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Match Connacht Rugby Vs Leinster Rugby 
Club’s Country Ireland Competition Heineken Champions Cup 

Date of match 8 April 2022 Match venue The Sports Ground Galway, Ireland 

Rules to apply EPCR Disciplinary Rules 2021/22 
   

PARTICULARS OF OFFENCE 
 

Player’s surname Gibson-Park Date of birth  
Forename(s) Jamison Plea Admitted ☐  Not Admitted ☒ 
Club name Leinster Rugby 

SELECT:    Red card ☐    Citing ☒    Other (specify) ☐ 

Offence 9.13 A player must not tackle an opponent early, late or dangerously. Dangerous tackling includes but is not limited 
to tackling or attempting to tackle an opponent above the line of the shoulders even if the tackle starts below the 
line of the shoulders 

Summary of Sanction The citing complaint is not upheld and the case is discontinued 

  

HEARING DETAILS 
 

Hearing date 12 April 2022 Hearing venue Zoom 

Chairman/JO Philippe Cavalieros (France) Panel member 1 Yannick Jauzion (France) 

Panel member 2 Mitchell Read (England) Disciplinary Officer Liam Mc.Tiernan 

Appearance Player Yes ☒            No ☐    Appearance Club Yes ☒            No ☐    

 
Player’s Representative(s):          Other attendees: 

Guy Easterby, Leinster Rugby 
Derek Hegarty, William Fry Solicitors 
 

Maria Gyolcsos, EPCR 
Danny Rumble, EPCR 

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

• Notice of Hearing sent on behalf of Mike Hamlin, EPCR’s Judicial Panel Chairman, on 11 April 2022 

• Citing Commissioner Report Warning & Citing Form signed by Maurizio Vancini (“CC”) dated 9 April 2022 

• Player’s responses dated 12 April 2022 to the Standing Directions 

• World Rugby’s Law Application Guidelines Head Contact Process updated on December 2021 (“HCP”) as sent by the Player 
on 12 April 2022 

• Multiple footage of the incident 

• Disciplinary Officer's directions statement dated 12 April 2022 in respect of the citing made against the Player 

• Statement of Karl Dickson, match referee (“Referee”); 

• Statement of John Meredith, assistant referee (“AR1”); 

• Statement of Mike Hudson, assistant referee (“AR2”); 

• Statement of David Rose, television match official (“TMO”); 

• Medical Statement for Kieran Marmion, Connacht Rugby player. 

• Player’s Disciplinary Record sent on 11 April 2022 

• Player’s upcoming fixtures sent on 11 April 2022 

• Player’s fitness statement signed by Leinster’s physiotherapist on 11 April 2022. 
 

 

SUMMARY OF ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF CITING/REFEREE’S REPORT/FOOTAGE 
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The CC Report provides as follows: 
 
« INCIDENT HAPPENED AFTER PLAYER N.9 CONNACHT RECEIVES THE BALL FROM A LINEOUT AND RUNS IN SPEED WHEN HE’S 
HITTED BY OPPONENT N.21 LEINSTER WHO WITH A FORWARD MOVEMENT OF THE RIGHT SHOULDER HITS HIM WITH FORCE TO 
THE FACE. N.9 CONNACHT FALLS TO THE GROUND, THE PLAYING ACTION CONTINUES AND THE INTERVENTION OF TMO IS CALLED. 
VIDEO ANGLES CONFIRM THAT’S IT’S A SHOULDER CONTACT OF N.21 CONNACHT DIRECT TO THE HEAD. MOVEMENT OF THE 
PLAYER N.21 LEINSTER AUTHOR OF THIS FOUL PLAY IS DANGEROUS WITH A HIGH DEGREE OF DANGER. PLAYER N.9 AT THE 
MOMENT OF HIGH TACKLE WAS TACKLED BY ANOTHER LEINSTER PLAYER, BUT THIS ACTION HASN’T INFLUENCE ON HIS RUNNING 
LINE. N.9 CONNACHT LOSES BLOOD FROM THE NOSE, GETS MEDICATED IN THE FIELD AND CONTINUES TO PLAY THE GAME 
IN CONCLUSION: DIRECT CONTACT TO HEAD WITH FORCE, HIGH TACKLE WITH HIGH DEGREE OF DANGER, 
IT’S A SERIOUS INCIDENT THAT HAS NO MITIGATING FACTORS FOR ITS DYNAMICS. MY DECISION: TO CITE ». 
 
The referees reports and the TMO all concur in indicating that after reviewing the incident further to Connacht 9’s nose bleeding, 
the low level of danger and the fact that the Player was stationary lead to a yellow card being sufficient as an on field decision. 

 

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

The Medical Statement provides that Kieran Marmion, Connacht 9, sustained a nasal injury in the form of a “slight nasal deviation” 
which requires follow-up with an ENT specialist and “manipulation to realign the same”. There were no other injuries as a result of 
this contact.  
 
The Disciplinary Officer submits in a nutshell that the incident would have warranted a red card, since the Player had room to 
perform a legal tackle and should have adjusted his position to that effect. He also submits that the tackle was not a passive one, 
and that to the contrary he attempted to dominate his opponent.  
 
Because of his upright position, his tackle cannot therefore be considered as passive, and considering that Connacht 9 sustained a 
broken nose, this alone suggests that there was some force and a degree of danger. 
 

 

SUMMARY OF PLAYER’S EVIDENCE 
 

The Player does not accept that he should have been the subject of a citing complaint, in so far as he considers that the incident 
amounted to foul play, but would not have warranted a red card.  
 
The Player explained that he wanted to perform a chop tackle on his opponent, and within a split second instinctively braced and 
moved sideways to avoid the collision, given that his teammate had tackled his opponent, which itself lead in a sudden change in 
height of Connacht 9. 
 
The Player therefore immediately had to adjust and react, and he had no other option but to make contact with his opponent’s 
head. He however considers he was in a passive position as he goes backwards upon contact.  
 
He also submits that he exercised a high degree of control throughout and that there was no leading arm or shoulder at any time. 
 
With reference to the HCP, the Player submits that the incident amounted to a low danger since, except for the direct contact with 
the head (which he admits), there was low force, low speed, and he was overall passive.  
 
With respect to force, the Player submits that if anything, the force came from the Connacht 9, while he was himself in a relatively 
still position. 
 
In response to the Disciplinary Officer’s submission, he considers that it would not have been realistic to make a tackle to the left 
or to the right in such circumstances as he had no time to adjust. 
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FINDINGS OF FACT 
 

After a lineout for Connacht in the 55th minutes, Connacht 9 breaks the defense line and prepares to brace for impact with the 
Player, when concomitantly, he is tackled by Leinster 17 in a legitimate way, arriving from the side. 
 
Before the impact, the Panel is satisfied, upon review of the footage, that the Player’s intention was to perform a legitimate tackle 
as he lowered his body position. 
 
However, when the Player realises that Leinster 17 is tackling Connacht 9, the Player goes into an upright position, slightly moves 
towards the left, seemingly to avoid making a tackle, and as he does so, his right shoulder enters into contact with Connacht 9’s 
face.  
 
Connacht 9 immediately holds his nose and bleeds. He was not replaced after the incident and resumed playing. 
 
On the basis of the above facts, the Panel is satisfied that the Player’s action was neither intentional nor deliberate.  
 
The Panel however shares the Player’s explanations that his act amounted to foul play. Indeed his actions correspond to the 
definition of a dangerous tackling referred to above (Art. 9.13), as it amounts to an attempt to tackle an opponent above the lines 
of the shoulders.  
 
The Panel notes in this respect that the Player admits having committed foul play but that it would not have warranted a red card. 
The Panel also notes on the other hand that the Disciplinary Officer considers that the same amounted to foul play but was worthy 
of a red card. 
 
The Panel notes and reminded the Player that under Art. 7.8.11.a of the Disciplinary Rules, the burden is on the Player to prove, on 
the balance of probabilities, that the foul play he committed would not have warranted a red card.  
 
Although the Panel was not entirely satisfied by the Player’s explanations that he intended to perform a chop tackle - given that his 
body position was far from being anywhere close to performing the same - the Panel considers on the balance of probabilities, 
that the Player has proven that his actions would not have warranted a red card.  
 
In particular, with reference to the HCP, the Panel agrees with the Player that, although there was direct contact with the head, 
there was overall a low degree of force, and low speed, and that the Player upon realising that he could not perform a tackle, 
remained relatively passive, and tried to avoid his opponent.  The Player deliberately went first sideways and then backward upon 
impact. In the panel’s view there was no particular evidence that the Player intended to dominate the tackle. 
 
This said, the Panel stresses that the CC was correct in issuing his citing form given that appreciation of a degree of force and/or 
speed is difficult to grasp. This is all the more so, since Connacht 9 sustained a nose injury.  
 
In this regard, the Disciplinary Officer was also correct in submitting that the nose injury sustained by Connacht 9 alone would tend 
to prove that there was force.  
 
This said, the Panel considers with the benefit of hindsight and the Player’s submissions, that, despite the injury itself (which it is 
reminded did not warrant a replacement), the incident still is of a low danger nature, as it was neither forceful nor performed at 
speed. With respect to the injury, the Panel notably notes (on the basis of the available evidence presented), that the medical 
assessment provides that Connacht 9 sustained a “slight nasal deviation” and not, fortunately, a broken nose. 
 
Furthermore, there was virtually no speed on behalf of the Player, no particularly distinct and meaningful movement of the 
shoulder, and if anything speed and force came from Connacht 9, as submitted by the Player.  
 
This does not mean however, that there are no instances in which an upright and still position may not amount to a high degree of 
danger and force.  
 
But in the case at hand, on the balance of probabilities, the Panel was satisfied that the incident would not have warranted a red 
card under the HCP. 
 
Consequently, the citing complaint is not upheld and the case is discontinued. 
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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  

 

Gravity of player’s actions – R 7.8.32 €  

 

Nature of actions – R 7.8.32  (d)  

 

Existence of provocation – R 7.8.32 €  
 

Whether player retaliated – R 7.8.32 (f)  

 

Self-defence – R 7.8.32 (g)  

 

Effect on victim – R 7.8.32 (h)  

 

Effect on match – R 7.8.32 (i)  

 

Vulnerability of victim – R 7.8.32 (j) 

 

Level of participation/premeditation – R 7.8.32 (k)  
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Conduct completed/attempted – R 7.8.32 (l) 

 

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

 

 

ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS CONTINUED 

 

Entry point  
Top end*                       Weeks 

 ☐ 

Mid-range                        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 

 

 

 

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)  

  

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

  

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

 
Summary of reason for number of weeks deducted: 

 

 

ADDITIONAL RELEVANT OFF-FIELD AGGRAVATING FACTORS 

 

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

 

Need for deterrence – R 7.8.34 (b)  

 

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

 

 
 
Number of additional weeks:   

 

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) N/A                             

 

Sending off sufficient ☒ 

 

 
Sanction commences 
 

 
Costs 

N/A 

 
Sanction concludes  
 

 
 

 
Free to play 
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Signature  
(JO or Chairman) 
 

 
 Date 

 
13 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 


