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Match Edinburgh Rugby Vs Section Paloise 
Club’s Country Scotland  Competition EPCR Challenge Cup 
Date of match 8 April 2022 Match venue DAM Health Stadium 
Rules to apply EPCR Disciplinary Rules 2021/22 

   
PARTICULARS OF OFFENCE 

 
Player’s surname Nel Date of birth 30 April 1986 
Forename(s) WP Plea Admitted ☒  Not Admitted ☐ 
Club name Edinburgh Rugby 
SELECT:    Red card ☐    Citing ☒    Other (specify) ☐ 
Offence Law 9.12 – a player must not physically or verbally abuse anyone. 
Summary of Sanction Suspension of three weeks, up to and including 1st May 2022. 

  
HEARING DETAILS 

 
Hearing date 13 April 2022 Hearing venue Via video link 
Chairman/JO Simon Thomas (Wales) Panel member 1 Donal Courtney (former 

international referee and Referee 
Manager, World Rugby Judicial 
Panel Member) 
 

Panel member 2 Martyn Wood (England), former 
international professional player 
and Director of Rugby. 

Disciplinary Officer Mr Liam McTiernan 

Appearance Player Yes ☒            No ☐    Appearance Club Yes ☒            No ☐    
 
Player’s Representative(s):          Other attendees: 

Mr Bruce Caldow – Solicitor and partner at Harper Macleod LLP.  
Mr Matt Cornwell – Team Manager, Edinburgh Rugby. 

Maria Gyolcsos – EPCR Governance and Regulations Executive. 

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

1. Citing complaint. 
2. Video footage. 
3. Referee’s report and assistant referees’ reports. 
4. Television match official’s report. 
5. Emailed statement from Team Manager of Section Paloise. 
6. Player’s response to standing directions. 
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INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF CITING/REFEREE’S 

REPORT/FOOTAGE 
 

Introduction 
 
The disciplinary committee (“the Committee”) had been appointed by Mr Mike Hamlin, the EPCR Independent Judicial 
Panel Chairman, to hear the case relating to WP Nel of Edinburgh Rugby (“the Player”), following the citing of the 
Player for an alleged act of foul play during the match played between Edinburgh Rugby (“Edinburgh”) and Section 
Paloise (“Paloise/Pau”) on 8th April 2022 in Edinburgh, Scotland (“the Match”). 
 
The Rules applicable to the hearing were contained in Schedule 4 to the 2021/2022 Participation Agreement of the 
European Professional Club Rugby Competition (“the Rules”). As part of the Participation Agreement, each participating 
team and player of a team agrees to be bound by the Rules. 
 
Pursuant to the Rules, at a disciplinary hearing following the lodging of a citing complaint, a hearing is convened 
before a disciplinary committee to consider the matter. At that hearing, a cited player is required to confirm whether 
they accept they committed the alleged act of foul play specified in the citing complaint and whether they accept that 
the foul play warranted the issuing of a red card. If they so accept, the committee then considers the evidence in the 
case, and submissions, and decides what sanction, if any, ought to be imposed in accordance with the three-stage 
sanctioning process prescribed under Rules 7.8.32 to 7.8.38 and the table of sanctions found at Appendix 3 to the 
Rules.1 
 
In the event a player denies the alleged act of foul play, or denies that the act of foul play warranted a red card, a 
committee’s function is firstly to determine whether an act of foul play occurred which had warranted a red card. 
Pursuant to Rule 7.11, the burden is on a player to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the committee, on the balance 
of probabilities, that the citing complaint should not be upheld. 
 
If a player discharges this burden, the citing complaint is ordinarily dismissed, and that is the end of the matter. 
Alternatively, if the citing complaint is upheld, the committee proceeds to consider sanction, as referred to above.  
 
In accordance with Rules, all factual determinations made by disciplinary committees are to be made on the balance 
of probabilities. 
 
This written judgment is the unanimous decision of the Committee following consideration of all the evidence it had 
seen and heard and following oral submissions by the Player’s legal representative at a hearing on 13 April 2022. It is 
not intended to be an exhaustive record of all the evidence presented at the hearing and the absence of a reference 
to some evidence or submission is not to suggest that such evidence or submission was not taken into account by 
the Committee at the hearing. 
 
The Hearing 
 
At the commencement of the hearing, the Chairman of the Committee identified himself and his fellow panel 
members and all of the participants present at the hearing. He reminded the parties that the hearing would be 
conducted in accordance with the EPCR Disciplinary Rules 2021/2022 and outlined the procedure to be followed. 
 
Citing Complaint/Report 
 
The Citing Commissioner, Dana Teagarden (Germany) had cited the Player for committing an act of foul play contrary to Law 9.12 of 
the Laws of Rugby Union. 
 
Law 9.12 reads as follows:  
 
 “A player must not physically or verbally abuse anyone. Physical abuse includes, but is not limited to, biting, punching, contact 

with the eye or eye area, striking with any part of the arm, shoulder, head or knee(s), stamping, trampling, tripping or kicking.” 
 
The citing report stated that the incident had occurred in the second minute of the second half of the Match when the score at that 
time was Edinburgh 33, Section Paloise 0. 

 
1 Appendix 3 incorporates World Rugby’s sanctions table for foul play 
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The narrative description of the incident submitted by the Citing Commissioner stated the following:  
 
“At 41:26 on the match clock, Pau (Green jerseys) attack from a ruck on the far touchline at the 50 m against Edinburgh 
(Blue jerseys).  PAU4 carries and Edinburgh 5 drives into the BC low and legally with a wrapping action.  After PAU5 is 
met by Edinburgh 4, PAU1 binds onto his teammate and legally drives him forward.  Edinburgh 18, WP Nel, is the 2nd 
arriving defender to the contact situation.  Mr. Nel is upright, grasps PAU1 with his right hand on the jersey, has his left 
arm down at his side, and makes direct highly dangerous contact with his left shoulder to the head of PAU1, Téo 
Bordenave (see camera 4 FL Corner view).  Mr Nel has a clear line of sight and there is no change of line by PAU1 caused 
by the contact with Edinburgh 5 on PAU4 as the tackle on the ball carrier is completed; therefore no mitigation 
considered.   
 
PAU1 goes to ground, grasps his head and lies motionless on the pitch.  The referee was circa 3-5 m from the incident 
but on the opposite side. Neither AR had a line of sight or were close enough to have seen the incident.  Play continues 
until 41:43 when the referee sees PAU1 still on the ground.  Medics attend and he is removed for an HIA (DNR).  The 
referee confirmed in downtime to Pau that the TMO was checking but informed them that they are “struggling with 
angles at that moment.”    
 
The actions of Mr Nel are Foul Play contrary to Law 9.12, striking with the shoulder.  In alignment with the World Rugby 
Head Contact Process, this Foul Play breaches the Red Card/Citing threshold”.   
 
The Plea 
 
The Chairman put the Citing Complaint to the Player. The Player admitted that he had committed an act of foul play contrary to Law 
9.12 and that his conduct warranted a Red Card. The Player added, however, that the description of the incident by the citing 
commissioner was inaccurate in a number of respects, in particular the Player had not made highly dangerous contact with PAU1. 
 
Evidence relating to the act of foul play 
 
As the Committee’s function under the Rules was to consider what sanction (if any) ought to be imposed, it was necessary to 
examine the facts surrounding the foul play. Accordingly, the Chairman invited Mr McTiernan to present the evidence 
supporting the complaint. 
 
Match Footage 
 
The video footage was from eight different camera angles played at varying speeds. 
 
It showed PAU5 in possession of the ball and driving towards the halfway line. As he approaches the oncoming Edinburgh tackler 
(E4), PAU1 binds on to his left side as a “latcher” with PAU1’s right arm grasping on to the back of PAU5’s jersey. 
 
Contact is initially made with the ball carrier (PAU4) from a tackle by Edinburgh 4. PAU5 is tackled low with Edinburgh 4’s head 
around the waist height of PAU5. The Player approaches the tackle area within a split second at the same time as PAU1 drives 
forward bound on to PAU5. Although the Player is bent slightly at the waist, he does so with a relatively upright body angle. The 
Player has his right arm outstretched in order to affect a tackle but keeps his left arm lower and towards his waist. The Player’s left 
shoulder is leading into the contact with PAU1 and appears to connect with the centre and left side of the face of PAU1. The Player 
does not appear to drive powerfully into the contact with PAU1. PAU1 falls to the ground and holds the top of his head with his right 
hand. Play continues and the Player gets up from the ground and moves into the defensive line. PAU1 remains motionless on the 
ground for several seconds, before the footage ends. 
 
 
Match official’s evidence 
 
The match official’s evidence was as follows: 
 

1. Referee 
 
The match referee, Sara Cox, had provided an email to the disciplinary officer which contained the following: 
 
 “I didn’t have a view of the incident live and Ben (TMO) confirmed that he had checked it in the background and that we 
could play on”. 
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2. Assistant referee report. 
 
Rob Warburton, the assistant referee, had provided a statement by email which contained the following: 
 
 
 
 “I was on the camera side near touchline. All I see is 18 coming in to make the assist tackle with his right arm making the 
attempt to wrap. I am approximately 50 metres from the incident, so don’t have anything else to add.” 

 
Television Match Official’s Report 
 
Mr Ben Whitehouse was the appointed television match official to the Match and his email statement contained the following:  
 

“I saw the incident live but couldn’t see any foul play. Then when the game came to a natural stop in play, I saw the Player 
getting treatment, so went back to clear it off. 
 
The VT staff showed me a few angles but from the angles I saw, I felt that E18 went to make a legal tackle on the ball carrier 
and the latcher (injured player) got himself in between the ball carrier and tackler and I felt E18 couldn’t avoid it. So I deemed 
it a rugby incident, and no foul play.” 

 
 

 
ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF OTHER EVIDENCE (e.g. medical reports) 

 
The Section Paloise Team Manager, M. Gautier Pozo-Pizarro had provided an email which stated that PAU1 (Teo Bordenave) had 
passed the head injury assessment HIA3 and that he did not have any symptoms and also passed successfully the post-game HIA 
test.2 

 
PLAYER’S RESPONSE TO STANDING DIRECTIONS AND SUMMARY OF PLAYER’S EVIDENCE 

 
 
Player’s Response to Standing Directions 
 
In accordance with the requirements of Appendix 6 of the Rules, players who are cited or the subject of an ordering off are required 
to provide relevant information to the committee in advance of the hearing. In this matter, the Player’s responses were as follows: 
 
        “ 

A. I am the Player named in the citing complaint. 
B. There are no preliminary matters amounting to a challenge to the jurisdiction of this committee or otherwise to suggest that 

the hearing cannot proceed. 
C. I do not accept the complaint is a true and accurate account of the incident. I offer my further explanation using the 

statement prepared below and the screenshots provided. These are screenshots taken from the video provided by EPCR. 
D. I accept I committed an act of foul play. 
E. I accept that the act warranted a red card. 
F. I accept I made contact with the Pau player after he had first contacted me. I did not drive into him or do a “highly dangerous” 

action. I do accept and regret the contact that I did make. I apologise for the same. 
G. I will rely on the video evidence supplied by EPCR, the screenshots provided and a statement provided to Edinburgh by Pau 

from the Player who was involved in the incident. 

 
2 An explanation of the Head Injury Assessment is at : https://www.world.rugby/the-game/player-
welfare/medical/concussion/hia-protocol?msclkid=1862013bbc3611ec9e1db194f74335d9  

https://www.world.rugby/the-game/player-welfare/medical/concussion/hia-protocol?msclkid=1862013bbc3611ec9e1db194f74335d9
https://www.world.rugby/the-game/player-welfare/medical/concussion/hia-protocol?msclkid=1862013bbc3611ec9e1db194f74335d9
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H. I will attend accompanied by Mr Matt Cornwell, Team Manager, Edinburgh Rugby; and Mr Bruce Caldow, Solicitor. 
 
Points for the Player, WP Nel 
 
The citing report is brief. Here are important points that are missing or need to be corrected. These are materially relevant and we 
ask should be in your mind when watching the video angles. 
 

• E18 is not “upright” as alleged on attempting contact, his legs being bent and his upper body initially tilted. He was 
focussed on the ball-carrier. 
 

• E18 has approximately 40 degrees angle on contact (e.g. from his waist to upper body). 
 
• E18’s body comes back at the same time as coming up, but that is due to the force of PAU1 (the latcher) 
 
• E18’s left arm was initially out and not tucked. It moved in due to the other players involved. 
 
• The CC makes no note of PAU1 dropping his head on leading into contact. 
 
• The CC makes no note of PAU1 illegally latching on (his grasp being early). 
 
• The CC makes no mention of PAU1 hitting / leading with shoulder and first making contact with E18. 
 
• The CC makes no mention of PAU1 hitting / leading with shoulder to E18’s head / upper body / neck 
 
• There is no reporting or consideration by the CC of the passiveness of E18 in the totality of incident (whereupon he 

stands up and back). 
 
• There is no proper analysis of E4 / PAU5. The tackle by E4 on PAU5 with the latcher then interfering, fundamentally 

changes what E18 has intended to do; E18 was at a good safe height to be 2nd man on to the ball being carried by PAU5. 
The latcher does change the dynamic; this occurs late on after he has latched as he tries to change direction and drive 
through the gap between E4 and E18. This, coupled with the latcher dropping their head and barrelling in with their left 
shoulder, also causes the contact to occur in the way that it did. 

 
• CC doesn’t say where this contact takes place on the head – there is no notice from the CC of the same – can only assume 

the CC thought that it was on the top of the head where PAU1 touches, when on the ground; for the avoidance of doubt, 
you don’t see contact with the crown of the head in the video – no part of E18’s body comes into contact with the crown. 
It looks like a minor contact to the lower side. 

 
• It is not a forcible or deliberate hit by E18 to the head. But contact does take place as part of a collision, in which PAU1 

(latcher) leads with his shoulder and barrels in. 
 
o To strike is to “hit forcibly and deliberately with one's hand or a weapon or other implement”  

  
o “to aim and usually deliver a blow, stroke, or thrust (as with the hand, a weapon, or a tool)” 

 
• Did the Player, E18, use his shoulder in a manner of hitting into his opponent? No. He attempted to soak / be passive. 

  
• Did the Player, E18, not only try to wrap with his right hand and arm – yes - but had he not also attempted to bring his 

left hand and arm out to wrap? Also yes. Did the Player, E18, take contact and move back and out of the way? Yes. Had 
E18 stayed his ground and driven into him, would he have been able to knock PAU1 (latcher) back? Yes. Undoubtedly. 
E18 is a world-renowned front row specialist; a professional for 15 years; with significant strength and physical 
capability. Had he tried to intentionally strike his opponent with his shoulder, or attempted a move amounting to a 
reckless action driving his opponent backwards, a very different outcome would have occurred. 

 
• His left side of his body moves. Head contact cannot be clearly seen to be caused by a strike by E18 but there is brushing 

contact due to PAU1 (latcher) dipping and squeezing in. 
 
• None of the foregoing is said to suggest the Player or Edinburgh Rugby or Scottish Rugby do not fully support eradicating 

foul play and also head contact. All involved do so. All regret head contact. 
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• Further submissions will be offered up in mitigation and to assist the Panel to dispose of the matter.” 
 
 
 
Player’s Oral Evidence to the Committee 
 
The Player gave his evidence in conjunction with the match footage. 
 
He first of all apologised to the Committee for what had occurred and made it clear that he had no intention to make contact with 
the head of the Pau player. 
 
As to the incident, he described how the first Edinburgh tackler (E4) had “gone low” and that his job as second tackler was to tackle 
around the height of the ball. The Player said that he was in a good position to do this and was already in action to affect a legal 
tackle at ball level; however, PAU1 (the latcher) came forward towards him and it was difficult for him to pull out of the tackle. He 
said that his focus at the time was on the ball. He said that if the latcher had not been present, “the tackle would have been 100% 
legal”. 
 
He said that had it not been for the latcher, his left arm would have been used to wrap in the tackle as well as using his left shoulder. 
He added that due to the action of the latcher, it was difficult for him to complete the tackle as there was no room for his head to 
go. In other words, had he tried to wrap or grasp PAU5 with his left hand or arm, his head would have been somewhere in front of 
PAU5 and PAU1. 
 
The Player said that his instinct had been to pull out of the tackle but at the same time he did not want to allow PAU5 and PAU1 to 
“run through him”. At that moment, his instinct was to affect a “soaking” tackle, i.e., to absorb the force but not to make a dominant 
tackle. 
 
The Player also gave evidence that the first contact between he and PAU1 had been where PAU1 had brushed past his own face as 
part of the movement. 
 
He described how the Citing Commissioner was wrong to suggest that there was no change of line/angle by PAU5 and PAU1. He said 
that Edinburgh 4, the first tackler, had made a good tackle and had pushed PAU5 towards him. He described how PAU5 had initially 
been square on, but as a consequence of Edinburgh 4’s tackle, the dynamics changed. When asked about his body position, he said 
that not once did he try to “drive through the latcher” and repeated that he had tried to “soak” him. He referred to the video footage 
which demonstrated that he had not driven into the tackle because the movement of his feet showed that he had bounced back 
and away from the tackle area immediately following the impact between he and PAU1. 
 
The Player then referred to 10 seconds and 31 seconds of the match footage which showed the relevant height and body positions 
between he and the Pau players and which he suggested demonstrated that his body position was appropriate to affect a tackle at 
the level of the ball. Further, his evidence was that PAU1 had accelerated the movement of PAU5 and had swung around and towards 
him which had contributed to the collision. 
 
 
 

  
PLAYER’S SUBMISSIONS AS TO CLASSIFICATION OF LAW  
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Player’s Submissions 
 
On behalf of the Player, Mr Caldow submitted that pursuant to Rule 9.8, the Committee should consider amending the offence which 
the Player had been cited for having regard to the circumstances of the case. 
 
This was because, he said, the Player’s actions could not properly be regarded as a classic strike but could be better categorised as 
an act of foul play contrary to Law 9.15 or Law 9.20(b). 
 
 
Law 9.15 provides as follows:  
 
“Except in a scrum, ruck or maul, a player who is not in possession of the ball must not hold, push, charge or obstruct an opponent 
not in possession of the ball.” 
 
Law 9.20 refers explicitly to “Dangerous Play in a Ruck or Maul”: 
 
Law 9.20(b) provides “A player must not make contact with an opponent above the line of the shoulders.” 
 
In response to this submission, the Chairman confirmed that consideration would be given to the application however, insofar as 
Law 9.15 is concerned, based upon the Player’s case, he did not appear to accept that he had “held, pushed, charged or obstructed 
an opponent not in possession of the ball”. Clearly there was no question of a hold, push or obstruction and the Player had expressly 
stated that he had “soaked” rather than charged into PAU1. 
 
Furthermore, as far as Law 9.20b is concerned, the act of foul play had not seemingly involved a ruck or maul having taken place as 
neither definition under the laws of the Game of Rugby were satisfied. 
 
Mr Caldow did not address the Committee at length on these points but opined that bearing in mind the actions of the Player were 
not a classic strike either, the Committee was entitled to amend the charge. 
 
 
Sanctioning Process 
 
As the Player had admitted the act of foul play alleged in the citing complaint, in accordance with Rule 7.8 32 to 7.8.38, the 
Committee is obliged to follow a three-stage process to determine the resultant sanction. Firstly, it must consider its factual 
conclusions against the “entry point criteria” (Regulation 7.8.32) which is an assessment of seriousness of the foul play in terms of 
the “on-field” factors.  
 
Once it has decided the appropriate entry point, it then has to consider the existence of any “off-field” mitigating factors as 
prescribed under Rule 7.8.34 which might reduce the sanction before considering the existence of any off-field aggravating factors 
under Rule 7.8.36 which could increase the sanction. 
 
 
Player’s submissions as to sanction 
 
Mr Caldow submitted that in relation to the question of entry point, it was clear that the Player’s conduct was not intentional. He 
said that there was no severity to his actions and so far as the evidence was concerned, there was no evidence of injury to the Pau 
player as he had passed the HIA tests and there was no evidence before the Committee to explain why he had not returned to the 
field of play. This was not a case involving provocation, retaliation or self-defence. Mr Caldow relied upon the statement of Mr 
Whitehouse as to the seriousness of the incident. 
 
Mr Caldow further confirmed that as far as off-field mitigating factors were concerned, these were compelling. The Player is 36 years 
of age at the end of this month. He has played professionally for 10 years at Edinburgh Rugby and for three years prior to that for 
the Cheetahs in South Africa. He has made 150 appearances for Edinburgh and has achieved 48 caps for Scotland. He is highly 
regarded and liked by his Scottish teammates and coaches. Despite his long and distinguished career, he has never had any yellow 
or red cards and is a person with excellent character, undertaking training sessions with age grade rugby and for Watsonians. Mr 
Caldow submitted that the Player ought to be entitled to full mitigation. 
 
Mr Caldow also invited the Panel to conclude that the Player should be eligible for consideration for the coach intervention 
programme overseen by World Rugby, which if successfully completed would replace the final week of his suspension. 
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Decision as to Classification of Law 
 
The Committee retired in private to consider the submissions of Mr Caldow and unanimously concluded that the Player’s foul play 
did not fit within either the definition of Law 9.15 or Law 9.20(b) for the reasons raised by the Chairman in the hearing. 
 
The Committee also took into account that the Player had admitted having acted contrary to Law 9.12 and there were no good 
reasons to amend. 

 
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  
It was clear that the Player had not acted intentionally when his shoulder struck PAU1 to the head. The Player 
had observed PAU1 having latched on to PAU5 and whilst he did not drive into the contact, he at least used 
sufficient force to try and stand his ground when he could have done more to have reduced the level of impact 
between he and PAU1.  
Gravity of player’s actions – R 7.8.32 (c)  
The Player’s conduct was not particularly serious. The Player had approached PAU5 with an intention to 
legitimately tackle and during the dynamic situation had changed his decision to affect a soak tackle rather than 
a dominant tackle. 
Nature of actions – R 7.8.32  (d)  
The Player’s left shoulder had made contact with the face/head of PAU1. 

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)  
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None. 

Effect on victim – R 7.8.32 (h)  
PAU1 had been removed from the field of play and had not returned. There was no evidence, however, of any 
injury to PAU1. 
 
Effect on match – R 7.8.32 (i)  
There was no evidence of any effect on the match.  

Vulnerability of victim – R 7.8.32 (j) 
PAU1’s face and head were unprotected at the time and so he was vulnerable. 
 

Level of participation/premeditation – R 7.8.32 (k)  
The Player had participated in the incident as described earlier in this judgment, but this was not a case 
involving any premeditation on his part. 

Conduct completed/attempted – R 7.8.32 (l) 
The Player’s conduct had been completed. 
 

Other features of player’s conduct – R 7.8.32 (m)  
The Committee recognised that due to the involvement of PAU1 and the force exerted in the tackle by Edinburgh 
4, the scenario was complex. The incident was fast-moving, dynamic and the Player had not had much time to 
react and adjust his approach to the tackle. 

 
ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS CONTINUED 

 

Entry point  
Top end*                       Weeks 
 ☐ 

Mid-range3                        Weeks 
 ☒ 6 

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. 

 
ADDITIONAL RELEVANT OFF-FIELD AGGRAVATING FACTORS 

 
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)  

 
3 In accordance with Appendix 3 to the Rules which incorporates the World Rugby Sanction table,  any act of foul play resulting 
in contact with head/neck shall warrant at least a mid-range sanction. 
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None. 
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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 player had admitted an act of foul play meriting a red 
card and had done so at the earliest opportunity. 

As set out above, the Player has had a long and distinguished 
career in professional and international rugby and had an 
unblemished disciplinary record. 

Youth and inexperience of player – R 7.8.35 (c)  Conduct prior to and at hearing – R 7.8.35 (d)  
Whilst the Player was not young or inexperienced, this could 
not be held against him. 

The Player had fully engaged and cooperated in relation to the 
process and had demonstrated appropriate respect to the 
Committee and to the disciplinary process. 

Remorse and timing of remorse – R 7.8.35 (e)  Other off-field mitigation – R 7.8.35 (f)  
The Player had expressed remorse to the Pau player to 
enquire as to his wellbeing after the Match. 

The Committee concluded the Player was of positive good 
character. 

 
Number of weeks deducted:       3 weeks 
 
        
 

 

Summary of reason for number of weeks deducted and other matters relevant to sanction 
The Player was entitled to maximum 50% mitigation from the 6-week entry point. 
 
The Committee also concluded that the Player was eligible to participate in the World Rugby Coach Intervention 
Programme and so, if the Player completes coaching intervention in accordance with that programme, the Player’s suspension 
would be concluded one week early. 
 

 

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) 

3 weeks  
 
Matches to be missed: 
 

• Edinburgh –v– Bath, 16th April 
2022 (EPCR) 
 

• Edinburgh –v– Zebre, Friday, 
22nd April 2022 (United Rugby 
Championship) 
 

• Edinburgh –v– Ulster, 
Saturday, 30th April 2022, 
URC 

 
One week of this suspension may be 
replaced by successful completion of 

 
Sending off sufficient ☐ 
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the World Rugby coaching 
intervention programme. 

 
Sanction commences 
 

13th April 2022  
Costs 

No order. 
 
Sanction concludes  
 

Sunday, 1st May 2022 
 

 
Free to play 
 

Monday, 2nd May 2022 
 

 

Signature  
(JO or Chairman) 
 

 
Simon Thomas Date 

 
13th April 2022  

 

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 


