
RFU SHORT JUDGMENT FORMRFU SHORT JUDGMENT FORM 11

Match Vs

Club’s Level Competition

Date of Match Match Venue

RFU SHORT JUDGMENT FORMRFU 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

Kirkby Lonsdale RUFC Rossendale RUFC
5 North Premier
09/10/2021 Kirkby Lonsdale

Kwiczor 14/01/1986
Leandro
Kirkby Lonsdale RUFC 1884543
Citing
Law 9.12 - Punching or Striking

24 weeks

07/12/2021 Video
Gareth Graham Daniel Gore
Dr Barry O'Driscoll Rebecca Morgan

Mike Neal (Discipline Secretary, Kirkby
Lonsdale RUFC)

Dr Tom Bedlow ("the injured player” or “R13”)

Alec Graham (Hon Secretary Rossendale
RUFC)

The following documents and video footage were made available to the Player in advance of the
hearing:

- Charge Sheet
- RFU Regulation 19 Appendix 2
- Emails relating to the citing of the Player
- Medical evidence from the injured player
- A statement from the injured player, including photographs of his right eye
- video footage of the incident.

✔

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

Forename(s)
Plea
The Player was charged with an offence contrary to Law 9.12. The Particulars of the Offence
were that the Player struck another player (namely R13) with a fist, making contact with the head.

This was a citing brought by Rossendale. In an email which set out the detail of the citing,
Rossendale indicated that R13 had suffered severe bruising to his right eye, including damage to
the retina.

There were various clips of the match provided to the Panel; the relevant parts of the footage
were watched.

This document contains the Panel’s reasoned decision, reached after consideration of the
evidence, the written and oral submissions, documentation and video footage placed before us. It
is a summary. The fact that specific reference is not made herein to any part or aspect thereof
does not mean it was not considered and given the appropriate weight.
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Essential Elements of Other Evidence (e.g. medical reports)

Forename(s)
Plea
Dr Bedlow, the injured player, provided the Panel with a medical report that detailed the injuries
he said had been caused by the Player's punch.

The essential elements of that medical report, namely a letter from Dr Bilé, a Specialty Doctor in
Ophthalmology, were that the injured player suffered a retinal tear supero nasally caused by a
blunt trauma. The report states that the injured player was to abstain from strenuous activity
pending a further appointment in 2-4 weeks.

The injured player told the Panel that he had suffered the injury to his eye when he was struck by
the Player during the match. The injured player confirmed that he took two of the photos shown
to the Panel in the clubhouse immediately after the match (with the remaining photos being taken
within a week following the game) and went to hospital straight away. The injured player, a
doctor working in the A&E Department at two local hospitals, had been caused to take a week off
work as a result of the injury he sustained, and had missed three further shifts as a result of
medical appointments.

Dr Bedlow said that since the date of the medical report he had been to see the ophthalmologist
again and had been given the all clear to play, although he was told that he must remain careful.
The Panel was told that he had missed 6 league games in total. Dr Bedlow said that his vision
remains blurry, and the risk of issues developing in the future such as glaucoma and cataracts is
increased.

When asked questions by Mr Neal on behalf of the Player, Dr Bedlow denied that he had entered
the ruck from the side, or that he had deliberately targeted the Player's knee. He said that he was
attempting to clear the Player out, but there was no malicious intent on his part. Dr Bedlow said
that he grabbed the Player's ankles and pushed him backwards. The medical report from Dr Bilé
suggested that the injured player may have initially told doctors that the injury was caused by a
tackle but after questions from Mr Neal, Dr Bedlow confirmed that he had told doctors from the
outset that the injury was caused by the strike in question.

When Mr Neal suggested to Dr Bedlow that the only reason he had cited the Player was in an
attempt to seek financial compensation, Dr Bedlow refuted the assertion. It was also suggested
to Dr Bedlow that in returning to the field, he had put himself at risk of further injury, and that he
may have exacerbated any injury caused by the punch in later incidents in the match. Dr Bedlow
said that when he had been punched, his eye was painful and that the physio had said he had a
cut under his eye. The cut was treated with a patch and Dr Bedlow said he felt able to continue.
Dr Bedlow confirmed that he did not undertake a head injury assessment while off the field of
play for treatment. He had not played rugby for 18 months due to the pandemic, was playing in
his fifth game back, was captain, and wanted to continue if possible. It was not until after the
match that he had noticed the bleeding in his eye. Dr Bedlow said that the punch was the
obvious cause of the injury and doubted that any other incidents in the match would have
affected the initial injury.
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Summary of Player’s Evidence

Forename(s)
Plea
The Player was content with the constitution of the panel and accepted the charge. In advance of the hearing, he
provided a written statement to the Panel. The essential elements of that statement are as follows:

“First can I apologise to the injured player and to the panel for my punch which Rossendale say caused his injury.

I have played rugby for many years and have never set out to hurt anybody, it is a physical game and sometimes
accidents happen that are unfortunate.

As I hope you see from the video, just before the incident I was at the back of a ruck and the Rossendale player came
in at the side and hit me at knee level knocking me backwards, I was not expecting the hit and the impact knocked me
backwards and it was a reaction to that provocation that I threw the left handed punch, without a great deal of force as
I am right handed. We all got up and although he went off for few minutes he came back on before half time and
played out the rest of the game.

I know that he was in many tackles in the game and also that in the second half after the replacement prop came on
for Rossendale I was held on the ground and punched by the same player.

After the game I had a cut from a stamp on my head and bruising to my head from the punches, I have very bad
headache all night and was sick in the night. After two weeks when I was told by Mike Neal that I was being cited I
was angry and upset as I accept my injuries and could not see how the punch I made could have caused injuries and
allow him to play on the rest of the game without chance that if he was injured he did not make it worse. He should
have Head Injury Assessment and not come back on to the field. As a doctor he must have felt ok and know that if
injured that it would make the problem worse.

I am attaching photos of my head that were taken after the game and know that these are not acceptable for evidence
but just to show that I took a lot of punishment in that game but never had penalty given against opposition and never
thought about asking my Club to cite the Rossendale Player.

The Kirkby Lonsdale Club have not picked me for games since the Citing was received."

During the hearing, the Player told the Panel that he was standing at the ruck, waiting for the ball to be cleared, and
was cleared out unnecessarily, because he was not competing for the ball. The Player maintained that he had been
targeted by R13 and that R13's actions were a dangerous act of foul play. The Player said that he was then targeted
during the rest of the match, and had received some abusive comments after the match. In answers to questions, the
Player said that he had felt pain in his knee in the clear-out and that he had previously suffered damage to the same
knee that had caused him to miss sport for 8 months. He said that he feels sorry for Dr Bedlow but could not confirm
that the injury Dr Bedlow had suffered was as a result of the punch.

Mr Neal made oral submissions on behalf of the Player, in addition to his written submissions.

In relation to the incident itself, it was said on the Player's behalf that the Player had been targeted at the breakdown
by the R13 who entered the ruck from the side and then cleaned the Player out by using considerable force at knee
level. It was said that the Player reacted spontaneously to this act of foul play by punching R13 with his left hand. The
Player's representative said that R13 had returned to the field of play following treatment and had been involved in
various other incidents in the match that may have caused the retinal tear. Mr Neal said that there was a concern that
Dr Bedlow was simply trying to set up a case against the Player to seek compensation for his time off work. It was said
that the Player could not be held responsible for Dr Bedlow's week off work.

Mr Neal told the Panel that he had been involved in rugby discipline for 20 years as Panel Chairman for Cumbria. The
Panel asked Mr Neal for his submissions as to the appropriate entry point for sanction. Mr Neal responded that he saw
this as a mid-range entry point, given the lack of force in the punch and the provocation that the Player had suffered
(as a result of the illegal clear-out by R13). Mr Neal said that the Panel could then "add on" for the injury suffered. On
being asked for clarification as to what was meant by "adding on", Mr Neal said that he knew panels could add weeks
to take account of any injury caused. When asked whether Mr Neal was referring to aggravating factor or something
else, Mr Neal was then taken to Regulation 19 Appendix 5, which deals with (in part) factors to be taken into account
for top end entry points. Mr Neal accepted that that was what he had meant. Mr Neal was asked which bracket he
would suggest was an appropriate sanction if the Panel concluded that the injury suffered by R13 was caused by the
punch. Mr Neal said that this would fit into categories where there is no player, spectator or media reaction, and where
the victim is injured and cannot play for a few weeks. The suggested sanction provided for in the current Regulations
for such a top end entry point is 20-37 weeks.
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Findings of Fact

Forename(s)
Plea
The Panel considered the documentary and oral evidence it had received and heard, and the
video footage, and made its findings on the balance of probabilities.

1. R13 made a legitimate clear out at a ruck. He did not enter the ruck at the side and cleaned
out the Player in a permissible manner. There was no excessive force used; in fact, the force
applied in the clear out was minimal.

2. The Player, having been pushed onto his back, committed an act of foul play that passed the
red card threshold when he punched R13 to the head using his left fist. The single punch made
contact with R13's right eye. R13 reacted immediately and sought medical treatment on the pitch

3. The Panel did not consider that R13's conduct amounted to provocation. The Player had been
standing over the ball in a legal position to contest for possession when he was cleared out by
R13 and, in the Panel's view, had no reason to feel aggrieved as to the way in which R13 had
acted towards him.

4. The injury R13 suffered to his right eye was attributable to the punch he received from the
Player. That there might be an injury caused by the punch was a foreseeable consequence of
the Player's actions.

5. There was not sufficient evidence before the Panel for us to be satisfied, on the balance of
probabilities, that the injury suffered by R13 was in any way exacerbated by subsequent events
on the field.

The findings above are, in the Panel's view, all that is required insofar as deciding that which is
relevant for the purposes of assessing the appropriate entry point.

However, the Panel noted the general tenor of the submissions made on behalf of the Player and
wanted to place on record its observations in that regard. The observations are, to a degree,
relevant so far as mitigation is concerned.

The suggestion that Dr Bedlow was in some way motivated purely by financial gain was made
entirely without foundation. Dr Bedlow had, through no fault of his own, received a significant
injury that had caused him to have to take time off work. There was no evidence beyond pure
speculation that the initial injury had been exacerbated by any incidents later in the match. and in
particular the Panel reviewed and considered the specific incidents later in the game as
highlighted by Mr Neal. It was not to the Player’s credit that he had failed to accept any
responsibility for the injury Dr Bedlow had suffered.

In addition, the implication that Dr Bedlow, or Rossendale, had behaved inappropriately by citing
the Player in the first place, or that the timing of the citing was deliberate in an effort to cover up
other acts of foul play, was also entirely without foundation. The Panel had been given the clear
impression that the Player, and those acting on his behalf, were unnecessarily attempting to cast
aspersions about Dr Bedlow, and Rossendale, in circumstances where the citing was
appropriately made, and where the Player had accepted he had committed an act of foul play
that passed the red card threshold. Again, it was not to their credit that they had behaved in this
manner.
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SANCTIONING PROCESSSANCTIONING 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 19.11.8(b) Reckless

Reasons for finding as to intent:

Nature of actions - Reg 19.11.8(c)

✔

The Player accepted the charge.

For the reasons set out above, the Panel accepted that the injury caused to Dr Bedlow was
attributable to the punch from the Player.

This was a deliberate punch that was a spontaneous reaction to being cleared out at a ruck.

✔

This was a single punch using the Player's non-dominant hand.
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Existence of provocation - Reg 19.11.8(d)

Whether player retaliated - Reg 19.11.8(e)

Self-defence - Reg 19.11.8(f)

Effect on victim - Reg 19.11.8(g)

Effect on match - Reg 19.11.8(h)

Vulnerability of victim - Reg 19.11.8(i)

Level of participation/premeditation - Reg 19.11.8(j)

Conduct completed/attempted - Reg 19.11.8(k)

There was no premeditation

Not applicable

As set out above, the injured player suffered a significant injury that caused damage to the eye, 
including a retinal tear. The injury was repaired using non-invasive surgery (by way of laser 
treatment). Dr Bedlow missed a week off work, and three additional shifts as a result of the injury and 
subsequent treatment, as well as six rugby matches. He has been left with slightly blurred vision in 
that eye that may last indefinitely, although it does not prevent Dr Bedlow from doing anything. 

There was no effect on the match.

R13 had wrapped his arms around the Player's legs and had no way of protecting himself. He
was vulnerable.

The Panel did not accept the Player's account that he was provoked into throwing the punch. The
Player was cleared out at a ruck using a relatively low level of force and had no good reason for
behaving in the way that he did.

He did not.

The conduct was completed.
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Relevant Off-Field Mitgating Factors - Reg 19.11.10

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)

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

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 the above assessment, the Panel should consider the RFU Practice Note 
as set out in Appendix 5 to Regulation 19. Significant weight should be given to 

RFU regulation 19.11.8(a), 19.11.8(h) and 19.11.8(i).

Reasons for selecting entry point:

Forename(s)
Plea

The Player's conduct at the hearing was
appropriate.

The Player accepted the charge at the earliest
opportunity. He had not, however, accepted that
the injury suffered by R13 was caused by his
punch.

The Player has a number of matters on his record: he
received a red card in 2016 for a stamp; he received
two yellow cards in a match in 2017; and he received a
four-match ban in 2018 having been cited by Kendal.

The Player is 36 years old and has been
playing rugby since the age of 5.

Not applicable

This was a single punch delivered without significant force that was a spontaneous reaction to something the Player perceived was an act of
foul play. That punch had caused a significant injury that subsequently led to R13 having to take a week off work, miss six matches, and
which has potentially resulted in a permanent (albeit minor) blurring to the eye. The Panel had no hesitation in finding that this was an act of
foul play that merited a top end entry point.

The Panel took into account the helpful guidance at Regulation 19 Appendix 5 and agreed with Mr Neal who had said on behalf of the Player
that, if the injury was found to have been caused by the punch, the appropriate entry point would fall within the range associated with
situations where a “Victim is injured and cannot play for a few weeks.” The guidance provides for a sanction of between 20-37 weeks for
such situations.

The Panel concluded that an entry point of 30 weeks was appropriate in all the circumstances of the case, balancing the various factors
present, including that this was a single, spontaneous, punch delivered without significant force but that the resultant injury was significant
with potentially long term effects to the injured player.

30✔
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Number of weeks deducted: 

Number of additional weeks:

Summary of reason for number of weeks deducted:

Forename(s)
Plea

Additional Relevant Off-Field Aggravating Factors - RFU Regulation 19.11.13 

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)

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

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

RFU Regulation 19.11.11 enables panels to apply a reduction of up to 50% of the relevant entry
point by way of mitigation. Panels are required to start at 0% reduction and apply the amount, if
any, up to the maximum 50% reduction.

The Panel noted the factors above. Although the Player had accepted the charge, that the Player
had punched R13 to the head was obvious from the video footage. The most important factual
dispute between the parties was as to the cause of the injury to R13. The Player had maintained
that he could not accept that the injury was a result of his punch. To that end, the Player had not
acknowledged the important aspect of his guilt. The Player had demonstrated little remorse, and
did not have a good disciplinary background.

In all the circumstances, the Panel considered that a reduction of 20% was appropriate to take
account of the limited mitigation present in the case. That 20% reduction equates to a reduction
of 6 weeks from the entry point of 30 weeks.

The Player had said in writing that he was sorry for the
injury Dr Bedlow had suffered, although he did not accept
that he was responsible for it. He repeatedly said that he
was sorry for being in the situation, but did not appear to the
Panel to be particularly remorseful.

There were none.

0

6

There were none

Not applicable.

Not applicable.
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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
The Player was not selected by his club for two matches (against Preston Grasshoppers on 13 November, and against
Sandal on 27 November) as a result of the citing. The Panel are content to include those two matches as part of the
24-week ban. The ban will therefore run from 7 December 2021 until such time as the player has missed 22 meaningful
fixtures.

The Club provided a list of matches for the remainder of the 2021/22 season. According to that list, there are 14 matches
remaining as part of the season. The last of those is on 23 April 2022 against Lymm. The Player will miss all those as a
result of this sanction. As a consequence of this sanction the Player will then remain suspended from playing for a further
8 matches. It is not yet possible to determine when those will be. When next season's fixtures have been finalised, the
Club is to write to the RFU setting out which matches it considers ought to be taken into consideration by way of
meaningful sanction. If necessary, the matter will be referred back to the Panel for further consideration.

For the avoidance of doubt, the Player remains suspended from playing until he has received confirmation from the RFU
that he is free to play again.

24 weeks
07/12/2021
Once the Player has provided confirmation of fixtures for the 2022/23 season

To be confirmed when next season fixtures are known
23/12/2021

£125

Gareth Graham 09/12/2021


