
EPCR SHORT JUDGMENT FORM 

 

Disciplinary Decision 

Match Stade Rochelais Vs Union Bordeaux-Bègles 
Club’s Country France Competition Heineken Champions Cup 
Date of match 16/04/2022 Match venue Stade Marcel Deflandre 
Rules to apply EPCR Disciplinary Rules 2021/22 

   
PARTICULARS OF OFFENCE 

 
Player’s surname PLISSON Date of birth  
Forename(s) JULES Plea Admitted ☐  Not Admitted ☒ 
Club name Stade Rochelais 
SELECT:    Red card ☐    Citing ☒    Other (specify) ☐ 
Offence 9.13 Dangerous tackling 
Summary of Sanction  

  
HEARING DETAILS 

 
Hearing date 20/04/2022 Hearing venue Video conference by Zoom 
Chairman/JO Antony Davies (England) Panel member 1 Gordon Black (Ireland) 
Panel member 2 Leon Lloyd (England) Disciplinary Officer Liam McTiernan 
Appearance Player Yes ☒            No ☐    Appearance Club Yes ☒            No ☐    
 
Player’s Representative(s):          Other attendees: 
Robert Mohr (Director of Rugby) 
Yves-Marie Feve (Legal Representative) 

Maria Gyolcsos (EPCR Governance and Regulations Executive) 

 
List of documents/materials provided to player in advance of hearing: 
1.  EPCR Disciplinary Rules 
2.  Citing Commissioner report dated 17th April 2022 
3.  Match footage 
4.  Match Official written reports 
5.  Player’s response to standing directions 
6.  Disciplinary Officer’s response to standing directions 
7.  Notice of hearing 
8.  Medical reports dated 18th and 19th April 2022 – Bordeaux-Bègles 
 
 

SUMMARY OF ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF CITING/REFEREE’S REPORT/FOOTAGE 
The Citing Commissioner Report 
 
The report of the appointed Citing Commissioner, Gary Gordon (Scotland) dated 17th April 2022 disclosed the following : 
 
“Blue 21 receives an offload from a team mate just outside of the opponent’s 22 metre line, in the centre of the field. 
 
Almost immediately upon receipt of the ball Blue 21 places a grubber kick forward, as he is pursued by White 6.  White 22 is 
covering and comes across to the side of Blue 21 at pace, whilst maintaining his height into the tackle situation, the left shoulder of 
White 22 makes direct forceful contact to the jawbone of Blue 21.   At point of initial contact the arms of White 22 are low and to 
the side of his body.  White 6 simultaneously grasps Blue 21.  The contact causes Blue 21 to the floor. 
 
Post match information was obtained from Blue 21 who confirmed there was direct contact to his jawbone which he described as 
“intense”.” 
 
The report went on to confirm that the Referee was some 5 metres from the incident, but that the Citing Commissioner did not 
have any discussion with the Match Officials.  It also disclosed that Blue 21 received on field attention from his Club’s medical 
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team, though hospital treatment was not required. 
 
The Match Footage 
 
We then reviewed the match footage.  There were three angles.  The first was from an elevated position on halfway, the second 
was a close-up of the same footage and the third was taken from ground level behind the try line.  Together, they depicted an 
incident entirely consistent with the Citing Commissioner’s report.  Blue 21 kicks the ball forward and begins to chase, pursued by 
White 6, but White 6’s only point of contact is his right hand on Blue 21’s arm.  The Player comes across from the right side of Blue 
21.  He does not appear to attempt to make a tackle.  Neither of his arms is raised.  Instead, they are down by his sides.  The Player 
appears to put his body in the way of Blue 21 and there is the contact described by the Citing Commissioner. 
 
The initial point of contact appears to be simultaneously between torsos and the left shoulder of the Player to the right side of 
Blue 21’s jaw.  It appears to be with significant force.  The contact is with sufficient force to block and stop Blue 21.  White 6 is then 
able to fully grasp Blue 21 and pull him to ground. 
 
There is then a discussion between the Match Referee, Wayne Barnes, and the TMO, Christophe Ridley, as follows  
 
CR       “I’ve got definite head contact Wayne, I need to show you foul play” 
 
WB      “You’re going to have to help me with the point of contact.  Is the first one shoulder to head or is it arm, body, then  
              shoulder to head?” 
 
CR         “The first point of contact is simultaneous, but it’s body to head, more of a glancing blow to the head.” 
  
WB        “So we’re saying there is some force, but not high force, and there’s a second tackler in there as well, there’s a kick, there’s  
                lots going on there.” 
 
CR          “Totally agree – there’s not a high level of danger.” 
 
WB         “OK, so it’s a yellow card.” 
 
 
The Match Official’s Written Evidence 
 
Wayne Barnes 
 
Mr. Barnes’ yellow card report stated as follows : 
 
“After watching the footage and having a discussion with the TMO, I decided that LAR 22 had made contact with the head of 
Bordeaux 21.  LAR 22 was attempting to grasp in the tackle.  It was foul play as the contact with the head was avoidable as LAR 
could have lowered his height. 
 
The degree of danger was not high as the contact with the head was simultaneous with the body, therefore reducing the force and 
also the angle from behind suggested a glancing blow rather than a direct blow to the head of Bordeaux  21. 
 
There was also a second tackler involved in the incident and prior to the tackle the Bordeaux player had just kicked the ball.  I felt 
that both of these matters altered the dynamics of the tackle immediately prior to the collision.  For all those reasons, I decided 
that a yellow card was the appropriate sanction.  The Bordeaux 21 received treatment following the tackle, but continued to play.  
However, a few minutes later he was removed so  a HIA could be conducted.” 
 
Christophe Ridley 
 
Mr. Ridley’s yellow card report read : 
 
“In the 75th minute of the game, I asked Wayne Barnes to review foul play by LAR 22.  As Bordeaux 21 kicked the ball, he was 
tackled by LAR 6 and LAR 22. 
 
On reviewing the footage, I informed Wayne that LAR 22 had made contact with the head of Bordeaux 21.  The contact to the head 
was deemed as foul play as LAR could have lowered his height. 
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The degree of danger was not high due to the fact that there was simultaneous contact with the body, which reduced the force and 
there was a second tackler involved.  It was described as a “glancing blow” as opposed to a direct hit of the head”. 
 
AR1 Craig Evans reported that when the kick was made by Bordeaux, the timing of Plisson looked fine, he looked committed.  He 
said he was aware that Plisson was upright when making contact, but from his touchline he could not judge the point of contact.  
This was then brought to the Referee’s attention by the TMO and the description of events was “followable” in his opinion and the 
yellow card felt correct for this decision given the footage the Match Officials saw.  He concluded that he agreed with the decision 
on the yellow card. 
 
AR2 Jamie Leahy reported a collision between Union Bordeaux-Bèbles 21 and Stade Rochelais 22 after the ball had been kicked.  It 
described a TMO referral and then the awarding of a yellow card.  The process did not require any input from Mr. Leahy in the role 
of Assistant Referee. 

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

 
A medical report was provided by Damien Tourdias, the Club Doctor for Union Bordeaux-Bègles.  On Monday, 18th April, he 
reported that the Player, Mr. Lesgourgues, had abnormalities in his head injury assessments 1 and 2 and was being treated as 
concussed.  He was due to have his HIA 3 examination on Tuesday, 19th April.  
 
The results of that third examination concluded that the player had concussion and had been withdrawn. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
SUMMARY OF PLAYER’S EVIDENCE 

 
The Player gave evidence and said that he was defending the attack and expecting and intending to make a tackle on Blue 21.  It 
was a fast dynamic situation where both he and Blue 21 were running at pace. 
 
As he approached contact two things occurred.  He saw his team mate, W6 was attempting to tackle Blue 21 and was at the height 
where he would have attempted to grasp Blue 21.  Blue 21 kicked the ball, which he was not expecting, so he could not continue 
and make a tackle because it would have been late and foul play as Blue 21 no longer had the ball.  
 
He said there was no time to pull out of the contact.  He kept his arms down by his side and prepared as best he could for the 
collision which was now inevitable.  He said that all he had time to do to adjust immediately before contact was to pivot to his 
right and in doing so he was attempting to lessen and reduce the force at the point of impact. 
 
He accepted the contact was high and was foul play, which warranted the yellow card awarded, but he did attempt as best he 
could to transmit as little force as necessary. 
 
He pointed out that the three on-field Match Officials and the TMO found mitigating factors in his attempt to pivot and lessen the 
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impact and particularly that what he had been able to do had resulted in it being a glancing, rather than a more direct, blow. 
 
He felt he had reduced the force as best he could in the very limited time available to him to adjust. 
 
Finally, the Player drew our attention to his playing record (250 top 14 and 20 French International matches) in that he had only 
one previous disciplinary matter recorded in 2016.  He maintained that he was a clean player. 
 
We heard submissions from Mr. McTiernan who drew our attention to the differing approaches of the Match Officials and the 
Citing Commissioner, particularly with regard to the level of force and danger.  The Citing Commissioner reported a direct and 
forceful contact to the head.  The Match Officials regarded it as a glancing blow with less direct contact.  The Citing Commissioner 
was aware of the extent of the injury and had the opportunity of speaking with Blue 21.  His view was that the tackling was 
inherently dangerous, though contact was unavoidable.  He pointed out that the Player had an obligation to make a better 
attempt to make a lower contact.  He suggested that the Player had been caught in two minds.  He did not challenge that the 
contact was too high.  It was with sufficient force to cause substantial injury and the simultaneous contact between the 
body/shoulder/head did not dissipate the force. 
 
  

FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
 
We reminded ourselves of the World Rugby Law Application Guidelines for the head contact process, which is intended to aid 
consistency in the application of sanctions by providing guidance on how contact with the head should be approached by Match 
Officials and disciplinary personnel.  We went through the process questions and considerations and the trigger words for Match 
Officials to attempt to identify the degree of danger involved and whether any mitigation should be applied. 
 
We found that this was a collision at pace and speed and resulted in direct contact in an upright and dynamic situation, resulting in 
a significant injury to Blue 21.  Whilst contact was simultaneously between torsos and shoulder/head, nonetheless there was a 
clear and direct contact between the left shoulder of the Player and the right side of Blue 21’s jaw.   
 
We also found the following mitigating factors which we felt of significance: 
 
1.    Blue 21, having crouched to put in the grubber kick, was raising his head as he came into contact. 
 
2.    The position of W6 prevented the Player making the tackle he had originally intended. 
 
3.    The change in dynamics due to the kick being put through being totally unexpected by the Player. 
 
4.    Taking 1, 2 and 3 above together, we concluded that there was insufficient time for the Player to readjust and avoid the 
contact. 
 
5.    We found clear evidence that despite the fast dynamic, the Player attempted to mitigate the force of the contact by pivoting 
to his right. 
 
We also asked ourselves what the Player could have done differently to avoid the outcome and whether he had thereby fulfilled 
his responsibility for the safety and welfare of his opponent.  We concluded that in all the circumstances he did the best that he 
could.  After applying the head contact process questions and considerations and Match Official trigger words, we concluded that 
the level of danger did not warrant the awarding of a red card.  We felt the Match Officials were correct in their characterisation of 
the offending. 
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DECISION 
 
Breach admitted ☐            Proven  ☐        Not proven ☒    Other disposal (please state below)  ☐ 

We wish to make it clear that despite our findings this incident was very properly cited by Mr. Gordon.  
He had the benefit of time not afforded to the Match Officials, and also the benefit of a conversation 
with Blue 21.  He does not however have the opportunity of hearing from the Player or questioning 
the Player.  It was quite right therefore that the matter should be put before a Disciplinary Panel for 
consideration. 
 
We find pursuant to DR 7.8.11 that the Player has proved on the balance of probabilities that he 
should not have been the subject of a citing complaint because in all the circumstances, and taking 
account of the mitigating factors, his actions would not have warranted a red card.  Accordingly, we 
do not uphold the citing complaint. 
 

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 (c)  
 

Nature of actions – R 7.8.32  (d)  
 

Existence of provocation – R 7.8.32 (e)  
 

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

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 

 

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

 
 
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)  
  

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)  
  

 
Number of weeks deducted:               
 

 

Summary of reason for number of weeks 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 
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Total sanction 
(weeks)                              

 
Sending off sufficient ☐ 

 
 
Sanction commences 
 

 
Costs 

 
 
Sanction concludes  
 

 
 

 
Free to play 
 

 
 

 

Signature  
(JO or Chairman) 
 

 
Antony Davies Date 

 
20th 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 

 

 


