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Match LEINSTER Vs NORTHAMPTON SAINTS 
Club’s Country ENGLAND Competition CHAMPIONS CUP 
Date of match 19 December 2020 Match venue RDC Dublin 
Rules to apply EPCR Disciplinary Rules 2020/21 

   

PARTICULARS OF OFFENCE 
 

Player’s surname WOOD Date of birth 3 November 1986 

Forename(s) TOM Plea Admitted ☒  Not Admitted ☐ 

Club name Northampton Saints 
SELECT:    Red card ☐    Citing ☒    Other (specify) ☐ 

Offence Dangerous play in breach of Law 9. 20(b) 
Summary of Sanction Three (3) weeks up to and including 10 January 2021 subject to Note below 

  

HEARING DETAILS 
 

Hearing date 23 December 2020 Hearing venue Multiple Zoom remote hearing 
Chairman/JO Roger Morris (Wales) Panel member 1 Frank Hadden (Scotland) 
Panel member 2 Marcello D’Orey (Portugal) Disciplinary Officer Liam McTiernan 
Appearance Player Yes ☒            No ☐    Appearance Club Yes ☒            No ☐    

 
Player’s Representative(s):          Other attendees: 

John Shea                  Legal representative 
Maurice Hartery      Northampton Saints’ team Manager       

Maria Gyolcsos   (EPCR),Hearing administrator 
Danny Rumble (EPCR), observing 

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

(i)  Citing Commissioner Report by John Montgomery 
(ii)  Letter of complaint from Mr McTiernan to Mr Hamlin 
(iii)  Letter convening the hearing from Mr Hamlin to the Player 
(iv)  Emailed report from Pierre Brousset, match referee 
(v)  Emailed report from Sean Gallagher, assistant referee 
(vi)  Emailed report from Eoghan Cross, assistant referee 
(vii)  Emailed report from Olly Hodges, television match official 
(viii)  Video footage of the relevant incident 
(ix)  Video footage of an interview of Josh Van der Flier (L7) by the citing commissioner 
(x)  Player’s responses to standing directions 
(xi)  Tournament’s responses to the Player’s responses 
(xii)  Letter of reference from Paul Shields 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
The Chair noted the Player’s responses to the Standing Directions (reproduced below) and in particular 
that he accepted he had committed an unintentional act of foul play which would have warranted the 
issue of a Red Card. The Chair asked if that remained the Player’s position and the Player so confirmed. The 
Citing Complaint would therefore be upheld and the purpose of the hearing would be to determine what 
sanction, if any, was appropriate to the Player’s offending. The evidence and materials before the Panel 
would be considered and examined with that in mind. The parties agreed to proceed in this way and 
confirmed there were no preliminary issues that either wished to raise. 
 
The Player’s responses to standing directions were contained in the following statement:                                                                         
                                                                                                                                                        
 1.    I refer to the citing complaint which has been made against me following the match between  
Leinster                                                             
      Rugby v Northampton Saints on 19   December 2020 and I make this statement pursuant to Appendix   
      6, Section B of the European Rugby Heineken Champions Cup Disciplinary Rules 2020/21.          
 
2.    I confirm the following:              
 
      (a)  I confirm that I am the Player named in the citing complaint;            
 
      (b)  No preliminary matters will be argued; 
                 
      (c)   In my view, the citing complaint is not entirely a true and accurate account of the incident. The 
citing complaint states the following:   
               
            “He runs forward at pace and dives in with force, whereby his left shoulder makes contact with the  
            head of Leinster 7. His actions are taken at pace with no regard to the safety of Leinster 7.”               
 
            It is implied from this statement that I deliberately intended to make contact with the head of 
Leinster  7 but this is not true at all. My intention was simply to execute a fair and safe clean out of 
Leinster             7 who was competing for the ball at the time. Whilst I acknowledge that I unfortunately 
made contact        with the face of the Leinster 7, I do not accept that I had no regard for his safety. As I 
said, my            intention was to execute a fair and safe clean out. You will see from the video clip that I 
had  both my arms bound  onto the Leinster 7 and  got  myself in as low a position  as possible in order to 
execute a safe and fair clean out, but regrettably I accept that during the process of performing the clean 
out, my left shoulder did make contact with the face of the Leinster 7.               
 
      (d)  I accept that I unintentionally made contact with the Leinster 7 above the line of the shoulders 
and, 
            therefore,  committed  an  act  of  foul  play  pursuant  to  Law  9.20(b)  and  as  set  out  in  the  
citing 
            complaint;   
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CITING COMMISSIONER’S AND MATCH OFFICIALS’ REPORTS 
 

 

The Citing Commissioner Report alleged that the Player had committed an act of foul play in breach of 

Law 9.20(b) of the Laws of the Game in that he had made contact with an opponent (L7) above the line of 
the shoulder. The narrative of the Complaint was as follows: 
 

 A maul is formed near to the halfway line with Northampton in possession and moving forward.  The maul collapses 
and Leinster 7 (Van Der Flier) moves forward and over the players on the ground, taking up a stance with the 
intention of attempting to contest for the ball. He remains on his feet with his hands reaching forward. He is seen to 
raise his head and asks the referee if he can challenge for the ball.  The referee is heard to say ‘No’.    
 
Northampton 7 (Tom Wood) is approximately 8 metres from the collapsed maul.  He has a clear unobstructed view 
of the players on the ground and Leinster 7 standing over it.  He runs forward at pace and dives in with force, 
whereby his left shoulder makes contact with the head of Leinster 7.  His actions are taken at pace with no regard to 
the safety of Leinster 7.   Leinster 7 falls back holding his head and receives immediate on-field medical 
attention.  This action by Northampton 7 causes clear contact with the head of Leinster 7 with a high degree of 
danger. 
 
The play continues with, initially, no action from the match officials.  The TMO then notifies the referee of the 
incident.   The referee examines the incident on a small screen at the side of the pitch and determines that there was 
no act of foul play and allows the game to continue.   Leinster 7 continues playing in the game. 
 
Although the match officials did not consider this to be an act of foul play, having carefully considered and examined 
all of the available video angles, I deem that the actions breach the red card threshold and cite Northampton 7, Tom 
Wood, for a contravention of Law 9.20 (b) - Dangerous play at a ruck or maul - a player must not make contact with 
an opponent above the line of the shoulder. 
 

The Citing Commissioner confirmed that L7 received treatment on the field but continued in the match. He 
also confirmed in answer to the specific question on the official citing form that L7 did not need to attend 
hospital for treatment. 
 
 

The Referee, Pierre Brousset, by email said:  

 

There was a maul on 10m line of Northampton and when the maul went to the ground the ball was 
available and Leinster 7 try to contest the ball. I managed him and Northampton 7 came to clean out this 
player. This happened between me and AR1 and like him I didn’t seen any act of foul play on live and play 
continued. After an important number of phases I awarded a penalty kick for Leinster at breakdown and 
TMO (Olly Hodges) asked me to review a potential foul play by Northampton 7. I went to the pitch side 
monitor and when I saw the footage I gave my description. I didn’t seen any leading with shoulder, arm or 
head it’s why I explained that for me there was nothing illegal from Northampton 7 (Tom Wood) who 
attempted to wrap his opponent to do a legal clean out. I considered that the contact with the head 
happened during the clean out and it was an accidental collision. TMO and AR1 was agree with this 
description and I restarted with penalty against Northampton at an early breakdown. 
 
 

Assistant Referee, Sean Gallagher, also by email: 
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Northampton were in possession of the ball on their own 10m line, 6m from touch. A maul formed and 
went to ground. I was positioned on the touchline 6m away from the incident. Leinster 7 (Josh Van Der 
Flier) reached down to contest possession at the collapsed maul. I saw Northampton 7 (Tom Wood) clear 
out Leinster 7. My view of the clear out was partially obstructed because Leinster 22 (Cian Kelleher) and 
Northampton 23 (Matt Proctor) were standing between me and where the incident happened. Therefore, 
in live play, I didn’t see an incident of foul play. However, I did see Leinster 7 falling to ground holding his 
face, so I suspected contact had been made with his face during the clean out. Play continued for a number 
of phases and then the TMO (Olly Hodges) asked the referee (Pierre Brousset) to review the incident on the 
pitch-side monitor. The referee reviewed the footage and concluded that Northampton 7 was attempting 
to make a legal clear out and that any head contact with Leinster 7 that occurred was accidental. I agreed 
with his view when he asked for my opinion. He decided that no foul play had occurred and restarted play 
with his original penalty against Northampton at an earlier breakdown.  
 
 

Assistant Referee, Eoghan Cross, by email: 

 
The incident happened on the far side of the pitch and I did not see it live. I also had no part in the TMO 
review process as Sean went to the pitchside monitor with Pierre while reviewing. 
 
 

TMO, Olly Hodges, also by email: 

 
 In relation to the incident involving Tom Wood during the Leinster v Northampton match on Saturday 
December 19th, and in my role as TMO for this match, my view of the incident is as follows:  
On the match time of 67.59, I viewed what I believed to be a potential dangerous clean out by N7. With 
only the live feed and 6 second delay of same footage available to me, I was not 100% certain of point of 
contact of the incident from the available footage, so I did not communicate to the referee that I believed 
foul play had occurred at this point. I immediately asked the TV director to provide other replay angles at 
the next stoppage in play, which he provided at 70.05. Upon seeing the 2nd camera angle of the incident 
(Camera 9 - bottom right corner as viewing pitch on TV), it confirmed my view of foul play by N7, and I 
immediately communicated this to the referee.  
I asked the referee to look at the incident involving N7 on the monitor provided at half way, confirmed the 
best angle to view the incident (Camera 9) and asked the referee to confirm if he had a clear view of the 
incident.  
The referee then led the discussion, and felt in his opinion that their was no foul play in the incident, and 
re-started the match with his original penalty awarded to Leinster at 69.49. 
 
There were no points either party wished to make by reference to the citing commissioner’s or match 
officials reports 
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VIDEO FOOTAGE 
 
 

 

The video showed Northampton in possession of the ball in midfield. The Northampton ball carrier was 
tackled by a Leinster player who assisted by teammates held the Northampton player from going to ground 
so that a maul formed around him. Northampton players joining the maul managed to collapse it to the 
ground so that the ball lay amongst the fallen players. The ball was thus available to L7, the only player still 
standing. He made to pick up the ball looking towards the referee for an indication as to whether it was 
permissible to gather the ball. At this point the Player arrived at the melee and drove L7 away from the ball 
so that both fell to ground on the Leinster side of the collapsed maul. In executing this manoeuvre, the 
Player made the contact with L7 that became the subject of the Citing Report. 
 
As play continued, L7 was seen on the ground being treated by a Leinster medic.   
 
In addition a video recording of the Citing Commissioner interviewing L7 had been made available before the 
hearing and had been seen by all present. It was agreed that the interview added little of evidential value 
save that it confirmed that L7 was not injured and played on after the incident without ill effect. 
 
Mr McTiernan, commenting on what had been shown, acknowledged the Player’s acceptance that the citing 
complaint was properly brought and reminded the panel that the entry points for this offence under Law 
9.20(b) were 2, 4 and 8+ weeks respectively. He also reminded the panel that because there was contact 
with L7’s head/neck, there was no option to categorise the offence as a Low End offence. Mr McTiernan 
advocated that Mid Range was the appropriate entry point for the offending in this case. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

SUMMARY OF PLAYER’S EVIDENCE 
 

The Player was then invited to explain his actions and he did so by reference to the video footage shown. 
The essence of his explanation was as follows: 
 

• Initially, when his team was in possession of the ball, he anticipated being a ball carrier in the next 
phase of play and set his position on the field with that purpose in mind 

• His Northampton teammate, however, was held from the ground in the tackle so that a maul formed 
around him creating a danger that the ball would be lost either in the maul or as a result of the 
referee deeming the ball unplayable and calling a scrum which would have been in Leinster’s favour 

• The Player’s focus therefore changed to an attempt to retrieve the developing situation and he 
turned towards the maul to assist in that objective 

• By the time he got there, the maul had collapsed to the ground with a number of players from both 
teams lying on the ground with the ball somewhere amongst them 

• He first thought he might be able to play dummy half and collect the ball but by then L7, who was the 
only man standing, was bending over the ball and looking to the referee to signal whether or not it 
was permissible for him to play it 

• The Player’s focus turned from trying to retrieve the ball to the need to ensure L7 did not steal it and 
the way to do that was to clear L7 from the ruck 

• He had set himself low and driven towards L7 in what he thought at the time was a legitimate ‘clean 
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out’ such that he got up and carried on play without even being aware that the referee was reviewing 
the incident with the TMO. He was doing that on a pitch side monitor as there was no large, public 
screen on the ground 

• He had spoken to L7 after the match but neither had mentioned the incident. He had not therefore 
apologised to L7 because at the time neither felt there was anything that required an apology. He 
recognised now, however, that he had made contact with L7’s head and wished to apologise 
retrospectively 

 
In answering questions from the panel, the Player made the following further comments: 
 

• When he realised that L7 and not the ball was his necessary target he had to follow the thought 
processes he had been coached to follow 

• He did not think that he could have got his body position lower than he did or that he should have. 
The bodies on the floor militated against that in any event 

• He thought he had in fact got under L7 and did not realise that he had made contact with L7’s head 

• He was not out of control and felt he had performed a textbook,” full body” clear out 

• He accepted there was a deal of force in his actions but that would be legitimately necessary to move 
an opponent as strong as L7 and inherent in the action he was trying to undertake 

 
Mr Shea then made his submissions by reference to the criteria set out in Regulation 7.8.32 to support his 
view that the Mid Entry classification was appropriate in this case. 
 
In terms of mitigation, he suggested the Player was entitled to the maximum 50% allowable. This was 
despite not having an unblemished disciplinary record. There were two incidents from ten years or more ago 
and, in 2017, a suspension of six weeks (reduced by mitigation from twelve) for a Low End offence involving 
use of the boot from 2017. 
 
Before adjourning to consider matters the Chair invited the Player to have the last word. The Player said that 
he was “gutted” and embarrassed to be involved in a disciplinary issue and apologised again for his actions. 
Although he had no intention of committing a foul, he realised now that miscalculation in executing his 
legitimate intentions might lead to an offence. He would go away and think again about his technique in this 
facet of his game so as to avoid repetition in future. 
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FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
 
 
 

 

The panel considered matters in private having reminded themselves that the correct test to be applied to 
their determination of factual issues is the balance of probabilities. 
 
The basic facts of the matter were that the Player, in attempting to remove L7 from the ball, had, in effect, 
tackled L7 in such a way that the Player’s shoulder struck L7 in the face. There was force in the Player’s 
actions as there inevitably must to perform an effective ‘clear out’ whether or not the actions are in the 
circumstances legitimate…. but fortunately there was no injury to L7.  
 
The panel was concerned that the perceived need to carry out coached instructions and directives to the 
letter led to an inevitable risk that players recklessly lose the circumspection necessary to avoid foul and, in 
this case, dangerous play. Although the panel accepted there was no intent (in the rugby regulatory sense of 
the word) in the Player’s actions they were concerned that the Player did not fully appreciate how legitimate 
intentions recklessly executed create dangerous threats to the welfare of opponents. 
 
The panel seriously considered whether their duty in dealing with this case led them to a Top End entry point 
but the absence of injury to L7 persuaded them that the Mid Range was appropriate in all the circumstances. 
This decision was easier to make by the Player’s belated recognition that he should consider what he himself 
could do about his technique avoid similar offending in future. 
 
In looking at the mitigation of the sanction, the panel was prepared to ignore the two offences from ten 
years ago on the Player’s record but not an offence involving use of the boot committed in 2017. Otherwise, 
they agreed the other expected mitigating features were present in the Player’s case. The Player would be 
suspended for four weeks reduced to three. 
 
The hearing was reconvened and the panel’s decisions relayed to the parties.  
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DECISION 

 
 
 
 

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

 
 
 

SANCTIONING PROCESS 

 
 

 
 

 

ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS 

 
 

Assessment of Intent – R 7.8.32 (a)-(b)  

PLEASE TICK APPROPRIATE BOX                    Intentional/deliberate ☐    Reckless ☒ 

State reasons  

The panel accepted the Player’s assertion that his intentions were legitimate but undertaken, in the event, recklessly 

Gravity of player’s actions – R 7.8.32 (c)  

The legitimate intention of the Player required strong force and therefore the offence was committed with that force and 
consequent gravity 

Nature of actions – R 7.8.32  (d)  

Attempting a ‘clear out’ but with the lack of sufficient precision so that Player’s left shoulder struck L7’s face contrary to the 
Law transgressed 

Existence of provocation – R 7.8.32 (e)  

None 

Whether player retaliated – R 7.8.32 (f)  

None 

Self-defence – R 7.8.32 (g)  

None 

Effect on victim – R 7.8.32 (h)  

Brief attention on the field but otherwise none 

Effect on match – R 7.8.32 (i)  

None 
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Vulnerability of victim – R 7.8.32 (j) 

Victim was in active play and therefore as braced as he would normally be. He was not however in a position to defend 
himself against an opponent entering a ruck in the manner of the Player 

Level of participation/premeditation – R 7.8.32 (k)  

Full 

Conduct completed/attempted – R 7.8.32 (l) 

Completed 

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

None 

 

ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS CONTINUED 

 

Entry point  
Top end*                       Weeks 

 ☐ 
Mid-range    FOUR            Weeks 
 ☒ 

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 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

ADDITIONAL RELEVANT OFF-FIELD AGGRAVATING FACTORS 

 
 
 
 
 



 

 
Disciplinary Decision Page 10 of 5 

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

 
 
NONE 

Need for deterrence – R 7.8.34 (b)  

 
 
NONE 

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

 
 
NONE 

 
 
 
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)  

 

As soon as possible 

 
 
Previous relevant record = 6 weeks suspension 2017. 
 
Otherwise good character 

Youth and inexperience of player – R 7.8.35 (c)  Conduct prior to and at hearing – R 7.8.35 (d)  

 
Very experienced international player 

 
Suitably and properly cooperative and respectful of the process 
 

Remorse and timing of remorse – R 7.8.35 (e)  Other off-field mitigation – R 7.8.35 (f)  

 
 
As soon as possible given circumstances  

 
 
None 

 

Number of weeks deducted:   ONE            
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Summary of reason for number of weeks deducted: 

 
Record meant that full mitigation was not allowed. 40% mitigation (allowed) means one week deducted  

 

 

 

 

 

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) THREE                             
 

Sending off sufficient ☐ 

 

 
Sanction commences 
 

 

Immediately Costs 
 

 
Sanction concludes  
 

Provisionally 10 January 2021 
 

 
Free to play 
 

Provisionally 11 January 2021 
 

 

Signature  
(JO or Chairman) 
 

 

Roger Morris Date 
 

24 December 2020 

 

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 

 

NOTE 

1. The Player is suspended for a period of three weeks. 

2. In the event that the 2020/21 rugby season in the Player's home country or league is suspended due to 
the coronavirus pandemic before the expiry of the sanction in paragraph 1 above, the Player's suspension 
shall be paused and will recommence and take into account the next match or matches which he is 
expected to play to ensure that the suspension is meaningful. 

3. The matches taken into account in determining the period of suspension imposed on the Player are 
those due to be played by Northampton Saints against Worcester Warriors (26.12,20), London Irish 
(03,01,21) and Leicester Tigers (09.01.21) – all in the Guinness Premiership. If any of those matches is 
cancelled, for whatever reason, the period of suspension will be extended until midnight on the day that 
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the third meaningful match, as contemplated by the Regulations, after the date of this hearing and in 
which the Player would, apart from this suspension, have expected to play, is actually played. For the 
avoidance of doubt, matches cancelled because a team is unable for ‘covid’ reasons to field a team but 
nevertheless have the result decided by the relevant Tournament are not meaningful matches for 
determining the end of the period of suspension imposed on the Player in this case. 

4. In the event of any disagreement between the Player and the Disciplinary Officer for EPCR as to the 
operation of the sanction above, either party can make an application to the Chair of the Disciplinary 
Committee for directions, clarification and a determination. 

 

 

 


