CONSTITUENT BODY SHORT JUDGMENT FORM %:33 England

el iR: vl Nottinghamshire, Lincolnshire & Derbyshire RFU

Case Number NLD24/250 RedCard | ¢/ | Citing Other

Particulars of Offence

Player’s Surname Hart Date of Birth 23/05/1995

Forename(s) Adam 1913505
ol N Amber Valley 18/01/25
Offence & Law charged [REPA Admitted  [¢/|| Not Admitted
Home Team Amber Valley Bakewell

Home Team Level* 1st team L9 1st team L9

*TEAM LEVEL REFERS TO 1ST XV, 2ND XV, COLTS, VETS, etc. NOT WHOLE CLUB LEVEL

Hearing Details

Hearing Date 5/2/125 Hearing Venue Papers

Tim Bembridge Andrew Statham

Panel-Member 1 Mal Yates Arlene Moxon

Decision Proven V Not Proven

Case Summary & Sanction

NOTE: UNDER RFU REGULATION 19.4.59(a), PLAYERS ORDERED OFF ARE PROVISIONALLY SUSPENDED
PENDING THE HEARING OF THEIR CASE, SUCH SUSPENSION SHOULD BE TAKEN INTO CONSIDERATION
WHEN SANCTIONING

Total Sanction 4 Matches @ PG ALSIN Mid 6 games
Banned From 19/1/25 Banned To 22/3/25 NOTE: FOR SENDING

OFF SUFFICIENT STATE
Ban Split From Ban Split To UNDER TOTAL SANCTION
Free To Play 23/3/25 Costs £50-00
Signature . .
(Chair) Tim Bembridge IDEVE 5/2/25

Date entered to
GMS (mandatory)

Signature
(Secretary)

The England rose is an official registered trade mark of the Rugby Football Union and is the subject of extensive trade mark registrations worldwide.
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PLEASE TICK APPROPRIATE BOX:

Nature of actions 19.4.49(c)

During a fracas about not giving the ball to
opponents after a penalty player “clawed at the
face” of opponent

No

Effect on victim 19.4.49(g)

Referee states specifically no injuries and does
not mention Eye area

Vulnerability of victim 19.4.49(1)

Victim was involved in the fracas and as such
could be expected to be the reciepient of foul
play and was red carded as a result

Assessment of Seriousness (Regulation 19.4.49

Intentional 19.4.49(a)

Whether player retaliated 19.4.49(e)

Reckless 19.4.49(b)

Existence of provocation 19.4.49(d)

Limited as the player should not have got
involved as it was his own S/Half who was not
releasing the ball for an opponents penalty

Self-defence 19.4.49(f)

Effect on match 19.4.49(h)

| Z|
o

Both sides had a player sent of

Level of participation/premeditation 19.4.49()

Got unnecessarily involved in an incident
hence a premeditated act

Conduct completed/attempted 19.4.49(k)

Completed

Other features of player’s conduct 19.4.49(1)

Pleaded guilty but to a push in opponents face

Entry point number

Top End* Mid-Range

6 weeks/games

Low End

Reasons for Entry Point

World Rugby / RFU regulations state:
ANY ACT OF FOUL PLAY WHICH RESULTS IN

POINT

HEAD AND/OR NECK SHALL RESULT IN AT LEAST A MID-RANGE ENTRY-

Contact with opponents face in this case regardless of type of act.

CONTACT WITH THE

*If top end, the Panel should identify an entry point between the top end and the maximum sanction (19.4.50) as set out in

Appendix 2

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 19.4.49( a), 19.4.49(h) and 19.4.49( ).
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Mitigating Factors (Regulation 19.4.52)

Acknowledgment of the commission of foul Play & timing-  Player’s disciplinary record - Reg 19.4.52(b)
Reg 19.4.52(a)

pleaded Guilty but denied “clawed” No apology | Of previous good record

mentioned

Youth and/or inexperience of player 19.4.52(c) Conduct prior to and at hearing 19.4.52(d)

29 years old no mention of experience No poor conduct mentioned

Remorse & timing of remorse 19.4.52(e) Other off-field mitigation 19.4.52(f)

None mentioned None mentioned

Number of weeks deducted: |4 NOTE: SUBJECT TO REGULATION 19.4.54, A DISCIPLINARY PANEL

CANNOT APPLY A GREATER REDUCTION THAN 50% OF THE
RELEVANT ENTRY POINT SUSPENSION

Aggravating Factors (Regulation 19.4.55)

Player’s status as an offender of the Laws of the game 19.4.55(a)

Not at this point

Need for deterrent 19.4.55(b)

Not at this point

Any other off-field aggravating factors (including poor conduct prior to or at the hearing) 19.4.55(c)

None

Number of weeks added on: [8]

The England rose is an official registered trade mark of the Rugby Football Union and is the subject of extensive trade mark registrations worldwide.
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Any Other Information (including details of games to be missed

254/1/25 v Tupton was conceded so does not count as a meaningful game

1/2/25 v Dronfield 2nds
15/2/25 v Ashbourne 2nds
8/3/25 v Matlock 2nds
22/3/25 v Paviors 2nds

Consideration was given to the offence. A push / punch as player suggests would warrent a mid
entry as it made head contact. The referee states “clawed at face” it does not mention eye
contact but does mention “no injuries” Therefore had we considered eye contact it would have
been low end which would be the same sanction. This is recorded in this judgement for future
panels to refer to should there be any future red card offences.

Please note that if any of the above matches are cancelled, postponed or rearranged, the Club are required to notify the CB Discipline Secretary so
that the dates can be amended as necessary (RFU Regulation 19.4.67 & 19.4.68)

The England rose is an official registered trade mark of the Rugby Football Union and is the subject of extensive trade mark registrations worldwide.
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RED CARD REPORT COMMUNITY GAME 1

Detailed report of the incident

The incident started off a line out, the ball came off the top to the Amber Valley 9 that then ran at the
back of the line out and the Amber Valley 8 moved back as the ran passes and was blocking, | had blown
the whistle for blocking.

There was 3 Bakewell player then around the Amber Valley’s 9 trying to get the ball after the whistle had
gone one of these players was number 6. The Amber Valley player hadn’t released the ball the3 players
around the 9 was pulling the ball that’s when about 5 Amber Valley players came in pushing and shoving
to get them off their player, as they hadn’t listened to the whistle.

The Amber Valley 1 clawed at the Bakewell 6 face, so that’s when | saw the Bakewell 6 punch at the
Amber Valley 1 player head as a retaliation to the clawing his face, the Amber Valley player then
punched him in the head.

A few pushing and shoving happened after but then broke up after, | then had both captain’s and players
and said that was unacceptable behaviour and with the punches, that both were receiving red cards due
to strikes to the heads.

No injuries had occurred due to the incident, the game carried on from the penalty that was awarded
before the incident.

After the game it took 25-30 minuets for me to get the Amber Valley players name as | couldn’t find the
coach and the captain was slow coming upstairs.

Name: Holly Felton

Signature: Date: 18/01/2025
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	Signature (Chair): Tim Bembridge
	Other features of player’s conduct: Pleaded guilty but to a push in opponents face
	Intentional/Deliberate: Off
	Reckless: Yes
	Nature of actions: During a fracas about not giving the ball to opponents after a penalty player “clawed at the face” of opponent
	Whether player retaaliated: No
	Existence of provocation: Limited as the player should not have got involved as it was his own S/Half who was not releasing the ball for an opponents penalty
	Self-defence: No
	Effect on victim: Referee states specifically no injuries and does not mention Eye area
	Effect on match: Both sides had a player sent of 
	Vulnerability of victim: Victim was involved in the fracas and as such could be expected to be the reciepient of foul play and was red carded as a result
	Level of participation:  Got unnecessarily involved in an incident hence a premeditated act
	Conduct completed: Completed
	Top End: 
	Mid-Range: 6 weeks/games
	Low End: 
	Constituent Body: Nottinghamshire, Lincolnshire & Derbyshire RFU
	Date entered to GMS: 
	RFU ID No: 1913505
	Hearing Venue: Papers
	Secretary: Andrew Statham
	Panel Member 1: Mal Yates
	Panel Member 2: Arlene Moxon
	Costs: £50-00
	Players Surname: Hart
	Forename: Adam
	Date of Birth: 23/05/1995
	Date of Match: 18/01/25
	Plea Admitted: Yes
	Plea Not Admitted: Off
	Home Team: Amber Valley
	Home Team Level: 1st team L9
	Away Team: Bakewell 
	Away Team Level: 1st team L9
	Hearing Date: 5/2/25
	Chairman: Tim Bembridge
	Decision Proven: Yes
	Decision Not Proven: Off
	Select Red Card: Yes
	Select Citing: Off
	Select Other: Off
	Case Number: NLD24/250
	Total Sanction Number: 4
	Weeks/Matches: [Matches]
	Banned From: 19/1/25
	Banned To: 22/3/25
	Ban Split From: 
	Ban Split To: 
	Free To Play: 23/3/25
	Entry Point: Mid  6 games
	Date: 5/2/25
	Acknowledgement of guilt: pleaded Guilty but denied “clawed” No apology mentioned 
	Player’s disciplinary record/good character: Of previous good record
	Number of weeks deducted: 2
	Any Other Information: 254/1/25 v Tupton was conceded so does not count as a meaningful game

1/2/25 v Dronfield 2nds
15/2/25 v Ashbourne 2nds
8/3/25 v Matlock 2nds
22/3/25 v Paviors 2nds

Consideration was given to the offence. A push / punch as player suggests would warrent a mid entry as it made head contact. The referee states “clawed at face” it does not mention eye contact but does mention “no injuries” Therefore had we considered eye contact it would have been low end which would be the same sanction. This is recorded in this judgement for future panels to refer to should there be any future red card offences.
 
	Signature (Secretary): 
	Club Name: Amber Valley
	Offence & Law: 9-12 
	Reasons for Entry Point:   World Rugby / RFU regulations state:
ANY ACT OF FOUL PLAY WHICH RESULTS IN CONTACT WITH THE
HEAD AND/OR NECK SHALL RESULT IN AT LEAST A MID-RANGE ENTRY-
POINT
Contact with opponents face in this case regardless of type of act.
	Youth & Experience of Player: 29 years old no mention of experience
	Conduct prior to and at hearing: No poor conduct mentioned
	Remorse: None mentioned
	Off-field mitigation: None mentioned
	Player’s status as an offender of the Laws of the game: Not at this point
	Need for deterrent: Not at this point
	Any other off-field aggravating factors: None
	No wks added on: 0


