
EUROPEAN PROFESSIONAL CLUB RUGBY APPEAL COMMITTEE 
 

Venue: Remote hearings by Zoom.  
Date: First hearing on Wednesday 21 April 2021 at 3 pm; and second hearing on Monday 26 
April 2021 at 6 pm 
Player: Jamie-Jerry Taulagi (“Mr Taulagi”) 
Club: SU Agen Lot et Garonne (‘Agen’) 
Match: Benetton v Agen  
Match Date: 3 April 2021 
Match Venue: Stadio Comunale di Monigo 
 
Appeal Committee: Sir James Dingemans; Yannick Jauzion; and Leon Lloyd  
Secretary: Maria Gyolcsos 
 
Attending on both 21 and 26 April 2021:  
On behalf of the Player: Ben Cisneros (advocate); Tom Seamer (Barrister); and Mr Taulagi. 
On behalf of EPCR: Liam McTiernan (advocate)  
Observing: Mike Hamblin (head of the independent judiciary of EPCR); and Danny Rumble 
(EPCR). 
 
Decision of the Appeal Committee on 21 April 2021: that there be a de novo hearing on 26 
April 2021. 
Decision of the Appeal Committee on 26 April 2021: For the offence of a dangerous tackle, 
contrary to law 9.13, there be a sanction of 10 weeks, commencing from 7 April 2021. 
 

DECISION on whether to have a de novo hearing made on 21 April 2021 
 

1. On 3 April 2021 Agen were playing Benetton in the Challenge Cup.  Mr Taulagi, who 

was playing number 11 for Agen, received a red card for an offence contrary to law 

9.13, being a dangerous tackle on Benetton number 12 Marco Zanon (“Mr Zanon”).   

2. A (remote) disciplinary hearing took place on 7 April 2021 before a Disciplinary 

Panel convened under EPCR Disciplinary Rules (“the panel”).  At the hearing Mr 

Taulagi appeared, as did Julie Huchet, an Administrative Director at Agen.  Liam 

McTiernan appeared on behalf of EPCR as the disciplinary officer.  Maria Gyolcsos 

appeared as EPCR Governance and Relation Executive.  It appears that although Ms 

Huchet appeared at the hearing she did not represent Mr Taulagi, because in the 

EPCR short form judgment produced by the panel in the box for “players’ 

representative(s)” is entered the word “None”.   

3. The panel recorded that the breach was admitted and assessed this as a top end entry 

point (which provides for “10+ weeks”).  They selected a starting point of 14 weeks.  

The panel recorded that Mr Taulagi had the following disciplinary record: “2020 – 1 

week suspension (3 x Yellow Cards); 2017 – 5 weeks suspension (dangerous tackle)”.  

They did not add on any weeks for aggravating factors.  They applied mitigation of 4 



weeks noting that Mr Taulagi did not have a clear disciplinary record and had one 

offence for a similar offence.  This gave a sanction of 10 weeks.  This started 

immediately and covered 6 fixtures with Agen (from 17 April to 6 June 2021) leaving 

4 weeks to be carried over to meaningful fixtures in whatever jurisdiction Mr Taulagi 

would be playing in next season.  It was recorded that if Mr Taulagi played in a 

country other than France then the receiving Union must be made aware of the 

outstanding balance of the suspension. The chair of the panel would fix the conclusion 

of the sanction once notified of the meaningful fixtures agreed between Mr Taulagi 

and the Disciplinary Officer for EPCR.   

4. Mr Taulagi appealed against the decision of the panel by a Notice of Appeal filed in 

accordance with the ECPR Disciplinary Rules, contending that the sanction imposed 

by the panel was excessive and wrong.  Mr Taulagi asked for a “de novo” hearing of 

his appeal.   

5. Normally on an appeal the party appealing will need to show that the decision below 

was “(a) in error and (b) should be overturned or varied”, see paragraph 8.4.8 of the 

ECPR Disciplinary Rules.  However an appeal committee may direct that an appeal 

be heard on a de novo basis.  This means that the appeal committee hears the 

disciplinary proceedings afresh, and the decision of the panel below simply becomes a 

decision made by others disciplinary panel members, but it is not a starting point for 

the appeal and does not bind the parties or appeal committee.  For this reason de novo 

hearings are not usually ordered on appeal, because it means that the work of the 

panel below is duplicated by the appeal committee.  In this respect paragraph 8.4.8 of 

the Disciplinary Rules provides that an appeal will be heard as a de novo hearing “if it 

is shown that the circumstances are exceptional and that there are compelling reasons 

why the appeal committee should hear the case de novo”.   

6. Mr Cisneros, on behalf of Mr Taulagi, submitted that this appeal should be heard on a 

de novo basis on two grounds.  The first ground was that Mr Taulagi was 

unrepresented at the hearing before the panel below.  He had not been given any 

advice and had been left to fend for himself before the panel, which it was said was 

most unusual in professional rugby.  It is apparent that although Ms Huchet of Agen 

appeared at the hearing, she was not acting on behalf of Mr Taulagi because she was 

not recorded as the player’s representative.  Mr Taulagi, in a witness statement dated 

13 April 2021 said that although he had previously received disciplinary sanctions “I 

had never meaningfully engaged with rugby’s disciplinary process … when I received 



a red card whilst playing for Sunwolves in 2017, I did not attend the disciplinary 

hearing and the club dealt with everything”. 

7. The second ground was that there was apparent bias on the part of the panel because 

one of the panel members had, in private discussions about what sanction ought to be 

imposed on Mr Taulagi, referred to Mr Taulagi’s tackle as “a typical Islander tackle”.  

In that respect the evidence showed that although Mr Taulagi was born in New 

Zealand he was of Samoan heritage and he was very proud of his Samoan heritage.  

Mr Taulagi had been selected for and played for Samoa in a number of international 

matches. 

8. We were not persuaded by the first ground for ordering a de novo hearing.  Rugby 

disciplinary proceedings are inquisitorial in nature and heard before a panel which is 

attempting to determine the appropriate outcome on a fair basis.  Many hearings are 

not attended by legal representatives and clubs frequently send coaches or other 

officials to assist the player.  It is apparent that Ms Huchet was present and assisted in 

providing information about future fixtures and the like, but she was not representing 

Mr Taulagi.  It is right to say that it is unusual to have a professional player appear 

without any representation but it is not unprecedented.  The hearing below was 

conducted carefully and Mr Taulagi was given every opportunity to talk the panel 

through the tackle and say what he was attempting to do.  In our judgment lack of 

representation in this case is not a reason for ordering a de novo appeal hearing.  

Otherwise it might encourage players to attend on their own before disciplinary 

panels, knowing that if they were unhappy with the result they could have a de novo 

hearing before the appeal committee.  Further it is apparent, for the reasons set out 

below, that Mr Taulagi had more experience of disciplinary hearings than was set out 

in his first witness statement dated 13 April 2021. 

9. In relation to the second ground it is necessary to say a little more.  The proceedings 

before the panel were heard remotely by zoom (as were the proceedings before us).  

The proceedings were recorded.  It was common ground that there was foul play and 

that the red card threshold had been met.  After the panel had heard from Mr Taulagi 

it retired (virtually) to consider what sanction to impose.  There were then private 

discussions between the panel in a virtual room.  Those were private discussions 

between the members of the panel and should not have been recorded.  They were, 

however, recorded.  When Mr Taulagi appealed and his legal representatives asked, 

very properly, for the recordings of the hearing below, the private discussions 



between the panel were also inadvertently disclosed.  In those private discussions the 

panel discussed matters relevant to the assessment of seriousness.  One panel member 

specifically remarked on the “honesty the player appears to have shown us” but went 

on to say “he will look this tiger technique, but what we saw there was a typical 

islander tackle of the olden days, possibly more than the current day …”.  The 

discussion then went on to consider the degree of recklessness shown. 

10. Mr Cisneros on behalf of Mr Taulagi said that the remark showed apparent bias on the 

part of the panel because it was saying that the tackle was typical of the type 

performed by rugby players of Pacific Island heritage and that the remark showed 

unconscious bias against players of Pacific Island heritage. He submitted that there 

were exceptional circumstances justifying a de novo hearing. Mr McTiernan on behalf 

of EPCR apologised for the inadvertent recording and disclosure of private 

conversations of the panel below.  He submitted that these were private conversations 

and should not therefore be considered by appeal committee.  He submitted however 

that for the good of the perception of the process and to ensure that Mr Taulagi was 

content that he had had an opportunity to advance his best case EPCR was content 

that there be a de novo hearing, while recognising that the matter was one for the 

appeal committee.  We were very grateful to both Mr Cisneros and Mr McTiernan for 

their helpful written and oral submissions at both hearings. 

11. We did not consider that we should ignore the transcript of the private discussions on 

the basis that they were disclosed in error.  It is right that the transcript should not 

have been disclosed, but it was disclosed and this appeal committee needs to consider 

what is shown.  In this respect the situation is not dissimilar from the situation in Re C 

(a child) [2020] EWCA Civ 987; [2021] 1 FLR 131 where a private conversation 

between a judge and her clerk about a party’s approach to the proceedings was 

inadvertently broadcast through the judge’s laptop after the judge had retired to her 

room (in hybrid proceedings).  That private conversation was the basis on which the 

appeal was determined. 

12. We can confirm that we agree with the submissions of the parties that there was no 

actual bias on the part of the panel.  We also find that there was no apparent bias on 

the part of the panel, when judged from the viewpoint of the hypothetical reasonable 

observer of the rugby disciplinary process.  This is because when the whole of context 

of the statement is considered it is apparent that the panel member was specifically 

referring back to the “olden days” in order to contrast the tackle with the current day.   



13. We did, however, consider that it was right to hold a de novo hearing.  This was 

because it was apparent that Mr Taulagi was concerned that there had not been a fair 

individual assessment of his dangerous tackle.  While we are satisfied that a 

hypothetical reasonable observer of the rugby disciplinary process would not have 

shared that concern, it is vital that everyone concerned in the game (including players 

who may commit foul play and be the victim of foul play, club representatives, 

officials, spectators and the media) should have confidence in the disciplinary 

process.  In these very unusual circumstances we agreed that there were exceptional 

circumstances justifying a de novo hearing.   

14. The appeal hearing was adjourned to enable the parties to prepare for a de novo 

hearing.  Directions were given to ensure that we had an accurate record of Mr 

Taulagi’s disciplinary record and up to date medical information about Mr Zanon. 

 

The decision on the dangerous tackle 

 

15. Mr Taulagi admitted an offence of a dangerous tackle, contrary to law 9.13, and 

accepted that the offence passed the red card threshold.  The referee’s report was “At 

61.30 Benetton 12 made a line break into the Agen 22m.  Agen 11 tackled B12 with a 

high degree of danger, direct contact to the chin & it was decided after a TMO referral 

that no mitigation would apply.  The player was issued a red card. The tackled player 

received treatment.” 

16. We had a second witness statement from Mr Taulagi and we had the benefit of video 

footage of the incident.  The video footage shows Benetton 12 receiving the ball in 

open play after a maul.  He breaks through the Agen defenders about the area of the 

22.  Mr Taulagi is the last line of defence and is between the Benetton 12 and the try 

line.  The Benetton 12 runs for about (according to Mr Cisneros’s helpful 

calculations) 1.73 seconds towards Mr Taulagi.  Mr Taulagi is shown with knees bent, 

and the Benetton number 12 steps.  Mr Taulagi extends his body upwards.  There is a 

slight reduction in height of the Benetton number 12 and there is a forceful impact 

between Mr Taulagi’s shoulder and the chin of the Benetton number 12, who falls 

immediately to the ground.  Mr Taulagi picks up the ball and starts to run, but the 

whistle is then blown.  After consultation with the TMO and other match officials, the 

referee showed Mr Taulagi a red card.   



17. Before us Mr Taulagi adopted his witness statement as his evidence in chief and 

talked us through the video footage.  Mr Taulagi stated that he was defending the 

backfield and there was a maul outside the Agen 22.  Mr Taulagi’s focus was on a 

kick.  However Benetton number 12 managed a line break.  Mr Taulagi had to change 

direction to make the tackle.  Mr Taulagi aimed his tackle for the area around the ball, 

which he said was about chest height.  Mr Taulagi said he was coached to try and rip 

the ball or hold the ball-carrier up (in paragraph 12 of his second witness statement).  

In his oral evidence Mr Taulagi explained that he was trying to stick and wrap, 

meaning that he was trying to hold up the Benetton number 12 so that his teammates 

could form a defensive wall.  Mr Taulagi said that as he was approaching Benetton 

number 12 stepped so that Mr Taulagi had to extend his body to reach the Benetton 

player, and he said that he had to launch at him due to the change of direction.  That 

meant that Mr Taulagi’s body position was higher at the point of contact than he 

intended.  He had started with bent knees.  The Benetton player had tried to bump Mr 

Taulagi off, lowering his height and tucking arms to try and break through the 

attempted tackle. This meant that they were both at the same height and Mr Taulagi’s 

shoulder made contact with Benetton number 12’s chin.  Mr Taulagi said that he 

realised that he did not get his body position low enough.  Mr Taulagi said that he was 

not trying to make a dominant tackle, and that the video shows that he goes back 

about 2 paces in the tackle.  Mr Taulagi said he had not intended to hurt the Benetton 

number 12 and was very sorry that the Benetton number 12 had been injured in the 

process.   

Findings of fact 

18. We made the following findings of fact relating to the tackle.  The Benetton number 

12 broke through the Agen defence at about the 22 metre line.  Mr Taulagi was the 

only player between the Benetton number 12 and the try line.  The Benetton number 

12 ran towards Mr Taulagi in open play and attempted to step Mr Taulagi.  Mr 

Taulagi was aiming high on Benetton number 12 at around chest height with the aim 

of securing the ball or preventing an offload.  The step performed by Benetton 

number 12 caused Mr Taulagi to react and he extended his body further and drove 

upwards.  Mr Taulagi was moving upwards with his body and his shoulder came into 

contact with Benetton number 12.  The Benetton number 12 had reduced his height as 

he braced for the contact.  There was a high force impact between Mr Tuilagi’s 

shoulder and Benetton number 12’s chin.  After Mr Taulagi made contact with the 



Benetton number 12 he attempted to wrap his arms.  After the impact Benetton 

number 12 fell to the ground. 

19. We accept that Mr Taulagi did not intend to carry out a dangerous tackle and injure 

the Benetton number 12.  However we do consider that Mr Taulagi’s actions carried a 

very high risk of causing serious injury to the Benetton number 12 and for this reason 

do not accept Mr Cisneros’s submissions that the culpability was low to moderate.  

This was because the Benetton number 12 was running in open play for a period of 

time of over 1 second and Mr Taulagi was always intending to make contact with the 

Benetton number 12 high on the body, in the chest area.  The step carried out by the 

Benetton number 12 was part of the game but Mr Taulagi then became even higher in 

the tackle.  The slight reduction of the Benetton number 12 before impact was also 

entirely to be expected.  The force with which his shoulder hit the Benetton 12 was 

very substantial, and the Benetton number 12 collapsed to the ground immediately.  In 

the nature of dangerous tackles we consider that there was a very considerable degree 

of danger.   

Effect of the tackle   

20. Benetton number 12 was assisted from the pitch.  We have 3 letters from Dr Marco 

Cesana dated 6 April, 16 April and 22 April 2021.  It is apparent that Mr Zanon’s 

condition caused concern and he was taken to hospital and he had head and neck CT 

scans.  Those were negative and Mr Zanon went home after a period of observation.   

On Monday 5 April Mr Zanon did not pass the Head Injury Assessment 3, confirming 

concussion.  Mr Zanon also had a facial trauma (which seems to have been a cut lip) 

and a contusion of the upper dental arch.  By 6 April 2021 Mr Zanon was still 

suffering from pressure in the head, confusion and a feeling of slowing down.  On 8 

April Mr Zanon passed Head Injury Assessment 3, and started a gradual return to the 

field.  By Friday 16 April 2021 the player completed his return to play.  On 22 April 

2021 it was reported that the player needed time to allow confidence for contact 

training.  He had had one previous concussion in July 2019.  It was noted that he had 

to be more careful about injuries because of this incident of concussion.  The player 

returned to play on 24 April 2021 against Glasgow and completed the full match. 

21. We find as a fact that this was a serious head injury suffered by Mr Zanon.  He was 

unable to continue playing.  He was taken to hospital for scans because of concerns 

about his condition, although the scans were negative.  He failed his Head Injury 

Assessment 3 some 2 days after the match, and then passed it some 5 days after the 



match, and completed his return to play on Friday 16 April 2021.  He played a full 

match on 24 April 2021 but there are concerns about the effect of his concussion.  We 

accept that Mr Zanon completed his return to play before the average return date for 

those with concussion set out in some published figures, but in our judgment this does 

not undermine the seriousness of the injuries suffered by Mr Zanon. 

Disciplinary record 

22.  As noted above the panel was told that Mr Taulagi’s record was 1 week suspension in 

2020 for 3 yellow cards, and a 5 week suspension in 2017 for a dangerous tackle.  In 

fact the position appears to be as follows: in 2016 Mr Taulagi received two yellow 

cards for dangerous tackles in one match, leading to a red card for the second yellow 

card and a two week suspension.  In 2017 Mr Taulagi received a 5 week suspension 

for a dangerous tackle.  A mid-range entry point of 6 weeks was taken, with 

aggravation of 1 week because of the previous dangerous tackles, and then 2 weeks 

off for mitigation.  In March 2019 Mr Taulagi received a 5 week suspension for 

dangerous play caused when he attempted a charge down but contact was made by Mr 

Taulagi’s hip to his opposing player’s head.  Mr Taulagi appealed that sanction but 

the appeal was dismissed.  In dismissing the appeal in 2019 the appeal committee 

recorded that they considered that the offence merited a top entry starting point of 10 

weeks, with 1 week aggravation and 2 weeks for mitigation.  As it was an appeal the 

sentence could not be increased.  In May 2019 Mr Taulagi received a one week 

suspension for receiving three yellow cards.  In March 2020 Mr Taulagi received a 

one week suspension for receiving three yellow cards.   

23. Mr Taulagi apologised for his failure to bring all of these matters to the attention of 

the panel below, and said that he had forgotten about the 2016 suspension, the March 

2019 dangerous play and suspension, and the 2019 3 yellow card suspension.   

24. We accept that Mr Taulagi did not have a recollection of these matters.  On the other 

hand we do record that Mr Taulagi has a surprisingly bad memory about his 

disciplinary offences. 

Other matters 

25. Mr Taulagi is out of contract at Agen at the end of this season.  Although he had talks 

with another French professional club those talks did not progress after news of Mr 

Taulagi’s sanction imposed on 7 April 2021 became known.  Mr Taulagi’s work visa 

in France expires on 30 June 2021 and he is exploring opportunities to play 

professional rugby in other countries as well as France.   



26. Mr Taulagi supports his family at home, sending a third of his income to support 

them.  Mr Taulagi has used his position in professional sport to assist young persons 

in particular, attempting to lead youths in criminal detention in Queensland away 

from crime so that they can provide for their families.  He has also donated match kit 

to children.   

Assessment of seriousness 

27. We undertook an assessment of Mr Taulagi’s conducti under 7.8.32(a)-(m) as 

follows:      

a) Intentional/deliberate: We accept that Mr Taulagi did not intend to carry out a 

dangerous tackle and injure the Benetton number 12.   

b) Whether the offending was reckless, that is the Player knew (or should have 

known) there was a risk of committing an act of Foul Play: We find that Mr Taulagi’s 

actions carried a very high risk of causing serious injury to the Benetton number 12.  

This was because the Benetton number 12 was running in open play for a period of 

time of over 1 second and Mr Taulagi was always intending to make contact with the 

Benetton number 12 high on the body, in the chest area.  The step carried out by the 

Benetton number 12 was part of the game but Mr Taulagi then became even higher in 

the tackle.  The slight reduction of the Benetton number 12 before impact was also to 

be expected.  The force with which his shoulder hit the Benetton 12 was very 

substantial, and the Benetton number 12 collapsed to the ground immediately.   

c) The gravity of the Player’s actions in relation to the offending: In the nature of 

dangerous tackles we consider that there was a very considerable degree of danger 

because of the forces involved in this impact and the fact that Mr Taulagi’s shoulder 

hit Mr Zanon’s chin.   

d) The nature of the actions, manner in which the offence was committed including 

part of the body used (for example, fist, elbow, knee or boot): A full description is set 

out under findings of fact. 

e) The existence of provocation: there was no provocation. 

f) Whether the Player acted in retaliation and the timing of such: there was no 

retaliation. 

g) Whether the Player acted in self-defence: Mr Taulagi was not acting in self-

defence. 

h) The effect of the Player’s actions on the victim (for example, extent of injury, 

removal of victim Player from game): there was a serious effect on Mr Zanon.  He 



suffered concussion, failed his Head Injury Assessment 3 some 2 days after the 

match, passed it some 5 days after the match, and has now returned to competitive 

play. 

i) The effect of the Player’s actions on the match: Mr Taulagi was sent off, and Mr 

Zanon was taken off the field.  Afterwards Benetton suffered as a result of being a 

man down.  We do not accept that expected fact mitigates the seriousness of Mr 

Taulagi’s actions. 

(j) The vulnerability of the victim Player including part of the victim’s body 

involved/affected, position of the victim Player, and the ability to defend himself: Mr 

Zanon’s head was involved. 

(k) The level of participation in the offending and the level of premeditation: Mr 

Taulagi deliberately intended to tackle high but he did not intend to commit any 

offence of foul play. 

(l) Whether the conduct of the offending Player was completed or amounted to an 

attempt: the act of foul play was completed. 

(m) Any other features of the Player’s conduct in relation to or connected with the 

offending: there are no other relevant features. 

28. As this was an act of foul play which resulted in contact with the head a mandatory 

minimum entry point of mid-range (6 weeks) was required.  In the event we consider 

this to be a top end entry point (10 plus weeks).  This is because of the nature of the 

tackle as described above including the facts that the tackle was preceded by a run in 

open play, because Mr Taulagi was always aiming high to the chest area, and because 

Mr Taulagi hit his shoulder on to Mr Zanon’s chin with very considerable force.  We 

all considered that an entry in excess of the 10 weeks was required to mark the 

dangerousness of the tackle and the effect on Mr Zanon, which is a relevant matter to 

be considered when assessing sanction.  We did not derive much assistance from the 

other decisions referred to by Mr Cisneros and Mr McTiernan because they were all 

particular decisions on their own facts.  We accept that like cases should be treated 

alike and attempted to do that by a fair application of our findings to the relevant 

matters to be considered under the Disciplinary Rules.  We were all aware of the 

importance of ensuring that the entry point remained proportionate to the act of foul 

play.   

29. In the event we considered that an entry point of 12 weeks was appropriate and 

proportionate to the seriousness of the act of foul play.  It might be noted that this was 



less than the 14 week entry point chosen by the panel below.  Whether we would have 

been able to say that the panel below was wrong to have chosen that entry point on a 

standard appeal is not material to this decision, because this is a de novo decision.   

30. We next considered whether there were any additional off-field aggravating factors 

under 7.8.32(a)-(c) as follows:  

(a) status as an offender of the laws of the game: Mr Taulagi has the disciplinary 

record noted above.  It is apparent that he might be classified as an offender of the 

laws of the game, and indeed he appears to have been so classified in 2017 when 

playing for Sunwolves.  However there are two points to note.  First if a person is 

noted to be an offender of the laws of the game it is important not to double-count 

previous offences against a player, by using offences to aggravate the sentence and 

using the same offences to reduce mitigation.  Secondly the previous panel did not 

note Mr Taulagi to be an offender against the laws of the game.  Although this is a de 

novo hearing we consider it would be fair and proportionate in these particular 

circumstances to reduce mitigation available to Mr Taulagi. 

(b) need for deterrence: there is no additional need for deterrence.  Head injuries are 

taken very seriously.  However this has been reflected by the mandatory minimum 

mid-range entry point for foul play resulting in contact with the head and the tariffs 

set out in the sanctions table. 

(c) any other off-field aggravating factors: there are none. 

31. In the circumstances we did not add any weeks for off-field aggravating factors. 

32. We also considered mitigating factors under 7.8.35(a)-(f) as follows: 

(a) acknowledgement of guilt and timing: Mr Taulagi has always acknowledged his 

act of foul play and that it warranted a red card.   

(b) player’s disciplinary record/good character: Mr Taulagi’s record is set out above.  

This reduces the mitigation that it is appropriate to provide to Mr Taulagi, 

notwithstanding his acknowledgement of guilt, his remorse and the other good things 

that he has achieved. 

(c) youth and inexperience of player: the player is an experienced international 

professional player who has played in Australia, Japan and France and earned caps for 

Samoa.  

(d) conduct prior to and at hearing: Mr Taulagi has co-operated fully with the process 

but he does have, as recorded above, a remarkably bad recollection about his 

disciplinary record. 



(e) remorse and timing of remorse: Mr Taulagi was genuinely upset by the harm he 

had caused to Mr Zanon. 

(f) other off-field mitigating factors: it is apparent that Mr Taulagi has done much 

important work beyond the game of rugby and has assisted young persons to look for 

a proper path in life.  He has provided valuable support for his family and it is 

apparent that Mr Taulagi has many excellent qualities.  The panel are aware of the 

unfortunate coincidence of timing of his contract coming to an end and the imposition 

of the sanction. 

33. In all of these circumstances we have reduced the sanction by 2 weeks for mitigating 

factors. 

Conclusion 

34. For the detailed reasons set out above we selected an entry point of 12 weeks, we did 

not find any off-field aggravating factors, and we gave mitigation of 2 weeks.  This 

leaves a sanction of 10 weeks suspension, which continues to be served from the time 

when it was imposed by the panel below on 7 April 2021.   

35. This covers 6 fixtures with Agen (from 17 April to 6 June 2021) leaving 4 weeks to 

be carried over to meaningful fixtures in whatever jurisdiction Mr Taulagi would be 

playing in next season.  If Mr Taulagi plays in a country other than France then the 

receiving Union must be made aware of the outstanding balance of the suspension. 

The Chair of the independent judiciary for EPCR will fix the conclusion of the 

sanction once notified of the meaningful fixtures agreed between Mr Taulagi and the 

Disciplinary Officer for EPCR.   

 
Sir James Dingemans 
Yannick Jauzion 
Leon Lloyd 
28 April 2021 

 
 


