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WORLD RUGBY DECISION 

Match 
 

ARGENTINA U20 v FRANCE U20 

Player’s Union 
 

Argentina Competition World Rugby U20 
Championship 

Date of match 
 

4th June 2017 Match venue Avchala Stadium, Tbilisi, 
Georgia 

Rules to apply 
 

Tournament Disciplinary Program 
 

 

PARTICULARS OF OFFENCE 

 

Player’s surname 
 

Medrano Date of birth 9th March 1998 

Forename(s) 
 

Agustin 

Referee Name 
 

Jamie Nutbrown Plea Foul Play Admitted, Red Card Test  
Not admitted 

Offence 
 

Law 10.4 (e) – A Player must not 
tackle an opponent early, late or 
dangerously. Playing a ball 
without the ball is dangerous. 

SELECT:                Citing    
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

HEARING DETAILS 

 

Hearing date 
 

6th June 2017 Hearing venue Avchala Stadium, Tblisi, 
Georgia 

Chairman/JO 
 

Mike Hamlin (England) 

Other Members of 
Disciplinary 
Committee 

N/A 
 

Appearance Player 
 

YES Appearance Union YES 

  

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

 

1. In the match between Argentina v France on 4th June 2017, in the 40th minute of the second half the 

Player committed an act of foul play contrary to Law 10.4 (e) – Dangerous tackling. The appointed referee, 

Jamie Nutbrown (New Zealand) issued a yellow card against the Player. Michael Mason, the appointed 

Citing Commissioner (United Arab Emirates) cited the Player for an offence contrary to Law 10.4 (e), 

namely, a dangerous late tackle of F18 and/or dangerously playing a player without the ball. The Player 

was accompanied by Victor Luaces (President of the UAR Delegation) and Marcos Caldo (Team Manager). 

The Player spoke English and therefore an interpreter was not required. In response to the standard 

directions, the Player admitted he committed an act of foul play but denied that his conduct justified the 

award of a red card and therefore the citing should be dismissed. World Rugby were represented by Ben 

Rutherford (Legal Counsel). Victor Luaces made the relevant submissions on behalf of the Player. 
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2. The Referee’s yellow card report stated as follows: 

 

     “TMO check check for foul play. Puts the footage on the big screen and I see A7 late tackle a French 

player without the ball so I issued a yellow card”. 

 

3. Mr Mason’s citing report stated as follows: 

 

     “F18, the ball carrier, loses the ball in a tackle. F19 collects the ball. A7 then tackles F18, who no longer 

has the ball. The tackle is made very low on F18’s legs, causing him to fall backwards, landing on the legs 

of ther tackling player. The tackle was dynamic, forceful, intentional and late. The France 18 was unsighted 

of the tackler. Referee awarded a yellow card to A7.” 

 

4. The Player gave evidence. He stated:  

 

     “ I was running across the field following the ball and I was behind F18’s back and didn’t see the ball 

fall down. I was just going to tackle him. I couldn’t see the ball, the last thing I saw just before contact was 

the ball in his hands. I didn’t see him pass the ball or drop it. I was watching F18. I watched the ball as it 

went across the field. I was intending to tackle him with the ball. I went in on the legs having intended to 

tackle on waist or below. I hit him on the back of the knees. I didn’t look up as I went in. I thought he was 

carrying the ball. I thought he offloaded as I tackled him because I then started running.” 

 

The Player accepted that his left hand did not grab F18’s leg. “His right hand/arm he thought made contact 

with F18’s leg. It all happened in seconds. F18 was facing backwards. I next saw ball when it was away 

from F18. I didn’t know there was a knock on, that’s why I continued playing” 

 

5. The DVD clips showed the incident from different angles. France win possession of the ball post tackle. 

The ball is passed across the field. F18 has possession. He rumbles forward a few metres, A10 attempts to 

tackle F18 on his torso and fails, another A player checks his forward momentum and F18 starts to turn 

with his back facing towards the oncoming Player. F18 has possession of the ball. The Player can be seen 

tracking across the field. He is a few metres from F18 when he adopts a low forward position ready to 

tackle. F18 has been partially turned and his back is facing the Player. F18 is a player of considerable size. 

F18 loses possession of the ball, which falls at the feet of a French player. Less than a second after F18 

releases/passes the ball (1.11-1.14) the Player makes contact with F18 and tackles him behind the knee, 

his left hand going to ground and his right hand/arm grasping the lower right leg of F18 (1.34) as F18 falls 

backwards over the Player. The Player continues across the field. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PAGE 2 ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF OTHER EVIDENCE (e.g. medical reports) 
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1. F18 (Georges-Henri Colombe) by email statement stated that he was looking at the 

ball when I felt something reaping me, and I was suddenly on my back, I didn’t 

understand what was happening. I had no pain, I wanted to finish the game and I was 

focalized on the next lineout. 

2. Dr Laurel Saint Beat’s (the French Doctor) medical evidence relating to F18 stated he 

complained of left ankle. On clinical examination, it has a sensitivity to palpation at 

the level of the internal arch with a limitation of the cuneo-tarsal joint of the 5th toe. 

This injury involves disturbances of the walking resulting in an interruption of his 

sport practice for 3 days.  

3. Jamie Nutbrown (NZ Referee) gave evidence at my request by telephone link. He 

confirmed his yellow card report was accurate. He did not see the incident live, on the 

big screen he saw A7 coming in with his head low, with his head down in a tackling 

motion with an arm wrap. He determined the tackle was late with F18 falling on his 

back. He clarified that for the award of a red card he looks at the circumstances of the 

incident, including a certain amount of force, whether the act is very dangerous. He 

confirmed that from a review of the incident on the big screen, the lateness and 

potentially no arms the incident didn’t quite get to the right level for him to issue a 

red card. He also confirmed that he would make the same decision again. 
   

FINDINGS OF FACT 

 

I accept the Player’s evidence that he was intending to tackle F18 low. The Player’s evidence to me in all 

respects was credible.  F18 was a player of significant size and 2 Argentinian players had failed to tackle 

him to the ground by going too high. The Player tackles F18 with his right hand/arm around F18’s leg. This 

is not a “no arms tackle”. The Player made a genuine attempt to tackle low in a dynamic situation. F18 

loses possession of the ball as he attempts to pass to F19. F19 knocks on. I am satisfied that given the 

position of the Player’s head as he approached the back of F18 to make the tackle he was not aware F18 

had passed the ball. I accept the Player’s evidence on this crucial point. The tackle was late – between 1 

and 2 seconds in a dynamic situation. 

1.  

 

DECISION 

 

To uphold the citing I must be satisfied on the balance of probabilities that the offending conduct was 

such that it justified the award of a red card.  All players are responsible for their actions when tackling a 

ball carrier and, as such, a tackler must NOT ‘tackle’ an opponent in a dangerous manner. Examples of 

dangerous tackles include, inter alia, tackling a player after a pass is made or tackling a ball carrier without 

attempting to grasp that player using his hands/arms. There is no prescriptive definition of a dangerous 

tackle as such. The assessment requires an understanding of the game.  World Rugby’s publication “rugby 

ready” published in February 2015 set out some examples of dangerous tackles.  The assessment of 

whether a dangerous tackle justifies a red card may include such factors as; (a) where the contact on the 

victim player is made; (b) whether the tackle is late after the player has passed or released possession of 

the ball (as in this case), (c) if late is the contact fractionally late, late or very late; the later the contact, 

the greater the chance that the offending is likely to justify a red card as the risk of injury increases after 

a player in possession passes/releases possession as he is more likely to relax;  whilst in possession of the 
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ball he will expect to be lawfully tackled; (d) the degree of force used; (d) whether the contact is made 

whilst attempting to grasp or grasping with one or both hands/arms or has the contact been made with 

just the shoulder/s; (e) the evidence of the Player as to his actions/intentions and (e) any other relevant 

circumstances of the offending. This assessment requires the discretionary exercise of balancing the 

above factors against the facts found whilst applying a requisite knowledge and understanding of the 

game. The assessment will inevitable be fact specific. 

 

In this case the citing was properly brought and I make no criticism of Mr Mason for so doing. At first sight, 

it looks like a cheap shot. However, after careful consideration of all the evidence, it was not. The tackle 

was late, slightly more than marginal. If F18 had retained possession of the ball at the time he was tackled, 

the execution of the tackle would have been lawful.  I am able to review all the evidence above including 

the evidence of the Player which is not available either to the referee or the citing commissioner. Based 

upon my consideration of all the evidence and my findings of fact I am not satisfied that the Player’s 

conduct was such that it merited a red card. I therefore dismiss the citing. The Player is entitled to play 

forthwith.  

 

                 Not proven 

 

SANCTIONING PROCESS 

 
Page 3 ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS 
 

Assessment of Intent – R 17.19.2(a)-(b) 

Intentional/deliberate ☐                  Reckless ☐ 

State Reasons  

 

Gravity of player’s actions – R 17.19.2(c) Nature of actions – R 17.19.2(d) 

  

Existence of provocation – R 17.19.2(e) Whether player retaliated – R 17.19.2(f) 

  

Self-defence – R 17.19.2(g) Effect on victim – R 17.19.2(h) 
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Effect on match – R 17.19.2(i) Vulnerability of victim – R 17.19.2(j) 

  

Level of participation/premeditation – R 17.19.2(k) Conduct completed/attempted – R 17.19.2(l) 

  

Other features of player’s conduct – R 17.19.2(m) 

 

 

 

 

PAGE 4 ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS CONTINUED 
 

Entry point  

Top end*                       Weeks 

 ☐ 

Mid-range                        Weeks 

 ☐ 

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 

 

  

ADDITIONAL RELEVANT OFF-FIELD AGGRAVATING FACTORS 
 

Player’s status as an offender of the Laws of the Game – R 17.19.4(a) 
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Need for deterrence – R 17.19.4(b) 

 

Any other off-field aggravating factors – R 17.19.4(c) 

 

 

Number of additional weeks:                        

 

 

PAGE 5 RELEVANT OFF-FIELD MITIGATING FACTORS 

 
Acknowledgement of guilt and timing – R 17.19.5(a) Player’s disciplinary record/good character – R 17.19.5(b) 

 

 

 

Youth and inexperience of player – R 17.19.5(c) Conduct prior to and at hearing – – R 17.19.5(d) 

  

Remorse and timing of remorse – R 17.19.5(e) Other off-field mitigation – R 17.19.5(f) 

  

 

Number of weeks deducted:                

 

SANCTION 
 

NOTE: PLAYERS ORDERED OFF ARE PROVISIONALLY SUSPENDED PENDING THE HEARING OF THEIR CASE, SUCH 
SUSPENSION SHOULD BE TAKEN INTO CONSIDERATION WHEN SANCTIONING – R 17.14.5(f) 
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Total sanction  [insert]  

Sanction commences 
 

 

Sanction concludes  

Matches/tournaments 
included in sanction 

 

 
Costs 
 

n/A 

 
Signature  
(JO or Chairman) 
 

 
Mike Hamlin (England) 
________________________________ 

Date  
7th June 2017 

 

NOTE:  YOU HAVE 48 HOURS FROM NOTIFICATION OF THE DECISION OF THE CHAIRMAN/JO TO LODGE AN APPEAL WITH THE 

RELEVANT BODY – R 17.22.2(a) 

 


