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Match Connacht Rugby Vs Newcastle Falcons 
Club’s Country England Competition EPCR – Challenge Cup 
Date of match 10 December 2022 Match venue The Sportsground 
Rules to apply EPCR Disciplinary Rules 2022/23 

   
PARTICULARS OF OFFENCE 

 
Player’s surname Maddison Date of birth  
Forename(s) Charlie Plea Admitted ☐  Not Admitted x☐ 
Club name Newcastle Falcons 
SELECT:    Red card ☐    Citing x☐    Other (specify) ☐ 
Offence Law 9.12 “A player must not physically…abuse anyone.  

Physical abuse includes…. Striking with any part of the arm,  
shoulder, head, or knee(s)…” 

Summary of 
Sanction 

3 weeks 

  
HEARING DETAILS 

 
Hearing date 14 December 2022 Hearing venue Virtual 
Chairman/JO Owain Rhys James Panel member 1 Pamela Woodman 
Panel member 2 Piergiorgo Della Porta   Disciplinary 

Officer 
Liam McTiernan 

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

Kingsley Hyland 
John Stokoe (Team Manager) 

Maria Gyolcsos (EPCR) 

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

Notice of hearing 
Standing directions. 
Citing report. 
Link to footage. 
Report of Luc Ramos, referee. 
Video interview of Connacht 9, Caolin Blade. 
 
The Player’s representative provided the Disciplinary Committee with the following: 
Player’s Position Statement, including link to slowed down video footage 
Decision of the Committee in Michael Rhodes (Saracens) 
Decision of the Committee in Will Carrick-Smith (Bedford Blues) 
Decision of the Committee in Gary Graham (Newcastle Falcons) 
 
 

 
SUMMARY OF ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF CITING/REFEREE’S REPORT/FOOTAGE 
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The Citing Commissioner’s report stated: 
 
Connacht take line out running a pre-planned move which sees Connacht 9 receive the ball. Connacht 9 makes a run 
down the blind side. As he is running the referee blows the whistle as the ball was not taken over the 5m line. 
Connacht 9 continues his run towards the try line appearing to have not heard the whistle. He is then tackled 
successfully by Newcastle 16. With the tackle complete and both players on the floor, Newcastle 16 pulls himself onto 
his knees and puts his body over Connacht 9, at this point Newcastle 16 lunges his head forward making deliberate 
contact with the forehead of Connacht 9 using his own head.   
 
Connacht 9 confirmed during interview at 2100hrs on 10 Dec 22 that contact was made with the forehead and that 
no injuries were sustained from this contact.   
 
 There is no rugby reason for Newcastle 16 to have placed himself over Connacht 9 or to have made any contact with 
Connacht 9 after completion of the tackle and after the whistle had been blown. There was clear head-to-head 
contact and clear foul play. Newcastle 16 physically struck Connacht 9 with his head putting the player at risk. The 
degree of danger was high given the contact was made directly with the front of the head whilst the Connacht 9 was 
on his back on the floor. As the act was intentional no mitigation is to be applied. This incident clearly meets the red 
card threshold and is therefore referred as a citing. 
 
The Referee, Luc Ramos, provided a brief e-mail report. It stated: 
 
Connacht take line out running a pre-planned move which sees Connacht 9 receive the ball.  Connacht 9 makes a run 
down the blind side. As he is running I blow the whistle as the ball was not taken over the 5m line (AR2 input).  
Connacht 9 continues his run towards the try line appearing to have not heard the whistle. He was then tackled 
successfully by Newcastle 16. With the tackle complete and both players on the floor, Newcastle 16 pulls himself onto 
his knees and puts his body over Connacht 9, at this stage Newcastle 16 laid his head on that of Connacht 9 without 
force resulting in no injury.  
 
I agree that the player doesn't have to do this but I view this action as provocation or nervousness rather than foul 
play.  
To confirm this vision, the 9 Connacht stops complaining when he sees that I don't follow up on this clash. 
 
The footage was available to the Disciplinary Committee at full speed and in slow motion. The footage as supplied 
contained the original broadcast commentary. Quite rightly, Mr Hyland, on behalf of the Player, raised the issue of 
the commentary. The Disciplinary Committee confirmed at the hearing that it would attach no weight to the same 
albeit that it had been heard by the Disciplinary Committee members when it had watched the footage 
independently. For the avoidance of any doubt the Disciplinary Committee puts the commentary out of its mind: 
it is not evidence. It is irrelevant to its considerations and has no bearing on its findings of fact. When the footage 
was viewed at the hearing it was played without sound. 
 
As to the footage itself the material part which shows the incident is very brief. As ever, the Disciplinary 
Committee formed its view and arrived at its findings of fact from watching the footage itself: this description is 
not intended to replace the footage. It shows the Player tackling C9 with both players falling to the floor. 
Following a roll forward due to the momentum C9 is seen to be lying on his back, with the Player approximately 
at a right angle holding on to C9 at around the ankle/shin area. The Player actively appears at that point to rotate 
round and move fowards so that his upper body is directly over C9’s upper body. The Player’s left leg is not 
entirely visible with his left arm (in the main portion of footage) moving out of view behind C9‘s head after being 
raised up. The Player’s body moves forwards with a slight upward arch and downwards towards C9 with their 
heads coming into direct contact.  During that movement, the Player’s arm may be seen rising to C9’s torso in the 
footage. The Player appeared to be looking directly at C9’s head/face area as he did so. Initially C9’s head remains 
above the floor before being moved backwards towards the floor. 
 
The Disciplinary Committee was also provided with an edited clip of footage on behalf of the Player. This showed 
a slowed down and magnified reverse angle which showed movement of the Player’s left arm (that is, the arm 
that was obscured from view in the main footage). 

 
ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF OTHER EVIDENCE (e.g. medical reports) 
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The Disciplinary Committee viewed a video interview with C9. In that interview C9 confirmed that there was a 
“collision to [the] forehead” but that he was “not sure what body part” of the Player’s had come into contact with 
him. The Disciplinary Committee note the description of the incident given by C9. 
 
There was no medical evidence and no injury. In his interview C9 confirmed the same. 

 
SUMMARY OF PLAYER’S EVIDENCE 

 
In the Player’s Position Statement the following description was provided. At the hearing the Player confirmed that 
that was his evidence and confirmed the truth of the same: 
 
Connacht had the ball and were attacking inside our 22. They tried a move at the front of the lineout which led to the 
Connacht 9 breaking towards our try line. I made a tackle on the Connacht 9 to prevent the possible try scoring 
opportunity unaware at the time due to crowd noise that the referee had blown his whistle and awarded us a free kick. 
After I made the tackle we rolled over and I felt Connacht 9’s boot make contact with my face. I believed at the time 
that he had deliberately kicked me in the face and I can subsequently be heard on the referee’s audio bringing this to 
the attention of the referee. As the momentum of the tackle continued we both rolled over and I ended up on top of 
him. Although the game was played on a synthetic surface it was extremely greasy due to the icy conditions. As a result, 
as can be seen from the footage my left arm has slipped causing me to lose balance and this has effectively caused me 
to fall forward with my head moving towards his. I accept that my head has made contact with his but did no more 
than skim his forehead. There was absolutely no intent on my part to headbutt the Connacht 9. I have been playing 
professional rugby long enough to realise that you would never get away with such an act. Such contact as there was 
involved minimal force. The referee, assistant referee and TMO all deemed the incident to be not worthy of referral or 
sanction. The Connacht 9 suffered no injury, did not require any on field treatment and was able to continue. The game 
continued and I thought nothing more of the incident until I was notified of the citing which came as something of a 
shock. 
 
The Player then answered questions during the hearing. 
 
He said that he had made a tackle and felt that he had “received a boot in the face.”  
 
He was trying “to stop any more play going on – stop a try or stop [C9] from placing back”. He described his action 
as trying to “pin [C9] to the ground”. In doing so the Player described how he had moved his body closer to C9 but 
had moved closer than he would have liked. He described how his left arm slipped causing him to move closer. The 
Player stated that there was no intent to provoke any sort of head contact. 
 
When asked about the relevance of the suspected boot to the face, the Player said that it was of “no relevance how 
it affected my behaviour. Fact of how I felt at the time.” He again confirmed that his intention was to stop any 
further play from happening. 
 
The Player described how he moved his left arm and intended for that to be placed on C9’s chest but it slipped; 
his right arm was in a stable position. He felt that had his left arm stayed in position then he would not have fallen 
further forward. 
 
The Player submitted that it was a combination of momentum and his arm slipping which resulted in contact 
being made as it did. The Player later added to that evidence and said that he had “slipped off [C9’s] body. I am a 
body’s depth closer to him than I want to be. A lot closer than I should be.” 
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The Player described the contact as “minimal” with “zero force” and that it was unintentional. Candidly, the 
Player said that he had played for long enough to know “you are not going to get away with that.” 
 
 
 
 

  
FINDINGS OF FACT 

 
Upon review of the footage and consideration of all of the evidence, and upon considering the written and oral 
submissions made to us, these are the Disciplinary Committee’s findings. 
 
There is an accepted act of foul play. Though the Disciplinary Committee notes that it is not accepted by the 
Player that there was a strike with the head, some contact with C9’s head is admitted. 
 
The Disciplinary Committee’s primary findings are reached without application of the Head Contact Process. The 
Disciplinary Committee is satisfied that there was a strike with the head, which made contact with C9’s head, with 
force and with a high level of danger. The Disciplinary Committee is satisfied that that amounts to an act of foul 
play worthy of a red card. 
 
 
The Disciplinary Committee finds that the Player deliberately propelled himself forward towards C9; that 
resulted in direct contact of the head of the Player with the head of C9 which was reckless. The Disciplinary 
Committee finds that the contact with the head was with force: though no injury was suffered it is satisfied that 
the degree of danger was high. C9 was in a vulnerable position given that he was lying on the floor with the 
Player on top of him,; that the Player was propelling himself towards C9; and that the Player was seeking to “pin” 
C9 to the floor. The reckless contact with the head in those circumstances is such as to warrant a red card in the 
Disciplinary Committee’s view. 
 
It is worthy of note that some consideration was given in the written argument and at the hearing as to what 
amounted to a “strike”. The Player’s case essentially turned upon the argument that the amount of force and/or 
the level of contact was minimal, thus not being capable of amounting to a “strike”. The Disciplinary Committee 
do not accept that argument on the facts: this is not a case where the amount of force and/or the level of contact 
can properly be described as minimal. Given those findings above, the Player’s argument as to what the minimum 
requirement of a “strike” requires does not arise. It is clear that on the ordinary meaning of the word, this was 
contact made with the head with sufficient force to amount to a “strike”. Though the Disciplinary Committee 
considered all of the submissions made together with the cases relied upon (albeit it was accepted that they were 
not binding upon the Disciplinary Committee) given its findings, above, those arguments take the Player’s case no 
further. 
 
The Disciplinary Committee is not satisfied that, either alone or cumulatively,  the explanations given by the 
Player based upon the left arm slipping, the force of the contact; and/or momentum or movement of the players 
results in a red card not being warranted.  The Disciplinary Committee finds that the head contact did not result 
from the momentum of the tackle and that there was a deliberate secondary movement made by the Player 
which, in his submission, was to “pin” C9 down and prevent him playing the ball, which is of itself not a legal act 
in terms of the laws of the game. 
 
As to recklessness, it was or ought to have been known to the Player that there was a risk of his head making 
contact with C9, including the head of C9. In deliberately deciding to propel himself towards C9, there was a risk 
of making contact with the head of C9. The Player’s description that he was “a body’s depth closer” in the 
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Disciplinary Committee’s view goes to the heart of the matter. If the Player’s arm slipped, or his intended 
movement was interrupted in some other way by the dynamic situation, there was always a real risk that his 
head would come into contact with C9’s. That he was closer than he had intended to be to C9 is no defence. 
 
Having arrived at the above findings, the Disciplinary Committee is satisfied that this was a strike with the head 
which resulted in direct head contact. It accepts, however, that this was not a deliberate headbutt.  
 
 
 
 
The Player submitted that the citing complaint had applied the Head Contact Process in circumstances where the 
same was irrelevant. Given our findings, above, that upon application of Law 9.12 without reference to the Head 
Contact Process the citing complaint is upheld it is not necessary for the Disciplinary Committee to determine the 
Player’s argument that that Process does not apply to Law 9.12. 
 
However, for completeness’ sake, the Disciplinary Committee notes that it accepts the Player’s argument. No 
reference to Law 9.12 is made within the Head Contact Process. There is nothing which expressly applies the 
Head Contact Process to Law 9.12 elsewhere in the applicable Laws, rules or Regulations.  
 
If the Disciplinary Committee is wrong about that and the Head Contact Process does apply to Law 9.12 then it 
would have upheld the citing complain in any event. Applying that process there was head contact and an act of 
foul play. The degree of danger was high with direct contact to the head with a lack of control on the Player’s part. 
This is not an incident that can properly be described as low force. Contact was made with force. The degree of 
danger was high. The starting point is therefore a red card. 
 
As the Disciplinary Committee was not persuaded that the act of foul play itself (namely the direct head-to-head 
contact) was an intentional or highly-reckless act it is then for it to consider whether there are any on-field 
mitigating factors which would be might result in the red card being reduced. There were no mitigating features 
present in the instant case.  The Disciplinary Committee does not accept that the Player’s left arm slipping is 
sufficient mitigation. That is a product of the Player’s lack of control and is not analogous to a late change in 
dynamics or a sudden change in the opposing player’s position. The sanction would therefore remain, in our 
view, one of a red card under the process. 
 
 
On the balance of probabilities, the Disciplinary Committee was not satisfied that that the Player had shown that 
he should not have been the subject of a citing complaint. 
 
 
 

 
DECISION 

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

There was an admission of some foul play though not of a strike with the head. It is the 
Disciplinary Committee’s decision that this was a strike with the head contrary to Law 
9.12 
 
 

SANCTIONING PROCESS 
 

 
ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS 

 
 

Assessment of Intent – R 7.8.32 (a)-(b)  
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PLEASE TICK APPROPRIATE BOX                    Intentional/deliberate ☐    Reckless ☐x 
 
This was a reckless act. 
 
Though the citing complaint and the disciplinary officer put the offence as the Player deliberately lunging towards 
C9 making deliberate contact with the forehead of Connacht 9 using his own head, the Disciplinary Committee does 
not accept the same. 
 
The Disciplinary Committee is satisfied that both the strike with the head, and the contact to the head, were instead 
reckless. 
 
State reasons  
Whilst the Player makes a deliberate action to reposition his body (following completion of the tackle) and propel 
himself towards C9, directly looking at C9 as he does so, the Disciplinary Committee was satisfied, on the balance 
of probabilities, that the Player was not directly targeting the head of C9. 
 
Gravity of player’s actions – R 7.8.32 (c)  
The Player’s actions were serious in that there was direct contact to the head of C9 with the head of the Player 
with force. 

Nature of actions – R 7.8.32  (d)  
The Player stated that this was an attempt at slowing the ball down. We accept that this was not an outright act of 
physical abuse. However, deliberately moving towards C9 was inherently risky given the dynamic movements of 
the Player and resulted in a reckless strike with the Player’s head to C9’s head. 
Existence of provocation – R 7.8.32 (e)  
There is a suggestion that the Player had received, accidentally or not, a boot to the face. The Disciplinary 
Committee note that that suggestion is supported to an extent by the footage. 
 
However, the Disciplinary Committee is not persuaded that that takes it anywhere. The Player’s evidence is not 
that he reacted to anything. His evidence is that he was trying to slow down the ball. It follows that if the 
Disciplinary Committee accepts the Player’s evidence on that point, which the Disciplinary Committee does, then 
the issue of provocation falls away. 
 
 
Whether player retaliated – R 7.8.32 (f)  
For the reason given above, the Player was not retaliating. 

Self-defence – R 7.8.32 (g)  
The Player did not act in self-defence. 

Effect on victim – R 7.8.32 (h)  
C9 did not suffer any injury. 

Effect on match – R 7.8.32 (i)  
There was no significant impact upon the match 

Vulnerability of victim – R 7.8.32 (j) 
The Disciplinary Committee does not accept that there was no obvious vulnerability on the part of C9. He was on 
the floor and the Player’s intentional action was to move his body over him. The Player’s intended action was to 
pin him to the floor. C9 was vulnerable. 
 
 
Level of participation/premeditation – R 7.8.32 (k)  
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The Disciplinary Committee accept that there was no intention to strike with the head. 

Conduct completed/attempted – R 7.8.32 (l) 
Complete as there was head contact 

Other features of player’s conduct – R 7.8.32 (m)  
None 

 
ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS CONTINUED 

 

Entry point  
Top end*                       Weeks 
☐ 

Mid-range                        Weeks 
 ☐ 

Low-end                         Weeks 
  x☐               6 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)  
The Player acknowledged some level of culpability 
and admitted an act of foul play.  

The Player is now 31. He has been playing since the age of 
5.  
 
He received a 3-match suspension in 2017 when, as a 
watercarrier, he verbally abused an official. 
 
In 2015 he was suspended for a single match following 
the receipt of 3 yellow cards in a season. 
 
 

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



 
Disciplinary Decision Page 8 of 5 

 The Disciplinary Committee was impressed with the 
conduct of the Player during the hearing.  He engaged 
with all of the questions posed to him. 

Remorse and timing of remorse – R 7.8.35 (e)  Other off-field mitigation – R 7.8.35 (f)  
The Player was unaware that a red card offence had 
been committed. 

 

 
Number of weeks deducted:              3 weeks 
 

 

Summary of reason for number of weeks deducted: 
 
The Disciplinary Committee is persuaded that the Player’s previous disciplinary record is not of sufficient 
proximity nor sufficiently linked to affect its assessment of mitigation. 
 
This was a case where there was a qualified early admission of guilt. However, and significantly in the 
Disciplinary Committee’s view, that qualified admission was made on a fully set out factual basis. This was not the 
Player seeking to have his cake and eat it; he provided a detailed account at the first opportunity and sought to 
advance arguments as to why the red card test was not met.  
 
The Disciplinary Committee is, in those circumstances and taking into account the Player’s conduct at the hearing, 
persuaded that the maximum mitigation of 50% may be awarded. 
 

 
ADDITIONAL RELEVANT OFF-FIELD AGGRAVATING FACTORS 

 
Player’s status as an offender of the Laws of the Game – R 7.8.34 (a)  
The Player’s disciplinary record is described above but was not considered, in the particular circumstances of this 
case, to be an aggravating factor. 

Need for deterrence – R 7.8.34 (b)  
n/a 

Any other off-field aggravating factors – R 7.8.34 (c)  
n/a 
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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) 3 weeks                             

 
Sending off sufficient ☐ 

 
 
Sanction 
commences 
 

15 December 2022 

Costs 

 

 
Sanction concludes  
 

Midnight on 1 January 2023 and 
includes the following matches: 

Cardiff – 17/12/22 
Sale – 23/12/22 

Bath – 31/12/22 
 

Should any of those matches not 
proceed as a result of weather or 

any other reason, the matches 
covered will be subject to 

review.   
 
Free to play 
 

2 January 2023 
 

 

Signature  
(JO or Chairman) 
 

 
Owain Rhys James Date 

 
15/12/22 

 

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 


