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Match Vodacom Bulls Vs Exeter Chiefs 
Club’s Country England Competition European Champion’s Cup 
Date of match 14/01/2023 Match venue Loftus Versfeld Stadium 
Rules to apply EPCR Disciplinary Rules 2021/22 

   
PARTICULARS OF OFFENCE 

 
Player’s surname Slade Date of birth  
Forename(s) Henry Plea Admitted ☐  Not Admitted ☒ 
Club name Exeter Chiefs 
SELECT:    Red card ☒    Citing ☐    Other (specify) ☐ 
Offence 9.13 Dangerous Tackle 
Summary of Sanction Red Card Not Upheld 

  
HEARING DETAILS 

 
Hearing date 17/01/2023 Hearing venue Remote 
Chairman/JO Jennifer Donovan Panel member 1 Frank Hadden 
Panel member 2 Yannick Jauzion Disciplinary Officer Liam McTiernan 
Appearance Player Yes ☒            No ☐    Appearance Club Yes ☒            No ☐    

 
Player’s Representative(s):          Other attendees: 

Richard Smith, K.C. 
Rob Baxter, Exeter Chiefs Director of Rugby 

Maria Gyolcsos, EPRC Governance & Regulation Executive. 

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

Match Footage. 
Notice of Hearing. 
Red Card Report of Thomas Charabas, Referee. 
Report/Email of Philippe Bonhoure, TMO. 
Disciplinary Rules. 
Head Contact Process. 
 
Received from player -  Submissions including Replies to Standing Directions. 
Received from Disciplinary Officer – Response to player’s replies to Directions. 
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SUMMARY OF ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF CITING/REFEREE’S REPORT/FOOTAGE 
 

The report of the referee stated that the player had been sent off in the 54th minute of the second half for a dangerous tackle in 
breach if Law 9.13.  The referee reported that he had not seen the incident live but that it was brought to him attention by the 
TMO. 
 
The referee reviewed the incident and concluded that there had been head contact, that there had been foul play and that the 
level of danger was high.  It was reported that the tackle took place at high speed, with high force and after the whistle and for 
those reasons the referee found that the level of danger was high.  He reported that there was no clear mitigation and that in his 
view, contact with the opposing player’s shoulder, as referred to by the TMO was “…not enough relevant and most of the force 
was on the head with a clear head twist at the end”. 
 
A report by way of Email from the TMO indicated that the TMO had called the referee to check on a dangerous tackle.  The TMO 
reported as follows:- 
 
“In the images we see that the first contact is located at the shoulder and then slides towards the neck.  Moreover the blue 15 is 
very low and takes a step on the side.  The intention of red 13 is to press arms apart.  IT is not a projection of the arm directly into 
the head.  For all those reasons I recommended Thomas a yellow card”. 
 
The tackle can be seen on the match footage.  The ball carrier had retreated to gather a loose ball and was in the process of 
turning back upfield.  His body position is low.  The player had been advancing behind the ball and immediately tackled the ball 
carrier.  It can be seen that the player was also in a low position.  Contact can be seen to be made between the arm/shoulder of 
the player and the shoulder of the ball carrier.  The player’s arm continues to move upwards and wraps around the neck/head of 
the ball carrier.  Both players go to ground.  The player immediately raises his hands.  A medic comes on to the pitch to the ball 
carrier.  The whistle is blow immediately and the tackle reviewed by the match officials. 
 

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

 
 
Nil 

 
SUMMARY OF PLAYER’S EVIDENCE 

 
The player’s position was outlined clearly in a pre-hearing written submission which incorporated replies to the Standing 
Directions. 
The player accepted that he had committed an act of foul play but did not accept that the act of foul play warranted a red card.  
The player sought to show that the referee’s decision to award a red card was wrong and in particular that the referee erred in 
assessing the tackle as one that involved a high degree of danger. 
 
The player admitted an act of foul play in that the tackle ended above the line of the shoulders.  It was submitted however that the 
first and principal contact was between the player’s upper left bicep/shoulder and the shoulder of the ball carrier and that the 
player’s arm then slid upwards to wrap against the ball carrier’s neck.  It was submitted that the action was neither intentional or 
reckless but that the tackle was poorly executed and that the foul play was avoidable.  
  
It was argued that the referee had incorrectly applied the Head Contact Process in assession the degree of danger.  The player’s 
position was that the head contact had been indirect and that, although head contact was occurred, the force was low as a result 
of the initial impact with the ball carrier’s shoulder.  The player also pointed to the lack of injury as being indicative of the lack of 
force. 
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Reference was made to the “trigger words” for match officials contained in the Law Application Guidelines.  These include: 
“Direct Contact” – it was submitted that the contact was indirect; 
“Lack of Control” – it was submitted that the player was not out of control but that this was simply a poorly executed tackle; 
“High Speed” – it was submitted that the tackle was not executed at high speed; 
“Upright and dynamic” – it was submitted that the player was not upright or dynamic; 
“Leading arm/shoulder/head/forearm” – it was submitted that the player was in a position to wrap the opponent and that he did 
not illegally lead the tackle with a part of his body; 
“Swinging arm” – it was submitted that the player’s arm was not swinging; 
 
The player argued that the offending more properly fit within the low danger category as the contact was indirect, force and speed 
were low and there was no leading arm. 
 
Some sympathy was expressed for the referee on behalf of the player.  It was recognised that the referee had come into the game 
as a replacement only minutes previously and was then called upon to adjudicate on the incident at hand.  The player however did 
not agreed with the description of the incident by the referee but submitted that the report of the TMO more accurately outlined 
the incident. 
 
 
Written submissions, in response to those of the player, were submitted by MR. McTiernan pre-hearing.  In that submission it was 
confirmed that EPCR would not be seeking to have the red card upheld as it was felt that “…to do otherwise might result in a 
miscarriage of justice”.  It was acknowledged by Mr. McTiernan in the written submission and at hearing that this was an unusual 
concession for EPRC to make but that it was important to acknowledge when an error had been made and it was felt in this case 
that the referee, dealing with the matter is difficult circumstances and perhaps with communications issues, had erred in 
categorising the tackle as highly dangerous and worthy of a red card.   
 

  
FINDINGS OF FACT 

 
 
The panel noted the submissions of the player and the position taken by EPCR.  The panel, of course, is entitled and required to 
reach it’s determination independently and considered all of the evidence before it on that basis.  The panel was not bound to 
take any particular course of action by reason of that fact that the submissions of the player and the tournament were aligned. 
 
It was found, and the player admitted, that the player did commit an act of foul play consisting of a tackle that ended above the 
line of the shoulders.  It was found that contact was made with the neck/head of the opposition player. 
 
The panel therefore considered the tackle in light of the Head Contact Process.  It considered all of the elements of the process 
and the law application guidelines.  It was found that the initial contact was with the shoulder of the ball carrier and that this was 
not merely a fleeting contact.  It was found that the contact with the baller carrier’s head/neck was indirect and with low force.  
Having considered those elements and the other “trigger words” referred to in the process, it found the offending to carry a low 
degree of danger.  
 
It was found, on the balance of probabilities, that the referee had erred in categorising the offending as highly dangerous and in 
awarding a red card.  The red card is therefore rescinded. 

 
DECISION 

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

 
 
 

SANCTIONING PROCESS 
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ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS 
 
 

Assessment of Intent – R 7.8.32 (a)-(b)  
PLEASE TICK APPROPRIATE BOX                    Intentional/deliberate ☐    Reckless ☐ 

State reasons  
 

Nature of actions – R 7.8.32  (c)  
 

Existence of provocation – R 7.8.32 (d)  
 

Whether player retaliated – R 7.8.32 (e)  
 

Self-defence – R 7.8.32 (f)  
 

Effect on victim – R 7.8.32 (g)  
 

Effect on match – R 7.8.32 (h)  
 

Vulnerability of victim – R 7.8.32 (i) 
 

Level of participation/premeditation – R 7.8.32 (j)  
 

Conduct completed/attempted – R 7.8.32 (k) 
 

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

 
ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS CONTINUED 

 

Entry point  
Top end*                       Weeks Mid-range                        Weeks Low-end                         Weeks 
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 ☐  ☐   ☐ 
 

*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 7.8.36 (a)  
 

Need for deterrence – R 7.8.36 (b)  
 

Any other off-field aggravating factors – R 7.8.36 (c)  
 

 
 

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)  
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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: 

 

 
 
 
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)                              

 
Sending off sufficient ☐ 

 
 
Sanction commences 
 

 
Costs 

 
 
Sanction concludes  
 

 
 

 
Free to play 
 

 
 

 

Signature  
(JO or Chairman) 
 

 
Jennifer Donovan Date 

 
18/01/2023 

 

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 


