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Match London Irish Vs DHL Stormers
Club’s Country England Competition Heineken Champions Cup
Date of match 15 January 2023 Match venue DTECH Stadium 
Rules to apply EPCR Disciplinary Rules 2022/2023

PARTICULARS OF OFFENCE

Player’s surname Parker Date of birth Aged 27 years
Forename(s) Ciaran Plea Admitted ☒  Not Admitted ☐
Club name London Irish
SELECT:    Red card ☒    Citing ☐    Other (specify) ☐
Offence Dangerous play in a ruck contrary to Law 9.20(b)
Summary of Sanction Suspension of  two weeks. 

HEARING DETAILS

Hearing date 18 January 2023 Hearing venue Via Zoom
Chairman/JO David Martin  (Ireland) Panel member 1 Val Toma (Romania) 
Panel member 2 Chris Watts (Wales) Disciplinary Officer Liam McTiernan
Appearance Player Yes ☒            No ☐   Appearance Club Yes ☒            No ☐   

Player’s Representative(s):       Other attendees:
Alex James – Team Manager 
Declan Kidney – Director of Rugby 

Liam McTiernan – Disciplinary Officer EPCR
Maria Gyolcsos – Rules & Regulations Executive EPCR

List of documents/materials provided to player in advance of hearing:
1. Notice of Hearing
2. Referee Report from Ludovic Cayre, 15 January 2023
3. Email Statement of Stephane Crapoix, 17 January 2023
4. Assistant Referee Statement of Pierre Baptiste Nuchy, 17 January 2023
5. Match Official Report, Eric Briquet Campin, Television Match Official, 15 January 2023
6. Report of Dr Jason Suter, Stormer's Team Doctor, 15 January 2023

SUMMARY OF ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF CITING/REFEREE’S REPORT/FOOTAGE

The red card report submitted by the Reference, Ludovic Cayre, stated that in the 43rd minute of the match during a ruck close to 
the line, the TMO called me to check a potential act of foul play during a clean out.  The contact is direct to the head with a high of 
the arm/shoulder, with speed and force, high degree of damage so red card. 

The report  identified London Irish number 18, Ciaran Parker. 

The Assistant Referee Report, Stephane Crapoix, stated, "on these two live situations I do not perceive any foul play.  In view of the 
images and Ludovic's narrative, I agree with the decision taken. I inform the team that I am". 

Pierre Baptiste Nuchy in his report stated "I agreed with Ludovic's description, contact directly on the neck/head with shoulder, 
speed and high degree of danger.  I confirmed the red card." 

The TMO report of Eric Briquet Campin stated that during a ruck close to the line, I called the Referee to check a potential foul play 
during a clean out.  The contact is direct to the head area with the high of the arm, with speed and force. 
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The video clip shows London Irish number 1, receiving the ball from a ruck. He is less than 5 metres from the line.  He heads in a 
slightly out to in line and is tackled just before where the earlier ruck had formed.  Stormers number 6 immediately gets himself 
into the jackal position over London Irish number 1.  London Irish number 5 immediately makes contact with Stormers number 6 
and proceeds from a low position to seek to drive the player off from the jackal position.  The player, at this point, is immediately 
behind the London Irish number 5, and proceeds to continuing rucking via a straight line forward and binding his left arm to his 
own player, London Irish number 5, who at this stage had moved Stormers number 6 to the right, causing Stormers number 6's 
head to rise just before the arrival of the player, whose right arm at this point was at his side.  The player's arm makes contact with 
the left side of Stormers number 6's head driving him backward.  The contact was made with the player's upper arm to Stormers 
number 6's head on the left side and appears with force on the victim player while the clear out continued. 

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

A medical report by email from Dr Jason Suter, the Stormer's Team Physician, stated "Deon Fourie sustained a neck flexion injury, 
that has been diagnosed as a right C4 facet joint tear after post-match assessment.  It is unclear whether he will miss this week's 
game, but he will not be able to train this week and we will make a late call on his availability. He still has significant neck stiffness 
and reduced function.  We will assess him daily with regard to return to play timelines."

SUMMARY OF PLAYER’S EVIDENCE

The player explained that he saw the victim player in the jackal position contesting legitimately for the ball.  He intended to clear 
the player from the jackal position and in doing so he approached the ruck intending to bind on his own player and the victim 
player.  He made his bind with his left arm on his own player, and that as he commenced to seek to bind on Stormers number 6, 
his head rose somewhat resulting in the player's right upper arm making contact with Stormers number 6's head.  He explained 
that this was a glancing blow and that he body weight of the London Irish number 5 onto whom the player had bound with his left 
arm, caused the victim player to be driven off the jackal position.  He explained that he intended to make a legitimate clear out in 
wrapping on his own player and that of the victim player.  

In answer to question from the Committee the player accepted that he had been negligent in keeping his right arm underneath his 
body even though he had intended to complete a wrap and it was the late change in the victim player's position that contributed 
to the contact with Stormers number 6#s head. He always intended to bind legally. 
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FINDINGS OF FACT
The video clearly shows and the player concedes that there was impact to Stormers number 6's head by the player with his upper 
arm. The impact was to the side of Stormers number 6's head.  In the action in the ruck the player can be seen to bind with this left 
arm on his own player before making contact with Stormers number 6.  In driving through the ruck his right upper  arm made 
contact with the side of Stormers number 6's head.  There was some slight movement upwards of the Stormers number 6's head 
prior to contact. 

The player accepted that he did see the Stormers number 6's head come up and that it was a small movement.  He did not dispute 
that his clear out resulted in contact with Stormers number 6's head.   All the evidence including the footage of the incident show 
that there was contact with the head of Stormers number 6 and the contact was made by the player's upper arm to the head of 
the victim player.  This contact was made with some force as Stormers number 6 was driven backwards although there may have 
been some assistance in this movement by the legitimate actions of London Irish number 5 who was bound on Stormers number 
6.  The action however was as a result of the player whose upper right arm making contact with the side of the head of Stormers 
number 6.  The player did not intentionally make contact with Stormers number 6's head but was reckless in the manner in which 
he carried out his actions in maintaining his right arm in a low position which caused a serious risk of contact to Stormers number 
6's head with force. 

The panel agreed with the player and the Disciplinary Officer that the act of foul play under Law 9.20(b) was appropriate to this act 
of foul play.  The player had made a genuine attempt to clear the ruck and had positioned himself in a low body position to do so.  
When driving in the ruck he bound on his own player prior to the initial contact, although the contact with the upper arm to the 
head of Stormers number 6  may have appeared to have been of a glancing nature it was nevertheless a forceful contact with the 
victim player's head. 

An application was made by the player that the World Rugby Framework for Head Contact Programme was applicable in this 
instance and that he was entitled to apply to enter into this programme. 

The Disciplinary Officer accepted that the World Ruby Framework for Head Contact is applicable in this instance and the 
Committee consider that given that the object of the process is the protection of player welfare and in the circumstances agreed 
that the Committee is at liberty to consider this as a mitigating factor. 

The panel considered that the player should have avoided making contact with the victim player's head and consequently the 
player's action was reckless. 

DECISION

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

SANCTIONING PROCESS

ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS

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

State reasons 
It was not the intention of the player to cause harm or to strike the victim player's head.  It was not suggested that the 
offending was deliberate and in considering that the offending was reckless, the player ought to have know by entering 
the ruck in the manner in which he did there was a risk that he could have committed a dangerous at of foul play by 
connecting with the victim player's head. 
Nature of actions – R 7.8.32  (c) 
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The player's upper right arm made contact with the victim player's head.  

Existence of provocation – R 7.8.32 (d) 
None

Whether player retaliated – R 7.8.32 (e) 
No

Self-defence – R 7.8.32 (f) 
Not applicable 

Effect on victim – R 7.8.32 (g) 
The victim player was able to continue the match following receipt of treatment.  A medical report from the Stormer's 
team physician stated that the victim player sustained a flexion injury that had been diagnosed as a right C4 facet joint 
tear after post-match assessment.  The victim player was unable to train and it was unclear whether he would be fit to 
play the team's next match.  He suffered from neck stiffness and reduced function. 

Effect on match – R 7.8.32 (h) 
None

Vulnerability of victim – R 7.8.32 (i)
The victim player was in a vulnerable position in that he was unable to defend himself as he was already bound by the 
player's team mate who was playing an active part in the ruck and was also in the process of a clear out. 

Level of participation/premeditation – R 7.8.32 (j) 
There was no premeditation and no other player participated. 

Conduct completed/attempted – R 7.8.32 (k)
The conduct was completed. 

Other features of player’s conduct – R 7.8.32 (l) 
There were no features relevant to the offending. 

ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS CONTINUED

Entry point 
Top end*                       Weeks
 ☐

Mid-range                        Weeks  - 4
☒

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
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Not applicable 

ADDITIONAL RELEVANT OFF-FIELD AGGRAVATING FACTORS

Player’s status as an offender of the Laws of the Game – R 7.8.36 (a) 
None

Need for deterrence – R 7.8.36 (b) 
None

Any other off-field aggravating factors – R 7.8.36 (c) 
None

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 accepted the facts and his guilt immediately.  He 
apologised in person to the victim player immediately after 
the match. 

The player has been a professional rugby player for 8 years with no 
prior disciplinary record. 

Youth and inexperience of player – R 7.8.35 (c) Conduct prior to and at hearing – R 7.8.35 (d) 
Not applicable The player was genuine in his explanation of his actions and his 

conduct at the hearing was excellent. 

Remorse and timing of remorse – R 7.8.35 (e) Other off-field mitigation – R 7.8.35 (f) 
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The player apologised in person immediately after the game 
to the victim player. 

None 

Number of weeks deducted:          2    

Summary of reason for number of weeks deducted:
The player is entitled to full mitigation of 2 weeks

Number of additional weeks: Nil

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) 2                            Sending off sufficient ☐

Sanction commences 15 January 2023 Costs

Sanction concludes 

29 January 2023 (or midnight on 22 
January 2023 if the player is admitted 
into and completes the Head Contact 
Programme Coaching Invention in 
advance}

Free to play

30 January 2023 or 23 January 2023 if 
the player is admitted into and 
successful completes the Head 
Contact Process Coaching Invention. 

Signature 
(JO or Chairman) David Martin Date 19 January 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


