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☐ ☒

Cardiff Blues

☐ ☒ ☐

9.12 A player must not physically abuse anyone. Physical 
abuse includes, but is not limited to: Stamping or Trampling

  

 

☒ ☐ ☒ ☐

The Team Manager, Gafyn Cooper 
The Director of Rugby, David Young 
Solicitor, Richard Locke 
 

EPCR Liam McTiernan 
EPCR Maria Gyolcsos 

Citing Commissioner’s Report 
Video footage of the incident 
Video footage of the interview with the injured player 
Cardiff’s response to the standing directions, and the cases of Daniel Leo and Jerry Flannery 
EPCR [Liam McTiernan’s] email in response 
 

 

 
With the clock at 77.15 and the score at 34-32 in favour of London Irish, Cardiff #12 goes into contact with London #10 after a quick 
lineout. Lon #10 holds on to the BC and manages to tackle him as supporting players arrive from both teams. Cardiff presents the ball and 
sets 2 players to protect it.  
London#10 is on Cardiff’s side and attempting to roll away. Cardiff #21 comes from behind and calls the attention of the referee 
regarding London #10 obstructing the ball. At this point LON#10 is on his back parallel to the goal line and past the hindmost point of the 
players covering the ball. 
Cardiff #21 steps over London #10 with his left foot and while doing so it touches London #10’s left leg. He then drives back with this left 
foot making contact with London #10s groin as seen on the angles 2 Tight, 7 FL Corner and 10 High Left. This throws Cardiff #21 off 
balance but manages to land with his right leg. This is followed by him falling a second time and landing on his knees. London #10 has 
now rolled away and gets on his feet showing signs of discomfort and with his left hand on his groin. 
A zoom call was arranged at 14:00hrs on 3 April to interview London #10 about this incident. He remembered it and he also clarified that 
the boot of Cardiff #21 made contact with one of his testicles. 
Cardiff’s #21 had a clear view of London#10’s position. By stepping over him, he should have realised that there was a possibility of 
making contact with a player on a vulnerable position. In this case, contact was between the boot and soft tissue / genitals. This sees 
Cardiff #21 in breach of law 9.12 “ a player must not physically or verbally abuse anyone … not limited to stamping or trampling…”  
Based on the facts this act of foul play reaches the red card threshold. 



 

 

The injured player was interviewed by the Citing Commissioner.  He provided a clear and balanced analysis of what had happened 
to him, as reflected by the video recording.  
He was of the opinion that the Player had sought to emphasise the fact that he was offside by deliberately making contact with 
him.  The injured player described the physical discomfort that he suffered albeit he was capable of playing on. 
He described the interaction with the Player after the incident, and the fact that they had an exchange on friendly terms with an 
understanding that there was no intention to cause any injury. 

 

 

The Player stated that he was trying to stand over the #10 as it was the ‘last roll of the dice’ for Cardiff and he was 
trying to get the ball away as quickly as he could. 
He said that he was trying to step over the #10.  
He described reaching the ruck and seeing the Player rolling towards him. It was his intention to get the ball away and 
to step over the injured Player and to keep the ball alive. 
 
He recalled that his right foot was caught under the player although nothing relating to his movement was 
compromised.   
 
He remembered his foot touching the player.  He avoided stamping down, which resulted in his falling off balance. 
 
In the context of the game, where Cardiff were 2 points down with 2 minutes to go.  It was an important stage of the 
game. 
After the game, the #10 made him aware of what he had done.  They spoke about it and he made it clear that he had 
not intended to tread on such a sensitive area.  The Players remained on good terms.  
 
In response to questions by the Panel, the Player said that his step on the Player, once he realised he had made 
contact with the #10, was not with full force. 
He realised the player was there and was rolling. 
He did not accept that he was trying to ‘buy’ the penalty.  He said that his right foot was trapped and he was  
just trying to get over the player 
 
In response to questions from the EPCR he said he was looking at the ball, his focus was the ball.  He was just trying to 
get over the #10 and that he did not assess whether there was clear ground beyond the #10 for him to step into. 
 
The submissions on behalf of the Player included reference to the two cases provided to the Panel.  There was nothing 
between the submissions on behalf of the Player and the EPCR to the effect that: 
- in Flannery, paragraph 13, the Appeal Committee indicated how it believed actions should be characterised (as either 
intentional, reckless or accidental), see also clause 7.8.32(b) of the Disciplinary Rules; and 
- in Leo, paragraphs 21 and 27, the Judicial Officer indicated how he believed 'accidental' should be interpreted. 
It was accepted that whether the contact was intentional, reckless or accidental was a matter of fact to be determined 
by the Panel. 
 
 

 
  



  

 

There was no objection to the composition of the Panel. No preliminary points arose.   
The Player accepted that he was the Player involved in the alleged foul play.   
There was little dispute as to the facts as displayed in the video recording as described by the Citing Commissioner, save for the 
level of force used.  The Player asserted that the contact was accidental.  In any event it was submitted that the incident was not 
one which merited a red card. 
 
The real issue was whether there was a driving back with the Player’s left foot, or whether in the heat of the moment the Player 
had stepped onto the #10, and if so, with what force and intention. 
 
The Panel noted that the #10 was offside and that he was exiting the ruck ‘north to south’ directly at the Player, rather than ‘east 
to west’ to avoid obstruction. 
 
The submissions on behalf of the Player were laudably succinct and relevant to the issues to be resolved by the Panel, namely 
whether there was an act of foul play, and, if so, it warranted a red card.  One submission was made with regard to the fact that 
the referee appeared to be well sighted of the incident and neither he, nor the assistant referees, thought there was any foul play.  
 
Having viewed the video recording of the incident and considered the description of the incident by the injured Player and the 
Player, the Panel concluded that the Player had tried to influence the Referee’s consideration of whether the injured Player was 
offside by deliberately coming into contact with him.  In so doing he was reckless as to whether his foot came into contact with the 
injured Player and with what effect. Despite the pressure of the situation and the importance to the Player in seeking to exploit 
what might have been the last phase of play he could have avoided the contact that he made.  It was an act of foul play. 
Despite that, the Player did realise that his foot had come into contact with the injured Player and he did not exert any significant 
force with his foot.  He did not stamp or trample the injured Player in the usual and common understanding of either word.  It was 
a reckless act.  The Panel did not conclude that it was deliberate contact with the Player’s soft tissue / genitals. 
One matter that the rejected was the submission that the Referee was in such close proximity to the incident that he must have 
seen the incident and  decided that there was no foul play.  The Referee had not been asked to attend and so there was no 
evidence as to what the Referee had seen. 
That said, in the judgment of the Panel, the actions of the Player were not in all the circumstances sufficiently grave as to attract a 
red card.  Albeit being foul play the Panel concluded that on the balance of probabilities the Player had established that the 
behaviour did not warrant a red card in accordance with clause 7.8.11.1 of the Disciplinary Rules. 
In those circumstances the Panel dismissed the citing.  
 
 

 

 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐

 

 
 

 
 

PLEASE TICK APPROPRIATE BOX                    ☐ ☐



 

☐ ☐ ☐
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Richard Whittam  

 
12 April 2021 


