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Match PAU Vs STADE FRANCAIS PARIS 
Club’s Country France Competition EPCR Challenge Cup 
Date of match 20/10/2018 Match venue Pau – Stade de Hameau 
Rules to apply EPCR Disciplinary Rules 2018/19 

   
PARTICULARS OF OFFENCE 

 
Player’s surname VOTU Date of birth 25.3.1985 
Forename(s) Watisoni Plea Admitted ☐  Not Admitted ☒ 
Club name PAU 
SELECT:    Red card ☐    Citing ☒    Other (specify) ☐ 
Offence 9.18  “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” 
Summary of Sanction -------------------------- 

  
HEARING DETAILS 

 
Hearing date 24/10/2018 Hearing venue Sheraton Hotel, CDG Airport, Paris 
Chairman/JO Avv. Andrea Caranci (Italy) Panel member 1 Mr. Frank Hadden (Scotland) 
Panel member 2 Sheriff Kathrine Mackie (Scotland) Disciplinary Officer Mr. Liam McTiernan 
Appearance Player Yes ☒            No ☐    Appearance Club Yes ☒            No ☐    
 
Player’s Representative(s):          Other attendees: 
Mr. Simon Mannix (manager) Mr. Mike Hamlin (observational role only) 

 
List of documents/materials provided to player in advance of hearing: 
Notice of Hearing 
Report from Citing Commissioner, Avv. Francesco Grillo (FIR) 
Yellow Card Report from match referee, Mr.  Hamish Smales (RFU) 
Report of Television Match Official (TMO), Mr. Stuart Terheege (FRU)  
Statement form alleged victim player, Mr. Malietoa Hingano (Stade Francais Paris) 
Video Footage 

 
SUMMARY OF ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF CITING/REFEREE’S REPORT/FOOTAGE 
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Citing Commissioner’s Brief Report of Incident:  
“The alleged foul play occurred when Pau is attacking on the left side near the touch line inside the SFP 22mts area. A ruck is 
created, 13 SFP tackles the ball carrier and quickly stands up to gather the ball when 11 P arrives to clean the ruck. 11 P first hold 
13 SFP then changes his grip, grabs 13 SFP between the legs and lifts him meanwhile his teammate moves the ball outside the ruck. 
11 P lifts 13 SFP with the latter legs 180° and he overturns him falling over him with force and all his weight, resulting in 13 SFP 
falling down dangerously with his upper body. AR detects the foul play that was review by the TMO. Ref issues a YC and gives a pk. I 
have examined all the available clips (watching them I considered irrelevant the fact that 13 SFP uses his left arm to mitigate his 
fall), I have sought and obtained a statement from the player and, considered the laws of the game, I believe 11 P’s action 
constitutes dangerous play in breach of Law 9.18. Ref decision to award solely a YC was inadequate and in my assessment the 
offence merited a red card”. 
“Proximity of Referee/Asst. Referee to incident (in meters)”: 5 mt. 
Brief Report of Discussion with Match Officials: “The foul play was detected by AR e reviewed by TMO, Ref was turned to follow the 
ball. AR and TMO belived the YC adequate” 
Citing Commissioner reported that SF doctor came into the pitch and after few minutes the player was able to continue to play. 
After the match he told him the there where not serious consequences from the impact.  
The incident didn’t require the injured player to attend hospital. 
 
The Referee, Hamish Smales, stated that the foul was reported by his Assistant, Simon Hardling, and after reporting to the TMO 
and reviewed the footage he concluded that “after the ball had been passed away from the ruck P11 lifted SF13 off his feet and 
took him past the horizontal and the brought the SF player to the ground landing on his back. I then issued a yellow card to the 
offending player …” 
He declared to be 15 meters far from the action, unsighted, the AR, 5 meters clear line of sight. 
 
An email was received from Assistant Referee, Simon Harding, who referred “I clearly saw #11 grappling with a SF over the ball as 
part of a ruck. As the ball was passed away, #11 proceeded to lift the SF player with one arm through the legs of the SF player, 
turning him through the vertical and then both players went to ground with #11 landing on top of the SF player. At the time I 
believed that the SF player had landed on his back but sought to refer the incident to the TMO (having signaled and communicated 
that I had seen foul play to the Hamish) to confirm, so that the correct sanction was applied. My view of the replay showed on the 
screen in the ground confirmed my original thoughts and I agreed with Hamish that a yellow card was the appropriate sanction”. 
 
An other email was received from Television Match Official (TMO), Stuart Terheege. He reported that was available the single wide 
angle, and that “based on those pictures we determined that a lifting tackle had occurred and the opposition player landed on his 
side/back. Accordingly we concluded that this was a yellow card offence”. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF OTHER EVIDENCE  

 
The match footage shows the lifting of the player and his rotation, but does not allow to establish precisely what was the part of 
the body involved in contact with the ground, after the lifting tackle. 
The footage of the whole action does not make it possible to check the victim's point of impact on the ground, since the image of 
the this player’s body is almost completely covered by that of other players, while the close-up on the side of the victim 
stops before the action is completed, and only resumes the moment when he is lifted. 
 
Malitao Hingano, n. 13 of Stade Francais , “Victim Player”, sent a signed statement describing the incident: “ Number 11 of Pau 
grabbed in between my legs and lifted me up and flipped me over onto my kneck/back. He didn’t drop me on my head but I was 
flipped up and over on to my kneck/back.” 
 
The manager of PAU made the point that there was no evidence of the victim player landing on his neck or head.  
He expressed surprise at the terms of the victim player’s statement and suggested that he may have been assisted in its 
completion. 
 
Discipline Manager, Liam McTiernan, relied upon the statement from the victim player in which he stated he landed on his 
neck/back.  He submitted that even if he did not land on the neck/back tipping up through 180 degrees was dangerous and 
wherever a player landed it warranted a red card.   
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SUMMARY OF PLAYER’S EVIDENCE 

 
The player accepted that he had carried out a lifting tackle at a ruck, accepted that it was dangerous, but did not accept that it 
warranted a red card. 
He explained that he intended to clear the SF player out of the ruck, but realised he was too high to get under his shoulder.  
He grabbed hold of him round his waist leaning over him.   
He tried to pull him sideways but SF resisted.   
They started wrestling with SF trying to push him away, so he put his hand between Mailato Hingano’s legs and lifted him off the 
ground.   
He was thinking that he had to do something to bring the player down safely.   
He did not let go of the player.   
He didn’t really know how he landed, but he thought he got him down safely. 
 
  

FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
The Committee has considered Disciplinary Rule 7.8.11 EPCR, and considered the burden on the Disciplinary Officer to prove that 
the offence would have warrant a red card. 
  
The victim player’s report is vague and uncertain about the point of contact in referring to both neck and back. 
 
The AR was about 5 metres from the incident with a clear line of sight; he saw the victim player lifted and landing on his back. 

 
After reviewing the footage with the AR and TMO the referee issued a yellow card to the player. 
 
The player having accepted that he committed an act of foul play by lifting the victim player the issue focussed on the 
part of the upper body which landed on the ground while his feet were in the air.   
 
The Comitee found the report from the victim player to be of little assistance because of the apparent contradiction 
between neck and back and attached little weight to it, while has attached significant weight to the evidence of the 
AR, who was in a good position to see where the player landed. 
 
The video clip doesn’t  show clearly which part of the victim player’s upper body touches the ground. 
 
Since there was no clear evidence to show the victim player’s head and or/ upper body landed on the ground, the 
Committee decides that has not been proved that the Foul Play would have warranted a red card. 
 
 

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

The Committee dismisses the citing complaint.  
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Signature  
(JO or Chairman) 
 

 
Avv. Andrea Caranci Date 

 
25th October, 2018 

 

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 


