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Match RC Toulon  Vs London Irish 
Club’s Country England Competition EPCR Challenge Cup 

Date of match 8 May 2022 Match venue Stade Mayol, Toulon, France 

Rules to apply EPCR Disciplinary Rules 2021/22 
   

PARTICULARS OF OFFENCE 
 

Player’s surname Creevy Date of birth 15 March 1985 
Forename(s) Agustín Plea Admitted ☒  Not Admitted ☐ 
Club name London Irish  

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

Offence Law 9.27 – a player must not do anything that is against the spirit of good sportsmanship. 

Summary of Sanction One week suspension 

  

HEARING DETAILS 
 

Hearing date 11 May 2022 Hearing venue Via video link 

Chairman/JO Simon Thomas (Wales) Panel member 1 Marcello d'Orey 

Panel member 2 None Disciplinary Officer Mr Liam McTiernan 

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

 
Player’s Representative(s):          Other attendees: 

Alex James, London Irish Team Manager 
Declan Kidney, London Irish Director of 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. Player’s response to standing directions. 
6. Player’s disciplinary record and list of fixtures. 
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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 Agustín Creevy  (“the Player”), following the citing of the Player for an alleged act of foul play 
during the match played between RC Toulon (“Toulon”) and London Irish (“London Irish”) on 8th May 2022 at Toulon, France  (“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 representative at a hearing on 11 May 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 member 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, Mr Eugene P. Ryan (Ireland) had cited the Player for committing an act of foul play contrary to Law 9.27 of 
the Laws of Rugby Union. 
 
Law 9.27 reads as follows: 
 
 “A player must not do anything that is against the spirit of good sportsmanship” 
 
The nature of the offence alleged that the Player had been guilty of hair pulling of an opponent. 
 
The narrative description of the incident submitted by the citing commissioner stated the following: 
 

 
1 Appendix 3 incorporates World Rugby’s sanctions table for foul play 



 

 
Disciplinary Decision Page 3 of 10 

“During a Toulon attack halfway between the London Irish 22- and 5-meter lines, 10T takes the ball into contact and is tackled by 
10LI. The tackle is deemed high by Referee Grove-White and a PK is awarded to Toulon. As 9T takes the ball from the tackle area, he 
pushes 5LI, who is seated on the ground, on the shoulder and 5LI retaliates. This sparks a fracas involving the majority of both team 
members. The fracas then breaks into two groups with the second group centred on the 22-meter line. During the pushing and 
shoving in this group, 2LI, (Agustín Creevy) is clearly seen grabbing the hair of 4T, (Eben Etzebeth). The grabbing of the hair is 
sustained for a couple of seconds and 2LI, (Agustín Creevy) further pulls the head of 4T backwards by the hair, with force. 
 
Referee Grove-White issued a Yellow Card to 9T (Baptiste Serin) and 2LI (Agustín Creevy), for their actions. In the case of the hair 
pulling actions by 2LI, I took a different view as I considered this action of hair pulling to be a serious act of foul play, in contravention 
of Law 9.27, which reaches the Red Card threshold due to the forceful and sustained action which caused the head of 4T to be pulled 
backwards. I therefore Cite 2LI, Agustín Creevy for serious foul play in contravention of Law 9.27”. 
 
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 
9.27 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 that the Player had not used significant force when pulling the opponent’s 
hair and that the incident had lasted for no longer than 1.3 seconds. 
 
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 showed several angles and depicted a large-scale melee taking place between players from both sides. 
 
The incident is sparked following a penalty being awarded to Toulon with, what appears to be, a London Irish player holding onto 
the ball preventing the Toulon scrum half from retrieving it possibly with a view to taking a quick tapped penalty. Toulon 9 pushes 
the London Irish player who gets to his feet and reacts. 
 
The London Irish player and Toulon 9 come towards each other and hold each other’s jerseys near the top of the chest area. Other 
players begin to converge and there is a great deal of pushing and shoving. Several players fall to the ground. The Player is close to 
the melee and is grasped by Toulon 13 and Toulon 4 (Etzebeth) who grasps the Player’s jersey at the back of his neck with both 
hands and shoves him to the floor. Etzebeth is pushed away by London Irish 7. Etzebeth regains his balance and moves towards 
London Irish 7 and pushes the palm of his right hand towards the face area of London Irish 7. As he does so, the Player who is 
significantly shorter than Etzebeth moves towards him and reaches high with his right hand over the top of Etzebeth’s head and 
grasps the hair of Etzebeth moving Etzebeth’s head backwards. The Player releases his grip on Etzebeth’s head and then appears to 
attempt to grasp the back of Etzebeth’s shirt. Players continue to join this fracas until Etzebeth and the Player and others land in a 
heap on the floor. Etzebeth and the Player are grasping each other and the referee blows the whistle eventually leading to a 
separation of the Player and Etzebeth. 
 
The match footage does not show the discussion between the match officials; however, it was not disputed that the Player was 
yellow carded for his act of foul play. 
 
Match officials’ evidence 
 
The match officials’ evidence was as follows: 
 

1. Referee 
 
The referee, Sam Grove-White had provided a report which stated as follows: 
 
 “A fracas was started after LI10 tackled an opponent high, T9 escalated the situation by overly aggressively contesting 

for the ball after the whistle had gone and pushing the LI player to the ground. During this fracas, LI2 pulled the hair of 
T4. This was why he was yellow carded. T9 was also shown a yellow card for starting the fracas.” 
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2. Assistant referees’ reports. 

 
Bob Nevnis had provided a statement by email as follows: 
 

“I was AR2 on the far side of the pitch. A number of players came together when the initial incident started, that quickly 
split into 2/3 groups of players grappling with each other. I stayed with the group nearest to me. 
 
The hair-pull happened within the group of players further away from me and my knowledge of the incident was what 
was put on the big screen.” 

 
Hollie Davidson, assistant referee had provided an email which read as follows: 

 
 

“I saw the hair pull live, originally thinking it was No. 8 London Irish, and relayed this information to referee Sam Grove-
White. After consultation with the TMO, he confirmed that No. 2 of London Irish was the player who committed the 
offence. A yellow card was given to this player.” 

 
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 a scuffle break out which was started by some actions by T9. Lots of splinter groups broke out and I saw nothing apart from 
pushing shoving and holding of jerseys by both set of players. I’d estimate that at least 20-25 players were involved in total. The 
group to the furthest the left of my screen involved two players I know to be Eben Etzebeth and Agustin Creevy, along with a section 
of other players from both teams. 
 
These two aforementioned players were grabbing each other and I saw Creevy grab the hair on Etzebeth’s head. He grabbed in what 
appeared to be a tight clenched fist. I prepared to tell the referee about this when the situation had calmed down. When it f inally 
did, I heard one of the ARs mention that they had seen this already but they needed to confirm the number. I showed them the 
footage and aided in providing the correct number for the match official team. We as a team decided that a yellow card was sufficient 
for the offence we had seen, The referee also produced a YC for the person who instigated the Melee.”  
 

 

 

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

None. 
 
The Chairman had enquired prior to the hearing as to whether a statement from Mr Etzebeth would be forthcoming and although 
this had been requested by Mr McTiernan, none had been provided. 
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PLAYER’S RESPONSE TO STANDING DIRECTIONS AND SUMMARY OF PLAYER’S EVIDENCE 
 

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

a) I confirm I was the player who was cited; RC Toulon v London Irish Sunday 22 May 2022 
  

b) Points to note around the incident: 
 

–  LI2 grabbed from behind by T11 and then pulled by his collar and pushed in the face to the ground by T1 *8 seconds 
duration in this action 

– T4 then strikes LI7 with his hand to the chin 
– LI2 reacts to this by attempting to grab Toulon 4 by the shirt, unfortunately he grabs his hair, the action is with low 

force and the duration of the grasp is short *1.3 seconds duration in this action  
 
See below statement from Agustín Creevy surrounding the incident: 
 
“T9 pushes LI5 in the head, a melee of players pushing, and shoving ensues; I am pulled by the collar of my shirt, and I am forcibly 
pushed in the face of the floor. In reaction to this I get to my feet, and I attempt to grab Toulon 4 by the shirt collar in reaction, I had 
no intention to grab T4 hair. Unfortunately, I admit that I did grab his hair, in doing so I released my grasp quickly. 
 
I am deeply regretful for my action. I must stress I did not intend to grab the hair of T4. I am sorry for the act, and I apologise. 
 
I pride myself on my excellent disciplinary record. As a leader at International and the highest club level, discipline has always been 
an important value for me, every time I take the field, I try to be an example to my teammates by playing rugby union in line with the 
values of the game. 
 
 

c) Agustín Creevy accepts the Citing Commissioner’s Report that Foul Play 9.27 was committed 
  

d) Agustín Creevy admits to foul play 9.27, although the action is reckless, not premeditated and was with a low level of force, 
for a short duration 
 

e) Agustín Creevy accepts that his reckless, not deliberate, action warranted a Red Card 
 

f) N/A 
 

g) Agustín Creevy contests the following detail of the Citing Officer’s Report: 
 
“The grabbing of the hair is sustained for a couple of seconds and 2LI, (Agustín Creevy) further pulls the head of 4T 
backwards by the hair, with force.” 
 
The grasping of the hair is a short action (1.3 seconds), the pull of the hair is with a low level of force. 
  

h) Agustín Creevy – Player 
Alex James – Team Manager, Representative 
Declan Kidney – Director of Rugby, Representative  

  
  

  PLAYER’S ORAL EVIDENCE TO THE COMMITTEE  
 

The Player’s first language is not English and he gave his evidence with assistance from Mr Alex James. 
 
The Player stated that he largely relied upon his written statement and confirmed that the contents were correct. 
 
He described how the incident had occurred whereby T4 had grabbed his jersey with both hands and pushed him forcibly over with 
T4’s left forearm making contact with his face. 
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He described how he had got up following the incident and approached T4 with the intention of grabbing around the jersey. Whilst 
he accepted that he had acted recklessly in grasping the hair of T4, there had been no intention to do so. In fact, he stated that he 
had not even realised that he had made contact with the hair of T4 until he had seen a replay of the incident on the stadium screen. 
His evidence was that the incident had taken only a short duration to occur and that there was low level force. 
 
It was submitted on behalf of the Player that the incident had been timed as lasting 1.3 seconds. 
 
Mr James confirmed that the Player was 5’11 tall and Mr Etzebeth was 6’6. 
 
It was put to the Player by the Committee that the fact his right hand had reached up so high above the head of a much taller T4 
that this may be seen as consistent of an intention to grasp the hair. The Player repeated his denial of any such intention. 
 
The Player was also asked whether his actions arose out of a desire on his part to demonstrate to T4 that neither he nor his team 
were physically intimidated by T4. He denied this also and said there was no premeditation. He said the incident occurred “in the 
heat of the moment.” 
 
Mr McTiernan had no questions of the Player but acknowledged that the Player had not used the grip on the head of Etzebeth for 
the purposes of leverage either to pull T4 to the ground or pull him away towards the touchline. 
 
Sanctioning Process 
 
As the Player had admitted the act of foul play alleged in the citing complaint, in accordance with Regulations 7.8.32 to 7.8.36, the 
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” (Rule 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 decrease the sanction before considering the existence of any off-field aggravating factors 
under Rule 7.8.36 which could increase the sanction.  
 
Rule 7.8.35 provides that the maximum reduction from the entry point suspension is limited to 50% but that Committees must start 
at zero and work its way up depending on the circumstances of the case. 
 
Appendix 3 of the Rules provides the following entry point suspensions for acts of foul play contrary to Law 9.27 (hair pulling) 
 
Low end – 2 weeks 
 
Midrange – 4 weeks 
 
Top end range – 6 + weeks (with a maximum of 52 weeks) 
 
 
Player’s submissions as to sanction 
 
Mr James submitted that when determining the relevant entry point, pursuant to Rule 7.8.32, the following factors should be 
considered: 
 

(a) and (b)  The offending had not been intentional but had been reckless. 
(c) The offending involved a low level of force and that it had been short-lived. 
(d), (e) and (f) The Player had acted as a consequence of provocation and did act in retaliation but had not been acting in self-

defence. 
(g) The Player denied that there had been any effect upon the victim in that he had not required any treatment. 
(h)  As far as the effect of the Player’s actions on the Match were concerned, this had adversely affected his own 

team in that at the time of the incident, London Irish were leading 10 – 0 and that during the ten minutes when 
the Player was off the pitch serving the temporary suspension, his team conceded 6 points and that they had 
eventually narrowly lost the Match. 

(i) The Player contended that the victim was not vulnerable. 
(j) The Player stated that there had been no premeditation. 

 
The Player further submitted that the appropriate entry point suspension was “Low end” 
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Disciplinary Officer’s submissions as to sanction 
 
The Disciplinary Officer indicated that he did not wish to comment as to whether the Player’s conduct had been intentional or 
reckless and that it was a matter for the Committee to determine based upon the evidence; however, from the tournament’s point 
of view, whilst it was entirely a matter for the Committee to evaluate the seriousness of the act of foul play, he would not advocate 
that the foul play merited more than a low-end entry point suspension. 
 
Player’s submissions as to mitigating factors 
 
The Player’s representative invited the Committee to conclude that the Player was entitled to credit for admitting the act of foul 
play and admitting that his conduct had merited a red card. He was 37 years of age. He had played 301 senior fixtures and had 89 
international test caps. 49 of those caps were as captain of his national side. His disciplinary record up to 2022 had been unblemished 
but in January 2022 had been awarded a red card for dangerous play in a ruck by leading with his head. His conduct at the hearing 
had been exemplary and that he had been an honest witness and that he had demonstrated remorse for his conduct to the victim 
player by offering apologies to him immediately following the Match. 
 
Submissions as to aggravating factors  
 
It was common ground between the Disciplinary Officer and the Player that there were no off-field aggravating factors to consider. 
 
Disciplinary Committee’s finding of fact 
 
The Committee retired in private to consider the evidence that it had seen and heard. 
 
The Player had admitted the act of foul play but the principal issue was whether his act of hair pulling had been intentional or 
reckless. The difference between the two and the concept of “recklessness” had been discussed during the hearing. 
 
Having evaluated the oral evidence of the Player and having considered the video evidence on numerous occasions from various 
angles, the Committee concluded that the Player’s actions had been intentional. 
 
The Player had not suggested in his written response to the standing directions or in his oral evidence that he did not have a good 
view of Etzebeth as he approached him. Indeed the video evidence indicates that the Player had a clear view of Etzebeth as he 
reached out with and up with his right hand. The Player’s evidence was that he is approximately 5 foot 11 inches in height and 
Etzebeth is 6 foot 6 inches in height. The Player’s hand reaches high and well above Etzebeth’s head and grasps his hair near the top 
of Etzebeth’s head rather than near the back and towards the collar of the jersey. 
 
Taking these matters into account, on the balance of probabilities, the Committee concluded that the Player’s actions were 
deliberate as opposed to reckless. 
 
The Committee also concluded, however, that there was not a very high degree of force applied to Etzebeth and that the pulling of 
the hair had not endured beyond 1.5 seconds. 
 
The Committee also concluded based upon the evidence that there had been no adverse effect upon the temper and tone of the 
Match beyond that incident. 
 

 

DECISION 

 

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

 
 
 

SANCTIONING PROCESS 
 

 

ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS 
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Assessment of Intent – R 7.8.32 (a)-(b)  

PLEASE TICK APPROPRIATE BOX                    Intentional/deliberate ☒    Reckless ☐ 

State reasons  

Please see above.  

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

In the context of an intentional pulling of hair, the Player’s conduct was not particularly grave. As had been acknowledged by 
the Disciplinary Officer, the Player had not used the hair pulling as some form of leverage against Etzebeth, it was not with a 
high degree of force, and it had not endured beyond 1.5 seconds. 
 

Nature of actions – R 7.8.32  (d)  

The Player had grasped T4’s hair with his right hand. 

Existence of provocation – R 7.8.32 (e)  

The Committee concluded that the Player had been provoked by the actions of Etzebeth who had slung him into ground at a 
time when play had been stopped. The Committee found that Etzebeth’s forearm had made contact with the Player’s face as 
he was slung to the ground. 

Whether player retaliated – R 7.8.32 (f)  

The Player had acted in retaliation in the heat of the moment. 

Self-defence – R 7.8.32 (g)  

 Not applicable. 

Effect on victim – R 7.8.32 (h)  

Nothing of significance. 

Effect on match – R 7.8.32 (i)  

There was no evidence of any effect on the Match; however, as a consequence of the Player’s actions, he had been 
temporarily suspended for 10 minutes. 

Vulnerability of victim – R 7.8.32 (j) 

T4 was not particularly vulnerable and was involved in a confrontation with the Player and another London Irish player. 

Level of participation/premeditation – R 7.8.32 (k)  

Whilst the Player had participated fully in the incident, there had been no 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)  

None. 
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ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS CONTINUED 

 

Entry point  
Top end*                       Weeks 

 ☐ 

Mid-range                       Weeks 

 ☐  

Low-end                         Weeks 

  ☒           2 

 

*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. 

   

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 the act of foul play had merited a 
red card and had done so at the earliest opportunity. 

The Player had had a long and distinguished career at the highest 
level of rugby union. He had amassed 89 senior test caps for 
Argentina and 49 of these had been as captain. There had been 
only one red card (albeit recently) for an entirely different type of 
foul play. 

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

This was not applicable. The Player had fully cooperated in the disciplinary process and 
behaved appropriately with due respect towards the Committee. 

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

The Player had expressed an apology to T4 immediately 
following the Match. 

The Committee was impressed with evidence concerning the 
Player’s charitable work in support of the London Irish Foundation 
in helping homeless people. 

 
Number of weeks deducted:       1 week 
        

 

 

Summary of reason for number of weeks deducted and other matters relevant to sanction 

The Player’s particular circumstances were unusual in that he had played in excess of 300 times professionally and had led his 
country with distinction on many occasions and had only previously been awarded a red card once for a dissimilar offence. 
 
Notwithstanding the Committee had found the Player’s action had been intentional, the Player nevertheless had admitted his 
conduct had merited a red card. Taking all off field mitigating factors into account, the Committee concluded that the Player was 
entitled to a  50% reduction from the two-week entry point. 

 

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

None. 

Number of additional weeks: None 
 

 

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) 

1 week  
 
Match to be missed: 
 
1. London Irish –v– Worcester 

Warriors (Premiership Cup Final), 
Tuesday 17 May 2022 
 

 
 

 

Sending off sufficient ☐ 

 

 
Sanction commences 
 

Monday, 9 May 2022  
Costs 

No order. 

 
Sanction concludes  
 

Tuesday, 17 May 2022 
 

 
Free to play 
 

Wednesday, 18 May 2022 
 

 

Signature  
(JO or Chairman) 
 

 
Simon Thomas Date 

 
11th May 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 


