
Disciplinary Decision  Page 1 of 6 

DISCIPLINARY DECISION 

Match 
 

France vs Argentina 

Player’s Union 
 

Argentina Competition World Rugby U20 
Championship 2019 

Date of match 
 

12 June, 2019 Match venue Rosario 

Rules to apply 
 

Regulation 17 World Rugby Handbook and Section 12 Tournament 
Disciplinary Programme – World Rugby U20 Championship 2019 
 

 
PARTICULARS OF OFFENCE 

Player’s surname 
 

Isgro Date of birth 24 March, 1999 

Forename(s) 
 

Rodrigo 

Referee Name 
 

Christophe Ridley Plea ☐  Admitted          ☒  Not admitted 

Offence 
 

Law 9.13 – Dangerous Tackle SELECT:            Red card ☒     Citing    ☐        Other ☐ 
 
If “Other” selected, please specify: 
 
 
 
 

Summary of 
Sanction 

No Sanction – Red Card Dismissed 

 
HEARING DETAILS 

Hearing date 
 

13 June, 2019 Hearing venue Skype Conference 

Chairman/JO 
 

Alan Hudson (Canada) 

Other Members of 
Disciplinary 
Committee 

Donal Courtney (former Irish referee) 
Ofisa Tonu’u (former Samoa and New Zealand player and Former Samoa U20 coach) 

Appearance Player 
 

YES ☒        NO ☐ Appearance Union YES ☒         NO ☐ 

Player’s 
Representative(s) 

Aaron Lloyd – counsel 
Jose Pellicena – Argentina coach 
Nicolas Bia Palombo – Argentina 
Manager 

Disciplinary Officer 
and/or other 
attendees 

Ben Rutherford 

List of 
documents/materials 
provided to Player in 
advance of hearing 

Referee’s Report On An Ordering Off 
Statement of French Player, Alexandre De Nardi ( FRA #15) 
Medical Statement from France Team Doctor, Dr. Pascal Pradier  
Game Film Clips 

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

 
The referee’s report states: “Ball passed to France 15 in open space. Argentina 14 tackled him with high 
danger direct to the neck. This was my view live and then confirmed on TMO review. No clear mitigating 
factors were found.” 
 
A review of the game film clips indicates:  

• France are on attack inside the Argentina 22 metre line.  
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• The ball is distributed wide to FRA #15 who is in relatively open space with the Player 
approaching at an angle to engage him.  

• FRA #15 steps inside, changing his direction and the Player reacts late, putting out his left arm.  
• It is difficult to be certain as to the point of initial contact on FRA #15. It is possible that the 

initial point of contact was the Player’s left arm to FRA 15’s right shoulder with the Player’s left 
arm then moving up to the neck of FRA #15. However it is also possible that there was direct 
initial contact between the Player’s left arm and FRA #15’s neck, or even simultaneous contact 
given the position of the 2 players, where the Player’s left hand was at the point of FRA 15’s 
right shoulder while his left upper arm contacted FRA 15’s neck. 

• In any event the Player’s left arm does contact the neck of FRA #15 either as an initial direct 
contact point or a secondary indirect contact point.  

• Almost immediately upon this happening the Player leaps into the air over and around FRA #15 
and his left arm disengages from FRA #15’s neck.   

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

 
The medical statement of Doctor Pascal Pradier, French Team Doctor states: “I intervened on Alexandre 
De Nardi, number 15 of the French team, victim of a high tackle from the number 14 of Argentina. 
Immediately there was no sign of a concussion. He was simply complaining of discomfort in the lateral 
and cervical muscles without gravity. Today, (June 13, 2019) his clinical examination is normal.” 
 
The statement from FRA #15 says: “I am Alexandre De Nardi, French player wearing the number 15 
yesterday. I suffered a high plating (sic – tackle) at the neck by the number 14 Argentine. I remember 
very well the action. Today I have some neck pain, nothing serious.” 
 

SUMMARY OF PLAYER’S EVIDENCE 
 
The Player gave evidence orally and also by way of written statement. His evidence is that he was on 
defence as France moved the ball through their back line. FRA #15 was moving to the outside and the 
Player moved to meet him. When FRA #15 received the ball he cut back inside to the Player’s left and 
the Player, while raising his arms in attempt to tackle, reacted to that movement. The Player’s evidence 
is that his left arm hit FRA #15’s body first on the outside of his right shoulder or arm. This arm did ride 
up to the neck subsequent to the initial impact. When the Player realised his arm was high at FRA #15’s 
neck, he jumped up and rolled around and over FRA #15 to take the pressure of his left arm off FRA 
#15’s neck. The Player said there was little force in the tackle and there was no direct contact to FRA 
#15’s neck or head. 
 
Submissions made by Mr Lloyd on behalf of the Player can be summarized as follows: 

• Contrary to the referee’s assessment there was no direct contact to FRA #15’s head but rather 
the direct initial point of impact was the Player’s left arm to FRA #15’s right shoulder. 

• After the initial contact, the Player’s left arm does come up so that there is secondary indirect 
contact with FRA #15’s neck 

• The force was not high and the impact did not carry a high degree of danger. This was not a 
swinging arm tackle. 
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• There were mitigating features present. First, FRA #15 abruptly stepped inside the Player thus 
changing his direction completely. Second, the Player recognized the situation and took 
immediate steps to leap in the air and around FRA #15 thus reducing significantly any secondary 
indirect force applied to FRA #15’s neck. 

 
FINDINGS OF FACT 

 
This was a reactionary tackle on the part of the Player. He was taken by surprise by the action of FRA 
#15 to cut back inside him and putting out his arm and hand to his left was a reaction to the sudden 
change of direction of FRA #15. 
 
There was contact with and around the neck of FRA #15 and it is difficult to determine the exact 
moment of that contact. While the Player and his representatives urged a finding of indirect secondary 
contact to the neck, there is compelling evidence on the video of direct contact with the neck as the 
Player reacted to being “stepped” by FRA #15. 
 
The force involved in this tackle was not high and the degree of danger was low. First, there was no 
swinging arm involved here or a drawing back of the Player’s arm prior to contact. Second, this was not 
an attempt at a dominant tackle but was clearly a reactionary action made by the Player who was not 
moving at speed. Third, the Player was able to almost immediately release his arm around the neck of 
FRA #15 by taking a rather unusual but effective evasive action in jumping over and around FRA #15. 
 
In this case, the actions of the Player were clearly in breach of Law 9.13 and likely warranted a Yellow 
Card and this is confirmed by a review of the World Rugby Framework For High Tackles. Whether the 
contact by the Player’s arm to the neck of FRA #15 was direct or slipped up and was therefore indirect, 
given the low degree of danger and the mitigating circumstances, the result was at most a Yellow card. 
 
The Player has satisfied the onus of demonstrating that, on a balance of probabilities, the referee’s 
decision to issue a red card was wrong in this situation. The Committee acknowledges that the facts are 
difficult to determine in this matter and the Committee had the benefit of considerable time to evaluate 
numerous camera angles on a frame by frame basis whereas the on-field match officials had to make a 
decision on a much more expedited basis. 
 
In conclusion, the red card in this case is dismissed. 
 

DECISION 
 

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

ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS 
 

Assessment of Intent – R 17.19.2(a)-(b) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
Intentional/deliberate ☐                  Reckless ☐ 

State Reasons  
 

Gravity of player’s actions – R 17.19.2(c) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
 
 
Nature of actions – R 17.19.2(d) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
 
 
Existence of provocation – R 17.19.2(e) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
 
 
Whether player retaliated – R 17.19.2(f) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
 
 
Self-defence – R 17.19.2(g) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
 
 
Effect on victim – R 17.19.2(h) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
 
 
Effect on match – R 17.19.2(i) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
 
 
Vulnerability of victim – R 17.19.2(j) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
 
 
Level of participation/premeditation – R 17.19.2(k) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
 
 
Conduct completed/attempted – R 17.19.2(l) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
 
 
Other features of player’s conduct – R 17.19.2(m) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
 
 

 

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. 
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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) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
 

Need for deterrence – R 17.19.4(b) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
 

Any other off-field aggravating factors – R 17.19.4(c) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
 

Number of additional weeks:                        

 
RELEVANT OFF-FIELD MITIGATING FACTORS 

 
Acknowledgement of guilt and timing – R 17.19.5(a) (or 
equivalent Tournament rule) 

Player’s disciplinary record/good character – R 17.19.5(b) 
(or equivalent Tournament rule) 

 
 

 

Youth and inexperience of player – R 17.19.5(c) (or 
equivalent Tournament rule) 

Conduct prior to and at hearing – – R 17.19.5(d) (or 
equivalent Tournament rule) 

  

Remorse and timing of remorse – R 17.19.5(e) (or 
equivalent Tournament rule) 

Other off-field mitigation – R 17.19.5(f) (or equivalent 
Tournament rule) 
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Number of weeks deducted:               
 

 

Summary of reason for 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) (or equivalent 
Tournament rule) 

Total sanction  0 Sending off sufficient  ☐ 
 

Sanction commences 
 

N/A 

Sanction concludes N/A 

Matches/tournaments 
included in sanction 

0 

 
Costs 
 

There is no order as to costs 

 
Signature  
(JO or Chairman) 
 

Alan Hudson (Chair) 
________________________________ 

Date June 14, 2019 
______________________ 

NOTE:  YOU HAVE 48 HOURS FROM NOTIFICATION OF THE DECISION OF THE CHAIRMAN/JO TO LODGE AN APPEAL WITH THE 
TOURNAMENT DIRECTOR – R 17.22.2(a) (or equivalent Tournament rule) (see Page 6) 

[Standard Appeal Directions to appear on this page] 

 


