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Match Harlequins Vs Racing 92 
Club’s Country France Competition Heineken Champions Cup  
Date of match 18th December 2022 Match venue The Stoop 
Rules to apply EPCR Disciplinary Rules 2021/22 

   
PARTICULARS OF OFFENCE 

 
Player’s surname Kamikamica Date of birth 27/04/1996 
Forename(s) Kitione Plea Admitted ☒  Not Admitted ☐ 
Club name Racing 92 
SELECT:    Red card ☒    Citing ☐    Other (specify) ☐ 
Offence 9.18 (amended from 9.13 – see below for further details) 
Summary of Sanction A player must not lift an opponent off the ground and drop or drive that player so that their 

head and/or upper body make contact with the ground.  
  

HEARING DETAILS 
 
Hearing date 21/12/2022 Hearing venue Zoom 
Chairman/JO Kim Moloney Panel member 1 Simon Thomas 
Panel member 2 Frank Hadden Disciplinary Officer Liam McTiernan 
Appearance Player Yes ☒            No ☐    Appearance Club Yes ☒            No ☐    

 
Player’s Representative(s):          Other attendees: 

Neil Robertson (Legal Rep – Bignon Lebray) 
Teddy Boutaayacht (General Manager – Racing) 
Judith Regnault (Administrative Executive – Racing)  
Laurent Travers (Head Coach – Racing) 

Maria Gyolcsos (Governance and Regulation Executive EPCR) 

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

Footage of the alleged offence  
Match Official Report – Craig Evans Ref 
Match Official Report – Ben Whitehouse TMO 
Email Report dated 19/12/22 – Adam Jones AR 
Email Report dated 19/12/22 – Rhys Jones AR 
Email from Head of Medical at Harlequins Mike Lancaster  
Response to Standing Directions 
Statement from the player Kitione Kamikamica 
Appeal Committee Decision of 2022 Autumn Nations Series dated 29/11/2022 appeal brought by Antoine Dupont (re: 
interpretation of the note and footnote 5 in World Rugby Regulations) 

 
SUMMARY OF ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF CITING/REFEREE’S REPORT/FOOTAGE 
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In the 51st minute of the game, the Player received a red card for foul play. We received reports from the match officials. Extracts 
from their accounts in respect of the incident are detailed below.  
 
Referee report:  

“Quins number 15 had the ball and was running towards the Racing defensive line.  I saw R8 make a lifting style tackle on 
Q15.  I saw live, the legs go above the horizontal position.   I was thinking this action was a Yc live but I wanted to confirm 
the landing point of the tackle with the TMO to make sure it was correct.  
On consultation with the TMO, I saw R8 crouched down to make a tackle.   He attempted to wrap his arms in making the 
tackle and then as he did so, he lifted the player upwards.   The Q15 legs went up in the air way past the horizontal 
position and he was then almost let go by R8 and allowed to drop to the ground.   He landed on the back of his head/neck 
area in a dangerous position. (…)” 

TMO report: 
“I saw a player for quins running with the ball and R8 was crouched to make the tackle!  He made the tackle and I saw the 
quins players go to ground with his legs in the air and he seemed to land in a compromising position. (…)” 

AR Adam Jones:  
“I saw Harlequins (15) carry the ball into contact and Racing (8) make a tackle where he lifted the ball carrier above 
horizontal and land extremely dangerously on his head/neck.” (…)  
After the replays were shown it confirmed the dangerous actions from Kitione Kamikamica of the harlequins player 
landing on his head/neck and we agreed a RC would be issued under law 19.3 (a player cannot tackle dangerously 
which includes lifting tackle.) 

AR Rhys Jones:  
“During play, I saw lifting tackle from the far side of the pitch and my initial thought was that it was very reckless with a 
landing on the neck. (…)  
The tackle was very dangerous and reckless as it including a lift, a twist and a drive with a landing on the head/neck.” 
 

We reviewed the match footage which showed an incident consistent with that described in the Match Official reports.  
 

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

We considered a medical report from the Harlequins Head of Medical, Mike Lancaster which confirmed that the victim players did 
not suffer any injury following the incident. He was assessed on-field and was clear on all objective and subjective markers. He was 
deemed fit to continue and completed the game without concern. There have been no issues to report post-game.  

 
SUMMARY OF PLAYER’S EVIDENCE 

 
The Player accepted at the outset (as he had done in his written response to standard directions and his signed letter) that he was 
the player who was shown the red card, no preliminary matters were raised by him, he accepted the Official Report as a true and 
accurate account of the incident and facts surrounding it.  
 
He accepted he committed an act of Foul play under Law 9.13 as set out in the Official Report. He further accepted that the act 
warranted a red card and he would not be trying to show the referee’s decision to show a red card was wrong.  
 
A preliminary matter was raised by the Chair of the Disciplinary Committee – we sought submissions on whether the offence as 
described in the Match Official Reports and shown in the footage factually described an offence under Regulation 9.18 instead of 
9.13.  
 
Attention was drawn to 9.8 in the EPCR Disciplinary Rules which states:  
 

“Disciplinary Committees and Appeal Committees, prior to or at any stage during a hearing, may 
amend the offence for which the Club, Person or Player was (as appropriate) shown a red card, cited, 
made the subject of a Misconduct complaint or an allegation of an Anti-Doping offence, or had a 
fixed fine penalty imposed unless, having regard to the circumstances of the case, such 
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amendment cannot be made without causing injustice.” 
 
9:13 states:  
 

“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.” 

 
9.18 states:  
 

“A player must not lift an opponent off the ground and drop or drive that player so that their head and/or upper body 
make contact with the ground.” 

 
As the proposed amendment to the offence had not been raised prior to the hearing, the Chair made it clear that the Player and 
Racing would not be taken short and would give them the time they needed to consider the matter. The Player’s representative 
stated it was a late change and they had no notice of it. He also raised the fact that the entry points carry higher sanctions for 9.18 
than 9.13. He sought time to discuss the matter in private, which was permitted.  
 
Mr. McTiernan, EPCR, indicated that EPCR were supportive of the change of charge and submitted such a change was purely 
academic with no prejudice to the player as EPCR would be suggesting that an entry point of mid-range (6 weeks) should be 
applied for a 9.13 offence in this case but if the matter was dealt under 9.18 offence the EPCR would be satisfied with a low-end 
entry point (6 weeks).  
It was submitted that given the range of tackles which fall within 9.13 this incident was more appropriate to be deemed mid-range 
entry point.  
It was submitted by EPCR that there are three limbs to 9.18 – (i) lift off the ground, (ii) drive or drop, (iii) head or upper body make 
contact wit the ground. It was accepted this was not an incident of a ‘drive’ but it was a ‘drop’ as the victim player was not lowered 
safely to the ground and whilst Mr. Kamikamica did not let go of the victim player’s leg, his actions were insufficient to stop him 
landing dangerously. It was accepted by EPCR that some corrective or mitigative action was taken by the act of hanging onto the 
victim player’s leg but it was submitted it had negatable effect and still amounted to a drop.  
 
Mr. Robertson, Player’s representative, asked the Panel to consider the footage. It was accepted that two limbs of 9.18 were met 
namely, a lift and head/upper body contact with the ground. It was disputed that there was a ‘drop’ as Mr. Kamikamica held onto 
the victim player’s legs and this was not a ‘pile drive’ type tackle. It was submitted that for it to be classed as a ‘drop’ the offending 
player must do something, such as let go.  
 
We heard from the player directly, who also answered questions from the Panel members. We also had sight of his signed letter in 
advance. Mr. Kamikamica indicated he was on the 22metre line and the victim player was travelling at high speed. He was 
attempting a chop tackle. As the victim player was shorter than him, Mr Kamikamica had one knee on the ground and was very 
low. He did not slip; His low position was the height he was aiming for and is his usual position for a chop tackle. He was surprised 
by the side step which he did not expect. He held onto victim player’s knees and was attempting to balance his weight. He held 
onto his legs as a reaction to the feeling of him going over the back of him. He also indicated that he continued to hold onto his 
legs due to previously receiving a one-week suspension for the cumulation of 3 yellow cards in respect of chop tackles where he 
had not held onto the victim player. He conceded that he could not control the momentum of the victim player and was conscious 
that he released the player in the tackle it could be more severe. He accepted he lost control of the tackle due to the victim 
player’s momentum and side step which took him sideways. He accepted that there is a risk when executing a chop tackle at a very 
low height that it can go wrong, lose control and the victim player with their forward momentum can pivot or go over the top/side 
of you and have their head or neck come in contact with the ground. It was accepted that it is the tackling Player’s fault if the chop 
tackle goes wrong in such a manner and the Player must control the tackle.  
 
It was submitted by Mr Robertson that the victim player is smaller player in comparison to Mr. Kamikamica, he was travelling at 
great pace when he came into contact with Mr. Kamikamica who was at a low level. The point of contact was with Mr. 
Kamikamica’s shoulder and the victim player goes over the top of the shoulder. Mr. Kamikamica arms are around the legs of the 
victim player and stay there. Therefore, it was submitted there is no evidence of an intention to drop and such evidence is 
required. The side step of the victim player prior to impact was submitted to be significant and a contributing reason why the 
tackle went wrong resulting in a turn and pivoting movement. It was a very fast incident. It was submitted there was no intent to 
drop.  
 
The Panel indicated that it had read the submitted decision in Dupont and accepted the submissions in relation to the Note and 
footnote 5. The Panel indicated that they would be assessing the seriousness of the incident with reference to Regulation 17.18. It 
was accepted by EPCR that it was not mandatory for the Panel to select a mid-range entry point.  
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FINDINGS OF FACT 
 

The Panel sought to characterise the offending. The Match Officials Reports refer to the lifting nature of the tackle, victim player’s 
legs going past the horizontal and that the victim player landing on his head/neck. The Ref also states: 
 

“The Q15 legs went up in the air way past the horizontal position and he was then almost let go by R8 and allowed to 
drop to the ground.”  
 

Having considered the footage and hearing submissions from the Player the Panel were satisfied that the Player wrapped his arms 
in the attempted chop tackle, tackled very low, continued to hold the legs of the victim player throughout the tackle but lost 
control of the tackle and lifted the player off the ground and did not safely return him to ground which amounted to a drop. The 
victim’s head/neck came into contact with the ground as a result of the actions of the Player.   
 
Panel found that on the evidence that the facts of the incident factually fell within an offence of 9.18. The Panel considered 
whether to amend the offence and whether any injustice would arise from doing so. Following consideration of the 
representations of the parties on this point we were satisfied that there was no injustice or prejudice caused by amending the 
offence as it was raised as a preliminary issue in the hearing and time was given for the parties to discuss the matter and consider 
its position. The Panel amended the offence to 9.18.  
 
It was conceded by the Player’s representative that there was a lift and head and/or upper body contact with the ground. It was 
disputed whether there was a drop. It was accepted by all Parties that this was not an incident involving a ‘drive’.  
 
Having considered the Match Official’s reports and the footage, which was accepted as true and accurate by the Player, it was 
found that the Player dropped the victim player for the following reasons: 
 

- Once the victim player was lifted, it is the duty of the tackling player to safely return the victim player to ground. In this 
case the victim player landed dangerously on his head/neck with reference to the reports and footage.  

- There was some attempt at corrective or mitigative action by the Player in holding onto the legs but it was insufficient as 
there was a loss of control of the tackle which resulted in a dangerous landing for the victim player who is in a vulnerable 
position in the air due to the lift. The Panel are satisfied that the Player’s actions amount to a drop.  

- Whilst it is accepted there is no intention to drop, the Panel are of the view that the Player’s actions are reckless. It is the 
Panel’s view that the Player accepted the risk in conducting a tackle in this manner that such an outcome (head/neck 
contact with the ground) could occur.  

 
Having considered footnote 5 and the Dupont decision the Panel assessed the seriousness of foul play by reference to criteria in 
Regulation 17.18. We agree the conduct is reckless. The Player’s actions were not grave but the consequences had the potential 
for serious effect given the victim player’s vulnerable position being lifted into the air and falling dangerously on his head/neck. He 
was uninjured however and was able to return to play.  There was not material effect on the match and no other relevant feature 
arising. We therefore assessed the entry point as low-end.  
 
The Panel are entirely supportive of an application by the Player for the World Rugby Coaching Intervention. The Panel are of the 
view that this Player and the incident itself is the perfect example of how the Coaching intervention can be have a beneficial effect 
in correcting poor tackle technique. An offence under 9.18 involves acts of foul play with direct, primary or inevitable contact with 
the head/neck rather than incidental contact with head/neck. The low-end entry point for 9.18 already takes into account head 
contact being a potential feature or consequence of a breach. We are of the view that such an offence is suitable therefore for 
coaching intervention.  

 
DECISION 

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

 
Breach of 9.13 admitted. Offence amended to 9.18 which was disputed but found 
to be proven on the evidence. 
 

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  
It was accepted by EPCR Disciplinary Officer and the Player that this was a reckless act.  
The player lost control of the tackle and in doing so executed a lifting tackle.  
Whilst there was an attempt at corrective action by hanging onto the victim player’s legs it was insufficent to 
stop the victim player landing dangerously and therefore consituted a drop as the victim player was not 
lowered to ground safely. It is accepted this was a reckless act and there was no intent to lift and drop the 
victim player. 
Gravity of player’s actions – R 7.8.32 (c)  
He recklessly performed a lifting tackle without control which resulted in the victim player not being lowered 
to the ground safely and therefore was dropped. He had a responsibility to safely take the player down and 
lessen the fall. It is noted that he held on to the victim player’s leg in an attempt to mitigate the drop. It was 
however, insufficient to stop the victim player landing dangerously. 
Nature of actions – R 7.8.32  (d)  
Although he was attempting to execute a chop tackle, he instead completed a lifting tackle as described in the 
referee’s report. 

Existence of provocation – R 7.8.32 (e)  
None 

Whether player retaliated – R 7.8.32 (f)  
N/A 

Self-defence – R 7.8.32 (g)  
N/A 

Effect on victim – R 7.8.32 (h)  
None. We had a medical report to confirm there was no injury and no treatment required. The victim player 
was assessed on the field. 

Effect on match – R 7.8.32 (i)  
There was an immediate remonstration between players from both teams in reaction to the incident but 
otherwise no effect. Score stayed the same after the incident to full time. 

Vulnerability of victim – R 7.8.32 (j) 
Player was vulnerable in the air unless lowered safely to ground. Potential for serious and grave 
consequences given his head/neck came in contact with the ground. 

Level of participation/premeditation – R 7.8.32 (k)  
Full participation but no premeditation. 

Conduct completed/attempted – R 7.8.32 (l) 
Conduct 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 
  ☒ 6 

 

*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 

N/A 

 
 

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 prior to the hearing and at the 
hearing that he had carried out an act of foul play which 
warranted a red card. Whilst it was disputed that the charge 
should not be amended to 9.18 due to lack of evidence of a 
drop, all other factors were conceded. 

In his career the player has never received a red card. The Player 
was suspended for 1 week for accumulating 3 yellow cards during 
the 2018 / 2019 season in relation to chop tackles, as was 
admitted at the hearing. 

Youth and inexperience of player – R 7.8.35 (c)  Conduct prior to and at hearing – R 7.8.35 (d)  
He is 26 years of age and has been playing professionally 
since 2014. He has also played internationally 6 times for the 
Fiji men’s senior team. 

Excellent in response to directions, statement of position and at 
the hearing. He showed respect for the process and was polite and 
honest in addressing the Panel. 

Remorse and timing of remorse – R 7.8.35 (e)  Other off-field mitigation – R 7.8.35 (f)  
Immediate and Fulsome. The player apologised to the victim 
player whilst he was on the floor after the tackle and again 
after the final whistle. He also apologised to the referee after 
the match. 

None. 

 
Number of weeks deducted:              3 
 

 

Summary of reason for number of weeks deducted: 
Player’s mitigation was fulsome. Whilst the amendment of the offence from 9.13 to 9.18 was disputed on the grounds that there 
was no ‘drop’, this was a legal point which we found against him on. The amendment issue arose as a preliminary issue in the 
hearing. In the circumstances we saw no reason why we should not allow a reduction of 3 weeks. 
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ADDITIONAL RELEVANT OFF-FIELD AGGRAVATING FACTORS 
 

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

Need for deterrence – R 7.8.34 (b)  
N/A 

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

 
 
Number of additional weeks: 0  
 

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                             

 
Sending off sufficient ☐ 

 

 
Sanction commences 
 

18/12/2022 
includes matches of:  

24/12/2022: Racing 92 v Stade Francis 
31/12/2022: Castres Olympique v 

Racing 92  
08/01/2023: Montepellier Herault v 

Racing 92*  
*Match of 08/01/2023 will not be 

included in the sanction is the player 
applies and successfully completes a 
World Rugby Coaching Intervention  

Costs 

N/A 

 
Sanction concludes  
 

08/01/2023 
If he applies and successfully 

completes a World Rugby Coaching 
Intervention the sanction will 
conclude on the 01/01/2023 
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Free to play 
 

09/01/2023  
If he applies and successfully 

completes a World Rugby Coaching 
Intervention Programme the sanction 

will conclude on the 02/01/2023 
 

It is the strong view of the Panel that 
this incident is a perfect example of a 

player and incident who would 
benefit from the programme on how 
to improve his tackle technique. 9.18 
involves acts of foul play with direct, 

primary or inevitable contact with the 
head/neck rather than incidental 

contact with head/neck. The low-end 
entry point for 9.18 already takes into 

account head contact being a 
potential feature or consequence of a 
breach. Therefore, we are supportive 

of the Player’s application for the 
programme.    

 
 

 

Signature  
(JO or Chairman) 
 

 
Kim Moloney Date 

 
21/12/2022 

 

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 


