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Match Ospreys Vs Sale Sharks 
Club’s Country England Competition Champions Cup 
Date of match 12 December 2021 Match venue Swansea 
Rules to apply EPCR Disciplinary Rules 2021/22 

   
PARTICULARS OF OFFENCE 

 
Player’s surname Schonert Date of birth  
Forename(s) Nick Plea Admitted ☐  Not Admitted ☒ 
Club name Sale Sharks 
SELECT:    Red card ☐    Citing ☒    Other (specify) ☐ 
Offence Law 9.20 (b) 
Summary of Sanction 2 week suspension 

  
HEARING DETAILS 

 
Hearing date 15 December 2021 Hearing venue Virtual 
Chairman/JO Owain Rhys James (Wales) Panel member 1 Rod McKenzie 
Panel member 2 Tony Wheat Disciplinary Officer Liam McTiernan 
Appearance Player Yes ☒            No ☐    Appearance Club Yes ☒            No ☐    

 
Player’s Representative(s):          Other attendees: 

Mr Cisneros, Trainee Solicitor, Morgan Sports Law 
Tom Seamer, Barrister at Morgan Sports Law 
Scott Needham, Team Manager at Sale Sharks 
 

Mari Glyocos – EPCR, Governance and Regulation Executive 
Danny Rumble - EPCR 
 

 
List of documents/materials provided to player in advance of hearing: 

Citing Report of John Montgomery 
Statement of Andrea Piradi (Referee) 
Statement of Russo Filippo (AR) 
Statement of Manuel Bottino (AR) 
Statement of Stefano Penne (TMO) 
Video of interview with Gareth Thomas – and transcript 
Video footage of incident – from EPCR 
Video footage of incident – from Sale Sharks 
Statement of the Player 
Statement of Dorian West 
Copy of Disciplinary Rules 2021/22 
World Rugby Head Contact Protocol (March 2021) 
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SUMMARY OF ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF CITING/REFEREE’S REPORT/FOOTAGE 
 

John Montgomery, the Citing Commissioner, filed a report alleging breach of Law 9.20(b), namely “Dangerous play at maul – 
player must not make contact with an opponent above the line of the shoulder. 
 
The incident occurred, the report said, during the first half after 37.30 minutes. 
 
The Report states: 
“A maul is formed with Ospreys in possession and moving forward. Sale Sharks 3, (Nick Schonert) is standing at the rear of the 
maul on the defensive side. He has a clear, unobstructed view of Ospreys 1 (Gareth Thomas) who is bound on the side of the 
maul. Schonert is seen looking directly at Ospreys 1. 
 
Schonert then runs forward to join the maul and makes contact with Thomas’ head with his head or shoulder causing Thomas to 
fall backwards out of the maul holding his head and neck. This action by the Sale Sharks player causes clear contact with the 
head of Ospreys 1 with a high degree of danger. 
 
At the next stoppage in play, the referee is contacted by the TMO (in Italian). He stops the clock and asks for an on screen review 
of the incident. Further discussions continue in Italian and the referee then concludes by saying in English “From what I see in the 
screen, number 3 tried to block the maul. Nothing illegal from what I’m seeing here. It is not foul play in my view.” The game 
then continues. Following medical attention on field, Ospreys 1 resumes playing in the game. 
 
Having carefully considered and examined all of the available video angles, I deem that the actions breach the red card threshold 
and cite Nick Schonert, for a contention of Law 9.20(b)”. 

 
The referee, Andrea Piardi, says in his report: 
“Once the TMO put the incident on the screen I saw a maul formed by Ospreys after a lineout that was moving forward 
with some dynamism. N.3 of Sale Sharks was at the back of the maul and that he decided to join it with a legal 
technique - bent on his waist, with both arms tried to wrap the maul and tried to stop it. I saw that there was contact 
between shoulder/arm of 3Sale and the head of 1 Ospreys but based on the facts mentioned before I decided that the 
action was no foul play and we restarted the game.” 
 
The AR, Filippo Russo, says: 
“The TMO called us to review the action, after reviewing it from various angles the referee said that player number 3 of 
Sale Sharks joined the maul correctly to block it and there was no foul play, and I agreed with him.” 
 
The other AR, Manuel Bottino, says: 
“Live I didn’t see the incident from my side but once the TMO put the footage on the screen I saw a maul formed by 
Ospreys moving forward with some dynamism. N. 3 of Sale Sharks joined at the back of the maul tried to stop it. I 
agreed with the referee there wasn’t foul play in the action.” 
 
The TMO, Stefano Penne, says: 
“When the ball has gone in touch I asked the TV Director to check what happened to 1 Ospreys that was on the ground 
receiving medical assistance. I saw a clear contact to the head of 1 Ospreys made by 3 Sale and I've called the referee 
for an official review. My first impression was a voluntary head to head contact, during the review I saw that the 
contact was between the shoulder of 3 Sale and the head of 1 Ospreys. The referee said that 3 Sale was joining the 
maul correctly and there was no foul play even if there was a head contact, I agreed with his decision.” 
 
The Panel had the benefit of sight of video footage ahead of the hearing at various speeds and angles. That footage 
came from both EPCR and Sale Sharks as we understand it. The Panel were further able to freeze that footage. The 
footage was viewed at full speed by the Panel during the hearing. Parts of the footage were produced in ‘slo-mo’ and 
the part of the footage represented in the ‘snapshot’ images below was also the subject of ‘frame by frame’ review 
during the hearing with the Player being asked a series of questions on those ‘frame by frame’ images. 
 
For ease the following ‘snapshot’ images identify the alleged act of foul play are set out at Annexe 1. 
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ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF OTHER EVIDENCE (e.g., medical reports) 

 
There was no written statement from Gareth Thomas (Ospreys 1) but the Panel had the benefit of seeing the citing commissioners 
interview with him. The Panel shared the following partial transcript of that interview which was agreed between the parties 
 
“Do you remember – Yeah 
Why you remember – Well I got hit round the front corner of maul. Hit in the head and bit of stinger down through my neck and 
arm then. Went back and waited for nerve sensation to go before I got back in the game 
Know who hit you – No. Not off memory. … definitely a Sale player 
Which part of body hit – Top of my head. Think it was like directly on top of my head which jarred it back pretty much. That’s where 
I felt sensation down trap and my arm 
Know which part of Sale player hit you – Think it was shoulder 
Definitely upper part of body – Yes 



 
Disciplinary Decision Page 4 of 5 

Suffer any other injuries – No. Nothing more than a  stinger through neck 
Medic on for treatment – Yes came on and held my neck in brace position so I couldn’t move for few seconds. Did all the checks on 
my neck and stuff like that 
Any recurring problems since – No just a bit of a stiff neck today. Nothing too bad luckily 
Play on for rest of game – Played until about 57 which was tactical 
Can you tell me in your opinion how much force – Well don’t know if seen must have seen it. Not loads not massive amount of force 
where he hit me quite a weak part of the body. Because of the nerve sensation as well it just hit me back I don’t know if it hit me 
back. Don’t know” 
 
The Panel further admitted, EPCR taking no issue with it, a late witness statement from the Sale Sharks Forwards Coach, Dorian 
West. That statement went to technique and in so far as the Panel is aware represents Mr West’s commentary on the video 
footage as opposed to direct evidence. In any event, that statement reads in so far as Is material: 
 
“On this occasion I believe that Nick entered the maul at a height that was technically good, putting his head into the only available 
gap to make his contribution effective.  
Nicks arms are raised in an attempt to bind on either our own or the oppositions players.  
I have observed from the replays that Nick entered the maul in an extremely controlled manner with minimal force while 
prioritising getting his body height low for a strong defensive position.” 
 

 
SUMMARY OF PLAYER’S EVIDENCE 

 
It was agreed for the Player and by the Disciplinary Officer at the commencement of the hearing that, given that the 
Player accepted that he had committed an act of foul play but that it was not accepted that the act warranted a red 
card, and that there would inevitably be a considerable overlap of the evidence relevant to the ‘red card’ issue and any 
sanction which might be appropriate if the player failed to satisfy the onus in DR 7.8.11(a) that it would be convenient 
in this case for the evidence on both matters to be ‘heard’ together but that submissions and determination by the 
Panel of the two issues should proceed separately.  
 
The onus on the Player to establish that the citing commissioner had been wrong in determining that the admitted act 
of foul play warranted a red card implicit in DR 7.8.11(a) was identified at the commencement of the hearing and 
accepted for the Player and by the Disciplinary Officer. In these circumstances all agreed that the player’s evidence 
should be presented first. 
 
There was no witness statement from the Player before the Panel. Though a document entitled  “written Statement” 
had been provided that was in the form of written argument and, at the hearing, Mr Cisneros confirmed that it was 
not intended to stand as evidence. 
 
Rather the player gave his evidence orally and was asked questions by the Panel and by Mr Cisneros and Mr 
McTiernan. 
 
The following is not a full note of that evidence but records the material parts. All of the evidence given by the Player 
and the written material was considered by the Panel in its deliberations and full account was taken of it. 
 
The Player said that he remembered the incident well. He said that the maul was constantly evolving and his role was 
to see which side it spilled out onto. He was looking for a safe place to put his head to stop the maul. He identified 
what he described as a “seam” between Ospreys1 and Ospreys5. The Player decided that he would “plug” the gap: 
that is to place his head into the gap. His purpose in doing so, he stated, was to mount an effective lawful defence of 
the maul and in particular to prevent the Ospreys’ players, including Ospreys 1 and the ball carrier, from ‘driving round 
the maul and peeling off it, thereby putting Ospreys in an effective attacking position with the potential of scoring 
from the resulting position. 
 
The Player explained that he was particular aware of putting his head into the “safe space” because he had recently 
had 2 concussions himself and did not want to risk a third concussion. 
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He explained that entering a maul is not normally done by entering at full seed, as that risks losing footing, but rather 
plugging the gap in an attempt at holding up the maul, or a part of the maul which had ‘splintered off’ or at least was 
of danger of doing so, as in this case, until support arrives. 
 
The Player’s evidence was of an evolving picture before him. As it evolved he saw the Ospreys’ loose head and the 
lock. He accepted that Ospreys1 was the first player in his line of sight. He accepted seeing him ‘breaking round’ the 
maul first and made a call of going between him and Opsreys5. That was, he said, the only place he could enter the 
maul and have lawful defensive effect. He was asked what the movement of Ospreys1 was and his answer was that it 
was towards the touchline.  
 
The Player accepted that Ospreys1’s head was clearly visible to him as he selected his chosen entry point, and he 
accepted that he put his head to the right (that is to Ospreys1’s left) to enter the maul as that is where the gap was. 
His aim was to hit onto Ospreys1’s shoulder like a scrum. When questioned, the Player accepted that it was 
“inevitable” given how and where he had selected to enter the maul, that some part of his left hand side (likely left 
shoulder or left upper arm) would contact with Ospreys1’s head. 
 
As to the site of contact the Player was not sure but believed it to have been his left shoulder/upper arm/bicep area. 
The Player explained that he tried to enter legally by binding using his arms and said that he was not aware of contact 
being made with Ospreys1’s head until he was told after play had stopped. 
 
The Player describe the act as resulting in “a scrum” position before starting to push. As to force it was describe as 
being “not much at all”. He accepted that once bound he did push. He described himself as being a wedge and not 
really pumping his legs. 
 
The Player said that he apologised immediately to Ospreys 1 on field and after the game, there was , he says and we 
have no reason to doubt, good spirits between the two despite the incident 
 
 
 
 
 

  
FINDINGS OF FACT 

 
Upon analysis there is, in reality, very little factual dispute in this case. 
 
The Player accepted that the citing complaint was a true and accurate account save that by the written submissions 
provided and authored by Mr Cisneros it was said that he denied that:  
(a) he had a “clear” view of Ospreys 1. The picture in front of him was rapidly changing.  
(b) he looked directly at Ospreys 1. He was looking at the gap between Ospreys 1 and the other Ospreys player nearest 
him.  
(c) he “runs forward” to join the maul. He side-stepped around the maul, to be directly in front of it, and bound on, 
before driving his legs forward.  
(d) there was a “high degree of danger” in his contact with Ospreys 1. 
 
Those identify the key factual issues in dispute. We address them, and other material matters, in turn below. 
 
We accept that the Player gave his evidence in a generally credible, reliable and straightforward manner except where 
identified below. 
 
We accept the Player’s oral evidence that he saw Ospreys1 coming around the side of the maul and that he had clear 
sight of his head. As the Player went to enter the maul we accept that he was attempting to bind and enter a “gap” 
identified by him between Ospreys1 and Ospreys5. We find that he saw before deciding to so enter and whilst he was 
undertaking the action, Ospreys1’s head. We do not accept that the Player was looking only at the “gap” such that he 
did not see or could not see Ospreys1. 
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We accept that the player did not run into the maul nor did he enter at significant speed. In our judgment he bound 
onto the maul before driving into the gap.  
 
A majority of members accepted that he did so at force. That force was an inevitable part of his actions, in seeking to 
stop the peeling part of the  maul and is also inherent in the Player’s evidence that he was like a “wedge”. It is 
inconceivable that the Player was passive or that he used low force. He was looking to hold back and did hold back, a 
substantial portion of the maul. That necessitated a significant degree of force being applied by him as he entered “like 
a wedge”. We also note the resulting effect of the contact upon Ospreys1 which was that an injury requiring on field 
treatment resulted. We note that Ospreys 1 recovered relatively rapidly from the injury and continued playing until he 
was the subject of a tactical substitution during the 2nd half. 
 
A minority member found that low force was used. That finding was based on the footage and the fact that the Player 
did not enter at speed and was not, in his opinion, driving the maul. 
 
We accept that the Player did not intend to make contact with Ospreys 1’s head but, in the event, that there was such 
contact and that such contact was an inevitable consequence of the position and manner which the Player selected to 
enter the maul. We find that contact was made by the Player’s shoulder or upper arm. It was direct contact to the 
head. 
 
We do not accept that there was a late, sudden and significant change in dynamics. The Player did not give evidence as 
to any movement on the part of Ospreys1 other than moving towards “the try line”. Mr Cisneros drew our attention to 
the video footage to that end. We do not accept that that was the case. Though there was some up and down motion 
on the part of Ospresy1 his height remained fairly constant throughout. We do not accept that any movement on the 
part of Ospreys1 played a material part in the Player making contact with his head. We found that the cause of the 
contact was the position and manner in which the Player chose to enter the maul. 
 
 

 
DECISION 

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

The real issues in this case arose from the application of our findings of facts to the applicable head contact framework 
and the Laws. 
 
The starting point is that the player accepted that he had committed an act of foul play contrary to Law 9.20(b) but 
disputed that his actions warranted a red card. As such the Panel was tasked with determining whether the citing 
commissioner had been wrong when he found that the cited act of foul play warranted a red card, DR 7.8.11(a) refers. 

It was accepted by and for the Player that there was contact with the head of Ospreys 1. The Panel were satisfied that 
such contact was direct. 

As to the red card test it was said that the red card test was not met as there was not a high degree of danger and/or in 
any event there were several mitigating factors. 

The majority formed the view that the act of foul play was highly reckless. The Player admitted that contact with the 
head of Ospreys 1 was inevitable. His actions necessarily required a degree of force to effect the defensive impact into 
the maul that was desired and achieved. To select the point and manner of entry, as the Player did, necessitated an 
element of decision making which, in the majority’s view, placed the potential and resultant defensive impact of 
joining the maul as the Player did,  above the inevitable consequence of making contact with the Ospreys1’s head. That 
can only properly be classified as highly reckless. 

A minority found that the act fell at the lower end of recklessness. 
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The Player’s position was that his conduct did not carry a high degree of danger and, thus, that it did not merit a red 
card as:  

(a) it was committed with low force;  

(b) it was committed at low speed;  

(c) it was not committed with a lack of control;  

(d) Mr Schonert was not upright; and  

(e) there was no leading head/shoulder/forearm. 

A minority member accepted that there was low force, low speed, and no leading head/shoulder/forearm. This was 
not an act of foul play which could not properly be characterised as being high danger. It was worthy only of a yellow 
card for that reason. 

The majority members disagreed. They found that the admitted act of foul play carried a high degree of danger. They 
accepted EPRC’s submission that not all of the factors set out in the process applied to all cases. On the facts of this 
case it was the force, identified inevitability and the fact of direct contact to the head that were significant. The contact 
to the head could only properly be described as high danger. The citing commissioner’s determination was not tainted 
by any error. 

In the alternative, Mr Schonert submitted that there were several relevant “mitigating factors” as identified in the 
March 2021 Head Contact Process such that, even were the panel to find that there was a high degree of danger, the 
red card test has nonetheless not been met.  

The majority, having determined that the act of foul play was worthy of a red card under the protocol and was highly 
reckless did not need to address the question of “mitigation” in terms of the protocol. However, in the event that they 
were wrong on the level of recklessness they nonetheless considered whether there was any mitigation which resulted 
in the level of sanction being reduced to a yellow card. 

The relevant mitigating factors submitted on behalf of the Player were:  

(a) Mr Schonert was making a concerted effort to bind onto the maul in a legal way, with regard to his own safety 
and that of his opponents and, in the fast-changing dynamics of the maul, had no time to adjust his position to 
avoid making contact with the head of Ospreys 1; 

(b) Ospreys 1 rises in height as Mr Schonert enters the maul, resulting in a late, sudden and significant change in 
dynamics, which in turn results in the direct head contact; and  

(c) Mr Schonert was effectively the last line of defence, as the maul splintered, and thus had no reasonable option 
but to enter the maul when and at the point of entry he did, to prevent the opposition breaking through, close 
to his own try line (approximately six metres out). 

The majority dismiss the above when taken individually or cumulatively. Having found as a matter of fact that there 
was no significant change in height in Ospreys1, (a) & (b), above fall away. 

As to (c), the majority determined, that even were it to be established as factually correct, which it had not, that such 
an approach goes entirely against the principles set out in the Head Contact Process, the correct application of the 
Laws and the ‘spirit’ in which the game should be played.  A claim that an act of Foul Play was “needed” to prevent an 
opposition break out from a maul misses the point. It comes nowhere close to amounting to mitigation. Indeed to 
accept it as material would amount to a gross misapplication of the Process and of the Laws. As Law 9, 20b. expressly 
provides as regards “Dangerous play in a ….maul” “A player must not make contact with an opponent above the line of 
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the shoulders.” The law is not qualified by an exception to the effect that such foul play can be in some sense 
permitted where doing the prohibited and dangerous act is a considered necessity in order to prevent the opposing 
team from gaining a playing advantage. 

Even when a slightly modified application of the submissions is considered, that is that this was a lawful act which went 
awry as opposed to out and out Foul Play, the majority determined that there was no “mitigation” in terms of the 
Process sufficient to reduce the red card. 

 
 

SANCTIONING PROCESS 
 

 
ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS 

 
 

Assessment of Intent – R 7.8.32 (a)-(b)  
PLEASE TICK APPROPRIATE BOX                    Intentional/deliberate ☐    Reckless ☒ 

State reasons  
The above matters are repeated.  
 
The Panel accepted that the Player had not intended to come into contact with Ospresys1’s head but, on his 
own evidence, accepted and in any event the Panel considered, that it was inevitable that he would. 
 
The Panel noted, in particular that the Player’s intention was to make contact wth Ospreys1 “as if it were a 
scrum”. It was so unlikely that such contact would be made without contact to the head that it must have 
been obvious to the Player that, at its lowest, that he risked making contact with the head of Ospreys 1.  
 
This was a manifestly reckless act. In the majoroity’s view it was highly reckless 
Gravity of player’s actions – R 7.8.32 (c)  
They were serious and could have had a significant effect on Ospreys1. 

Nature of actions – R 7.8.32 (d)  
It is accepted that the act was intended to be a lawful one which, due to the nature of its execution, 
amounted to foul play.. 

Existence of provocation – R 7.8.32 (e)  
n/a 

Whether player retaliated – R 7.8.32 (f)  
n/a 

Self-defence – R 7.8.32 (g)  
n/a 

Effect on victim – R 7.8.32 (h)  
Osreys1 suffered a “stinger” type injury and required medical attention. In the event, after the nerve sensation 
went, he was able to continue playing until a “tactical situation” at around 57 minutes. 

Effect on match – R 7.8.32 (i)  
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Minimal. Ospreys1 continued to play and there was no adverse reaction by other players. 

Vulnerability of victim – R 7.8.32 (j) 
Ospreys1 was vulnerable in that his head was exposed.and he had no opportunity to anticipate or avoid the 
contact. 

Level of participation/premeditation – R 7.8.32 (k)  
n/a 

Conduct completed/attempted – R 7.8.32 (l) 
Completed 

Other features of player’s conduct – R 7.8.32 (m)  
n/a 

 
ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS CONTINUED 

 

Entry point  
Top end*                       Weeks 
 ☐ 

Mid-range                        Weeks 
 ☒ 4 

Low-end                         Weeks 
  ☐ 

 

*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 17.19.2(a), 
17.19.2(h), and 17.19.2(i) or the equivalent provisions within the Tournament Rules referred to above. 

Reasons for selecting Entry Point above Top End 

n/a 

 
ADDITIONAL RELEVANT OFF-FIELD AGGRAVATING FACTORS 

 
Player’s status as an offender of the Laws of the Game – R 7.8.34 (a)  
 
n/a 

Need for deterrence – R 7.8.34 (b)  
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n/a 

Any other off-field aggravating factors – R 7.8.34 (c)  
n/a 

 
 
Number of additional weeks:   

RELEVANT OFF-FIELD MITIGATING FACTORS 
 

Acknowledgement of guilt and timing – R 7.8.35(a)  Player’s disciplinary record/good character – R7.8.35 (b)  
The majority members were of the view that a full 
discount of 50% should be applied. The Player had 
admitted that an act of foul play had been carried out 
by him but had disputed whether the red card test was 
met. That was an argument which had in the event lead 
to a majority decision 
 
The Majority members found that the Player was 
entitled to take those arguments properly and they 
were reasonably open to him 
 
The minority member was of the view that because the 
Player’s admission had been conditional, he should be 
entitled to less than the 50% mitigation. The minority 
member took the view that notwithstanding the partial 
admission there had been a requirement for a full 
contested hearing to take place. That could not justify 
the full 50% mitigation and that the resultant period of 
suspension should be 3 weeks. 
 
 

The Player has a clean discipline record. 

Youth and inexperience of player – R 7.8.35 (c)  Conduct prior to and at hearing – R 7.8.35 (d)  
 The Payer conducted himself well and co-operated with EPRC and 

the Panel. 

Remorse and timing of remorse – R 7.8.35 (e)  Other off-field mitigation – R 7.8.35 (f)  
The Player had shown genuine remorse immediately after 
the incident and after the game.  
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Number of weeks deducted:               
 

 

Summary of reason for number of weeks deducted: 

sThe majority members allowed a reduction of 50%, namely 2 weeks. 
The minority member would have allowed only a week’s deduction 

 

SANCTION 
 

NOTE: PLAYERS ORDERED OFF ARE PROVISIONALLY SUSPENDED PENDING THE HEARING OF THEIR CASE, SUCH 
SUSPENSION SHOULD BE TAKEN INTO CONSIDERATION WHEN SANCTIONING – R 7.2.5 
 

Total sanction 
(weeks) 

2 weeks  
 

The Panel was satisfied that the 
Player was eligible for the 
Coaching Intervention 
Programme as this was an act of 
foul play that fell under the Head 
Contact Process and the Player 
received a mid-range sanction. It 
considered that it was 
appropriate to exercise its 
discretion in favour of allowing 
the Player to undertake that 
Programme thus reducing his 2 
week suspension, subject to 
satisfactory completion of the 
Programme, to 1 week. 

 

The Panel notes that the relevant 
matches are: 

18 
December 
2021  

Sale Sharks vs ASM 
Clermont Auvergne  

26 
December 
2021  

Newcastle Falcons 
vs Sale Sharks  

 

                            

 
Sending off sufficient ☐ 

 

 
Sanction commences 
 

16/12/21 
Costs 

 
 
Sanction concludes  
 

23:59 on 26 December 2021 
 

 
Free to play 
 

00:00 on 27 December 2021 
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Signature  
(JO or Chairman) 
 

 
Owain Rhys James Date 

16.xii.2021 
 

 

NOTE:  YOU HAVE THE RIGHT OF APPEAL AGAINST THIS DECISION AS SET OUT IN REGULATION 8.1 AND 8.2 OF THE 
EPCR DISCIPLINARY REGULATIONS. YOUR ATTENTION IS SPECIFICALLY DRAWN TO THE TIME LIMIT AND 
DIRECTIONS/REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO AN APPEAL SET OUT IN REGULATION 8.2.1 TO 8.2.4 OF THE REGULATIONS 
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Annexe 1. 
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