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Match Castres Olympique Vs Munster Rugby 
Club’s Country France Competition Heineken Champions Cup 
Date of match 15 December 2018 Match venue Stade Pierre Fabre, Castres 
Rules to apply EPCR Disciplinary Rules 2018/19 

   
PARTICULARS OF OFFENCE 

 
Player’s surname Rallier Date of birth 2/12/1988 
Forename(s) Marc-Antoine Plea Admitted ☒  Not Admitted ☐ 
Club name Castres Olympique 
SELECT:    Red card ☐    Citing ☒    Other (specify) ☐ 
Offence 9.13 – dangerous tackling 
Summary of Sanction 1 week 

  
HEARING DETAILS 

 
Hearing date 19 December 2018 Hearing venue Sheraton Paris Airport Hotel 
Chairman/JO Pamela Woodman (Scotland) Panel member 1 Antony Davies (England) 
Panel member 2 Leon Lloyd (England) Disciplinary Officer Liam McTiernan 
Appearance Player Yes ☒            No ☐    Appearance Club Yes ☒            No ☐    

 
Player’s Representative(s):          Other attendees: 

Clement Germain, avocat Matthias Rolland, director at Castres Olympique 
Maria Gyolcsos, EPCR – technical assistance 
 

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

1. Notice of hearing issued (in e-mail format) to the Player and the Disciplinary Officer on 17 December 2018; 
2. Citing commissioner report issued by Chris Catling (“CC”) of England, the citing commissioner appointed to the Match, dated 16 

December 2018; 
3. Letter from the Disciplinary Officer to Mike Hamlin, Chairman of the EPCR Disciplinary Panel, dated 17 December 2018, making 

a citing complaint against the Player; 
4. E-mail from the Disciplinary Officer on 17 October 2018, providing copies of the documents referred to in points 5. to 9. below, 

together with links to video clips; 
5. Yellow card report issued by Wayne Barnes (“Referee”) of England, the referee of the Match, dated 17 December 2018; 
6. E-mail statement from Matthew Carley (“AR1”) of England, one of the assistant referees for the Match, dated 17 December 

2018; 
7. E-mail statement from Rowan Kitt (“TMO”) of England, the television match official for the Match, dated 17 December 2018; 
8. E-mail statement from Dr Jamie Kearns (“Doctor”), Head of Medical for Munster Rugby, dated 17 December 2018; 
9. Video clips of the alleged incident in the Match provided by the Disciplinary Officer; 
10. E-mail statement from Peter O’Mahony (“M6”), who had been playing number 6 for Munster Rugby, dated 18 December 2018; 
11. Video clips of the alleged incident in the Match provided by the Player’s Representative on 18 December 2018; 
12. EPCR disciplinary rules for season 2018/19 (“Rules”), such Rules being set out in schedule 4 to the European Rugby 2018/19 

participation agreement; 
13. Player’s responses to the standing directions (sent by the Player’s Representative on behalf of the Player) on 18 December 2018; 
14. Disciplinary Officer’s responses to the standing directions on 19 December 2018, including a copy of the document referred to 

in point 15 below; 
15. Decision of the appeal committee in the case of Jerry Flannery on 3 March 2010; and 
16. E-mail statement from Paul Dix (“AR2”) of England, one of the assistant referees for the Match, dated 19 December 2018. 
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SUMMARY OF ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF CITING/REFEREE’S REPORT/FOOTAGE 
 

Law 9.13 is in the following terms: 
 

“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.” 

 
In addition, law 9.14 is in the following terms: 
 

“A player must not tackle an opponent who is not in possession of the ball.” 
 
The report from the CC related to an alleged incident, which occurred in the 69th minute of the Match when the score was Castres 
Olympique 13 - Munster Rugby 12, and was in the following terms: 
 

“Munster play a counter attack down the short side and throw a miss pass in front of Munster 6. Castres 16 is in the line to tackle 
the Munster 6 - the ball passes in front of the Munster player. The Castres 16 ducks to tackle and uses no arms but moves forward 
into the oncoming Munster player. His inside knee is on the ground and lifts up as contact is made propelling the Munster player 
up and over his back. The Munster player after contact is made is lifted and rolled over the back of the Castres player who has 
turned his shoulders to the touchline and has a lack of control in his actions as the Munster player is lifted up - his legs swing up 
way beyond the vertical and tipped landing dangerously on the ground.  The Munster player lands on the back of his neck. The 
Castres player has made a dangerous tackle with force, no arms, without the ball and it has catapulted the Munster player up 
and over landing very dangerously on the ground from a significant height. This is therefore in red card territory and is a full 
citing.” 

 
In the section of his report entitled “Brief Report of Discussion with Match Officials”, the CC stated: 
 

“The incident was looked at by the TMO and the ref on the pitch adjudged this a yellow card.  Discussions were had with the 
officials post match and it was discussed if the landing had been onto the neck this should be fully cited.” 

 
The CC also indicated in his report that M6 “was treated by the physio and his neck given treatment”. 
 
The yellow card report issued by the Referee was in the following terms: 
 

“Following a potential try by Munster, I was asked by my assistant referee, Paul DIx, to review potential foul play on Munster 6. 
I therefore referred the matter to the TMO and then watched the footage on the big screen. 
 
I saw the Castres number 16 tackle the Munster 6, who never had poseesion of the ball, without attempting to use an arm to 
grasp his opppontent. The Castres player then stood up during the tackle, causing the Munster player to flip and go beyond the 
horizontal. The Munster player landed on his back. I confirmed these facts with my team of officials. 
 
I then issued a yellow card to Castres 16.” 

 
AR1 confirmed that he had nothing to add to the information provided by the Referee. 
 
The statement from the AR2 was in the following terms: 
 

“I said  
 
“Wayne we need to check a potenital tip tackle in the backfield on a player off the ball”  
 
Ref the recommendation  
 
Wayne would explain the facts and I would have disagreed with them if I did not think they were correct.  
 
Wayne would then explain his sanction and would then ask if anyone was uncomfortable with that sanction.  
 
So I supported his thoughts.” 
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The video evidence was viewed on a number of occasions throughout the Hearing.  The Disciplinary Committee noted that the CC’s 
description in his report from the beginning to “landing dangerously on the ground” was consistent with what they saw in the video.  
In addition, the Disciplinary Committee noted that the video evidence also showed the following: 
 

1. The Player made no attempt to use his arms to tackle M6.  M6 did not have the ball. 
2. The Player’s right leg appeared to slide along the ground before he reached M6, causing the Player to dip before contact.  

At the point of contact, the Player was facing the touchline.  The Player’s right leg going to ground did not appear to be the 
result of a slip or trip. 

3. Given that the Player straightened his right leg apparently upon making contact, propelling M6 into the air, it did not appear 
that the Player was trying to avoid the contact or take appropriate care for M6.  The Player did not appear to be pulling out 
of a tackle. 

4. The right hand shoulder and side, and then the upper back and shoulders, of the Player appeared to be the parts of his body 
to make the significant contact with M6. 

5. The back of M6’s hands made contact with the ground first, then his arms, presumably in an attempt to break his fall, albeit 
that this did not appear to have had any significant effect. 

6. M6’s upper back and shoulders appeared to make contact with the ground with force and then his head followed but 
without any significant force. 

7. M6’s legs and feet were pointing skywards when he landed and were the last parts of his body to hit the ground. 
 

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

 
The statement from the Doctor was in the following terms: 
 

“Pete was attended to on the pitch for neck assessment. He was able to clear his cervical spine assessment and return to play. 
He reported no issues post game.” 

 
M6’s statement was in the following terms: 
 

“What I recall from the incident Is 
 
As my teammate went to pass the ball he skipped me and the blue player proceeded to tackle me without the ball. Obviously 
here was no arms in the tackle. As a result I ended up rolling over his back However I feel I did not have a particularly heavy 
landing and I landed on my shoulder back area. I was a little dazed but I think that was more from the fact that I was spun in the 
air. There was no direct injury caused as a result of the tackle. 
 
I would like to note the player was very apologetic directly after the incident and directly after the game.” 

 
 

SUMMARY OF PLAYER’S EVIDENCE 
 

In the responses to the standing directions provided by the Player, the Player accepted that he had “commited  an act  as set out in 
the official report by clumsiness” and “that this act deserve a sanction”.  He explained that it was “an act of clumsiness and the 
player landed on his back”. 
 
At the beginning of the hearing, it was confirmed that the Player accepted both that (a) he had committed the act of foul play and 
(b) that act of foul play would have warranted a red card.  Accordingly, the citing complaint was upheld. 
 
In summary, the following submissions were made by or on behalf of the Player (including those made in response to questions from 
the Disciplinary Committee): 
 

1. The Player anticipated the pass and expected M6 to receive the ball.  He had intended to tackle M6 around the legs and 
face on with his right shoulder (as it was his stronger shoulder). 

2. When he started to straighten up, the Player thought that M6 had gone past him but, when he felt M6 on his back, he 
lowered his legs to try to limit the tip and to try to ensure that M6 fell from the lowest height possible (once he knew that 
there was nothing he could do to stop it). 

3. The Player wanted to stop the tackle but it was too late to do so.  He tried to avoid M6 when M6 did not get the ball but it 
was difficult to do so. 

4. The Player had turned his body because he knew there would be an impact. 
5. The incident happened very quickly and arose because of, or was contributed to by, his clumsiness. 
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6. Both M6 and the referee said that the contact with the ground was with M6’s shoulders and back, not with his head.  M6 
was, thankfully, not injured. 

7. The Player was not trying to “take out” M6 in order to avoid a 3-on-1 situation arising. 
8. The Match was the Player’s first match since September 2018 because he had had a fracture and so was out with injury.  

He had returned to training 3 weeks previously.  He had come onto the pitch as a replacement and the incident occurred 
approximately 5 minutes after he came on. 

9. This was not a deliberate act, rather it was clumsy. 
10. The Player had no previous disciplinary record and had apologised to M6 twice (which the Disciplinary Committee noted 

was confirmed in M6’s statement).  He also said he was very sorry during the hearing. 
11. The Player was recognised as a “fair play player” and as a leader in the club.  He was also heavily involved in charity work 

helping children and there was a presentation to one of the beneficiaries of his charity immediately before the Match. 
12. The Player had originally joined Castres Olympique as a junior player in 2003. 

 
  

FINDINGS OF FACT 
 

The Disciplinary Committee: 
 
1. Noted that the Player had accepted that he had committed an act of foul play which would have warranted a red card; 

 
2. Upheld the citing complaint against the Player for committing a dangerous tackle contrary to law 9.13; 
 
3. Accepted that this was a highly dynamic situation and that the Player had committed to making a tackle on M6; 

 
4. Accepted that the Player expected M6 to receive the ball and had embarked on what he thought would be a legal tackle but, 

when it transpired that a miss-pass had been thrown, such that M6 did not receive the ball, the Player had then tried to adapt, 
albeit in his words “clumsily” and the Player had “tackled” M6 without using his arms or M6 having possession of the ball; 

 
5. Accepted that the Player had not intended to commit an act of foul play but had ultimately done so; and 

 
6. Found, on the balance of probabilities, that M6 had landed on his upper back and shoulders, rather than his neck or head. 
 

 
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  
The Disciplinary Committee accepted that the Player had committed to tackling M6, expecting him to receive the ball, but the 
situation developed dynamically when M6 did not receive the ball.  It was accepted that there was no intention on the part of the 
Player to tackle M6 dangerously or without the ball and the actions of the Player were, instead, reckless and had gone wrong. 
 
Gravity of player’s actions – R 7.8.32 (c)  
The Player’s actions were potentially very serious because M6 was flipped up, such that his legs and feet were pointing skywards 
during the course of his fall.  It was more a case of luck than design that M6 had landed on his upper back and shoulders, rather than 
his neck or head.  The Player had, however, committed a dangerous “tackle” on a player without the ball. 
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Nature of actions – R 7.8.32  (d)  
The Player “tackled” M6 without the use of his arms by dipping and his right shoulder initially making contact with M6 so as to stop 
M6’s progress.  M6 was not in possession of the ball.  The rising up of the Player as M6 went over his back contributed to the 
increased height from which M6 fell to the ground.  The Player was seen to drop to his knees as M6 went over his back but the 
Disciplinary Committee was undecided as to whether that was a result of a conscious action on the part of the Player or the effect 
of the weight of M6 on the Player’s back.  The Player was not in control of M6 once he was in the air and did not bring him to ground 
safely. 
 
Existence of provocation – R 7.8.32 (e)  
There was no provocation. 

Whether player retaliated – R 7.8.32 (f)  
The Player did not retaliate. 

Self-defence – R 7.8.32 (g)  
The Player was not acting in self-defence. 

Effect on victim – R 7.8.32 (h)  
M6 received some treatment on the pitch but thereafter continued to play on.  The statements of both M6 and the Doctor confirm 
that there was no injury to M6. 

Effect on match – R 7.8.32 (i)  
There was no effect on the Match, other than that Castres Olympique were reduced to 14 men after the Player received the yellow 
card.  In the Disciplinary Committee’s view, this was not relevant to the assessment of the seriousness of the offending for the 
purposes of determining sanction. 
 
Vulnerability of victim – R 7.8.32 (j) 
M6 was not in a vulnerable position before the Player “tackled” him but, on being tipped upside down, M6 became extremely 
vulnerable as a result.   

Level of participation/premeditation – R 7.8.32 (k)  
The Player fully participated and there was no other player involved in the act of foul play.  There was no premeditation. 

Conduct completed/attempted – R 7.8.32 (l) 
The Player completed an act of foul play but it was accepted by the Disciplinary Committee that that was not what the Player had 
originally set out to do.   

Other features of player’s conduct – R 7.8.32 (m)  
There were no other features of the Player’s conduct which were relevant. 
 

 
ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS CONTINUED 

 

Entry point  
Top end*                       Weeks 
 ☐ 

Mid-range                        Weeks 
 ☐ 

Low-end                         Weeks 
       X                                     2 

 

*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. 
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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 

Not applicable. 

 
ADDITIONAL RELEVANT OFF-FIELD AGGRAVATING FACTORS 

 
Player’s status as an offender of the Laws of the Game – R 7.8.34 (a)  
This was not applicable in this case. 

Need for deterrence – R 7.8.34 (b)  
This was not applicable in this case. 

Any other off-field aggravating factors – R 7.8.34 (c)  
There were none. 

 
Number of additional weeks: 0 
  

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 citing complaint at the earliest 
opportunity and did not seek to contest it. 

The Player had an excellent (clean) disciplinary record. 

Youth and inexperience of player – R 7.8.35 (c)  Conduct prior to and at hearing – R 7.8.35 (d)  
The Player was an experienced player. The conduct of the Player and his team throughout the Hearing was 

impeccable and exemplary.  They remained courteous and polite 
throughout.   

Remorse and timing of remorse – R 7.8.35 (e)  Other off-field mitigation – R 7.8.35 (f)  
The Player apologised to M6 both immediately after the 
incident and after the Match.  In addition, he expressed his 
remorse during the Hearing. 

None. 

 
Number of weeks deducted:              1 
 

 

Summary of reason for number of weeks deducted: 
In considering any reduction from the entry point suspension (as permitted in terms of clause 7.8.36 of the Rules), the Disciplinary 
Committee was required to start at 0% and work up from there.  There were significant mitigating factors in this case, not least the 
Player’s early acceptance of the citing complaint, his good disciplinary record, his remorse/apologies and his excellent conduct at the 
Hearing, and so the Disciplinary Committee was satisfied that it was appropriate in this particular case to apply a reduction of 50% 
(i.e. 1 week), giving a total sanction of 1 week. 
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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 
 

1 week 
 

 
Sending off sufficient ☐ 

 
 
Sanction commences 
 

At the conclusion of the Hearing 
 

 
Sanction concludes  
 

 
Midnight on 

Sunday 23 December 2018 
 
Free to play 
 

Monday 24 December 2018 
 

 

ORDER FOR COSTS 
 

Application for order for costs – R 7.8.45 to R 7.8.51 
The Disciplinary Officer made an application for an order for a contribution to costs of 750 euros.   
 
There was no submission or objection made by or on behalf of the Player to such an order being granted. 
 
Accordingly, the Disciplinary Committee ordered the Player to pay 750 euros as a contribution to costs of proceedings, as provided 
for in terms of clause 7.8.45 of the Rules. 

 

Signature  
(JO or Chairman) 
 

 
Pamela Woodman Date 

 
20 December 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 


