of reason for number of weeks/matches deducted: 
The Committee decide to allow a full 50% deduction for mitigation on the basis that due to the head contact 
Appendix 1 of Regulation 17 requires the Committee to adopt a mid range starting point which in the case of Laws 9. 
20 (b) is 4 weeks. 
A deduction of 2 weeks leaves the Player with a two week sanction and she has indicated that she wishes to 
participate in the Coaching Intervention Programme which further deducts one week from the 2 week sanction  

 

  

2 
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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) 

NIL 

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

NIL 

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

NIL 

 

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 reduced to 1 match with the 
completion of the Coaching Intervention 
Programme 

Sending off sufficient  ☐ 

 

Sanction commences 
 

20 October 2022 

Sanction concludes 27 October 2022 

Matches/tournaments 
included in sanction 

Wales v Australia  
 

 
Costs 
 

None Imposed 

 
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) 

 

[Standard Appeal Directions to appear on following page] 

 

NIL 
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