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DISCIPLINARY DECISION 

Match 
 

ARGENTINA U20 v AUSTRALIA U20  

Player’s Union 
 

Australia Competition U20 World Cup 

Date of match 
 

17 june 2019 Match venue Rosario 

Rules to apply 
 

Regulation 17 World Rugby Handbook 

 

PARTICULARS OF OFFENCE 
Player’s surname 
 

LONERGAN Date of birth  

Forename(s) 
 

Lachlan 

Referee Name 
 

James Doleman Plea ☐  Admitted          ☒  Not admitted 

Offence 
 

Striking with shoulder contrary to 
Law 9.12 
  
 

SELECT:            Red card ☐     Citing    ☒        Other ☐ 

 
 
 
 
 

Summary of 
Sanction 

 No Sanction  

 

HEARING DETAILS 
Hearing date 
 

19 June 2019 Hearing venue Skype between Argentina, 
Wales, England, Australia and 
NZ 

Chairman/JO 
 

Roger Morris (Wales) 

Other Members of 
Disciplinary 
Committee 

Leon Lloyd (England) 
Ofisa Tonu’u (Samoa & NZ) 
 

Appearance Player 
 

YES ☒        NO ☐ Appearance Union YES ☒         NO ☐ 

Player’s 
Representative(s) 

Stephen Cottrell (Counsel) 
Michael Bricknell (ARU) 
Gerard McEvilly (ARU) 
Jason Gilmore (Coach) 

Disciplinary Officer 
and/or other 
attendees 

Ben Rutherford (World Rugby) 

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

Citing Form;  
Notice of Hearing;  
Player’s responses to standing directions and submissions on his behalf;  
Additional photos from Player; 
Email from Referee;  
Email from Argentina player (Arg8) and team medical staff;  
Video recording. 
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SUMMARY OF ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF CITING 

  

The Citing Commissioner (Rafael Bianchi) alleged the Player had committed a foul in breach of Law 9.12, 

specifically, striking with a shoulder and that the foul was so serious that the Player should have been 

shown a Red Card and ordered from the field.  

 

The narrative in the citing form was as follows: 

 

“The incident happens on 22-meters line between the 5 meter and 15-meter line in Argentine half. It 

occured in the first half on minute 1:29. The ball was received by Arg#8 after being passed by Arg#9 

from a ruck on the 5-meters line. Aus#2 went to engage the Arg#8 in an upright position, leading with 

his right shoulder. Aus#2 had his left arm pointing to Arg#8 but his right arm was pointing to the 

ground in a non-tackle position. At the point of contact, the movement of Aus #2 was ascending, and 

his shoulder hits Argentinian player´s head, directly with force. The movement of the head of Arg#8 

was directly backwards after the hit. I consider the actions of Aus#2 to be dangerous as his shoulder 

made direct contact with the head of Arg#8 with force and posed a risk of injury. Consequently, I Cite 

Aus#2 for striking with the shoulder directly to the head contrary to Law 9.12” 

 

The Player’s position in relation to the allegation was that he did not consider he had committed a foul. 

His actions had amounted to a tackle. If it was found that the tackle was high and therefore a foul, it was 

not in any event sufficiently serious a foul as to have merited a Red Card. 

 

Accordingly, he challenged the citing. 

.__________________________________________________________________ 

ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF OTHER EVIDENCE  

 

 

The referee, James Doleman, asked to comment on the incident in question had written: 

 

“I did not see this live and was not aware of this….” (until being asked to comment after the citing 

report had been made).  

 

 

Arg8 and the Argentinian medical team emailed as follows: 

 

1.Medical report 
No damage reported. The player is in good conditions to play. 
 
2.Player’s statement 
“I felt it just like another hit. Nothing else to add. I even didn’t remember the situation until it was 
shown to me after the game” 
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SUMMARY OF PLAYER’S EVIDENCE 

  

Before asking the Player to give his version of events Mr Rutherford coordinated the viewing of the 

video footage across the Skype hearing to ensure that the clips previously circulated were the same clips 

that everyone had seen and considered in advance of the hearing and that they were the clips referred 

to in the Player’s written submissions attached below. 

The video footage comprised clips showing the alleged foul from different angles. The incident occurred 

deep in the Argentinian 22 as the Argentinian team passed the ball from near their right touch line infield 

until it was caught by Arg8.  He was confronted by the advancing Player and the collision between the two 

of them that led to the Citing Report occurred. 

The Player was asked to explain his actions.  

He agreed that the written submissions accurately set out his position but emphasized that what he had to 

say about the incident was entirely based on his viewing of the video because he had no actual recollection 

of the incident itself and had not thought about it until he had been told about the Citing Report. 

He said that his aim, as coached, was to advance swiftly from the defensive line in order to confront and 

tackle the ball carrier in such a way as to maximise his team’s chances of stopping the opponents’ advance 

and gaining a turnover of possession.  

He noted that ARG8 had dipped into the collision and as a consequence the point of impact with the Player 

may have been higher on Arg8’s torso than intended. 

In answer to a question from the Panel as to the nature of the tackle he intended to perform the Player said 

a ‘choke’ tackle but then amended his comment to ‘chop’ tackle. Whatever the nature of the intended tackle,  

he accepted that he had not executed it particularly well.  

 

 

 

Written Submission – Judicial Hearing – Lachlan Lonergan 

 
Citing, Shoulder Charge 

 
 
In accordance with the Standard Directions, we confirm as follows: 
 

1) Lachlan is a 19-year-old hooker from Canberra who has represented Australia at 
schoolboys and now at U20 level.   
2)  
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3) Lachlan is 180 cm and 97 kilos.  He has just recovered from 12 months out with a 
shoulder reconstruction.  Lachlan’s challenge is to prove he is big enough to secure a 
Super Rugby contract and this World Championship is his opportunity to do so. 

 
4) He has played all 4 matches for Australia at the World Championship, 3 as the starting 

hooker.   
 

5) Lachlan was the Australian no 2 player who has been cited for a shoulder charge in the 
second minute of the semi-final match against Argentina. 
6)  

7) Lachlan has never been cited or red carded previously.  He has received one yellow 
card for repeated infringements at Under 15 level. 

 
8) Lachlan does not intend to argue any preliminary matters. 

9)  
10) Lachlan will give evidence as will his Coach, Jason Gilmore, in relation to the Player’s 

tackle technique and character. 
11)  

12) Lachlan and his Coach will attend the Hearing with Counsel (Stephen Cottrell) as well 
as Michael Bricknell and Gerard McEvilly from Rugby Australia. 
13)  

Tackle 
14)  

15) The circumstances leading up to the tackle are as set out below: 
 

a) Arg 9 passes the ball to Arg 8.  Arg 3 and 6 are in support ready to latch on to Arg 8 
as he makes contact. 

b) Lachlan comes forward to make contact.  Initially he is bent at the waist in a good 
body position with his arms up.  As he nears contact, Lachlan rises up slightly and 
decelerates. Lachlan is at his quickest moving off the line and at his slowest at the 
point of contact. 

c) Arg 8 is 189cm and 103 kilos.  He receives the ball in a near stationary position and 
takes 2 to 3 steps into contact.  As he is approaching contact Arg 8 turns his body 
out to attack the outside shoulder of the defender (Lachlan) as he is moving from 
high to low.  Just prior to contact, Arg 8 drops his body height and turns his right 
shoulder inwards which moves his head to his left side. 

d) Lachlan makes contact with Arg 8 but is not dominant and Lachlan is shunted 
sideways and backwards. 

 
16) The video evidence does not show the initial point of contact between Lachlan and Arg 

8.  The video does however show Arg 8’s head and upper body move backwards after 
contact.  The movement of the head is the most visible but the video does show Arg 8’s 
upper body also moves backwards in the same manner as his head.  The video is 
consistent with contact being made to the upper body and not direct to the head. 
17)  

18) Lachlan has no recollection of the incident and was shocked to first learn he had been 
cited 24 hours after the match. 



 

Disciplinary Decision – U20s 2019  Page 5 of 12 

 
19) Arg 8’s evidence is that he ‘felt it just like another hit.  Nothing else to add.  I even 

didn’t remember the situation until it was shown to me after the game’.  He did not 
suffer any injury.   

 
Submissions 
 

20) Under Regulation 17 the Committee shall not make a finding contrary to the Citing 
Commissioner unless it is satisfied on the balance of probabilities that the Citing 
Commissioner’s decision to cite was wrong. 
21)  

22) It is submitted that: 
 

a) The Citing Commissioner was wrong to cite Lachlan for a shoulder charge.  The video 
clearly shows Lachlan’s left arm wrapping Arg 8 and his right arm is also up and 
wrapping post contact.  His right arm is not behind his body or tucked in a sling 
position at contact.  See photos below: 
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b) Even if the tackle is not a shoulder charge, it is accepted that a high tackle with clear 

and direct contact to the head with force is a red card offence. 
c) It is accepted that Lachlan is higher at the point of contact than he would have been 

had he bent lower at the waist.  It is also accepted that one angle of the video shows 
Arg 8’s head move backwards which can be a sign of direct contact.  However, the 
video also shows Arg 8’s upper body moving backwards after contact, which is 
consistent with contact to the upper body.  A mitigating factor is also Arg 8 ducking 
and turning his shoulder inwards just prior to contact. 

d) There is no evidence of clear and direct contact to the head.  The contact is not with 
force in circumstances where this is a low speed collision with neither player 
accelerating into contact.   

e) Arg 8 wins the collision and drives Lachlan backwards.  No player reacted to the 
incident at the time.  Neither of the players directly involved have any recollection of 
the incident, which did not cause any injury or have any impact on the game. 
23)  

24) In the circumstances set out above, it is submitted that the Citing Commissioner’s 
decision to cite Lachlan for a shoulder charge is wrong and if Lachlan committed a high 
tackle then it is not a red card offence because it did not involve clear and direct 
contact to the head with force.  In addition, Arg 8 dipping and turning sideways just 
prior to contact is a mitigating factor that would have resulted in the referee, at worst, 
issuing a yellow card had he seen the incident at the time. 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 



 

Disciplinary Decision – U20s 2019  Page 7 of 12 

The Australia U’20 Coach, Jason Gilmore, gave evidence on behalf of the Player. 

He explained that the Player’s initial movements had been as coached. He had advanced at speed from 

the defensive line (the mantra is “the first steps are the quickest”)  in order to close down the space available 

to the ball carrying opponents to put him in a position and to give him the momentum to make a tackle that 

by its dominance over the ball carrier would open the possibility of turning over possession.   

He acknowledged that tackling needed to take account of players’ safety and welfare.   

In this instance, whilst the Player had carried out the first part of his job well, the final execution of the tackle 

was flawed and higher on Arg8’s body than it should have been. However, apart from the Player’s own 

actions, there were other factors that contributed to the clumsiness of the situation particularly the change 

in angle of Arg8’s running line and the fact that he dipped in to contact.  Not only did that make the tackle 

appear higher than it should have been but also made the tackle ineffective. 

 

In response to a question from the Panel, Mr Gilmore categorised three types of tackle:  “chop tackle” (in 

which the tackler aims at the legs of his opponent); “axe tackle” (where the tackler aims below the ball and 

at the belly button of the opponent) and “choke tackle” (in which the tackler aims relatively high with the 

intention of holding the opponent off the ground).   

In the situation that confronted the Player he would have expected him to be aiming to execute an “axe” 

tackle.   

 

There was no further evidence to be considered so the Skype conference was ended and the Panel 

considered matters in private. 

 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

 

The Panel reminded themselves that the applicable standard of proof for all their factual determinations is 

the balance of probabilities.  Bearing that in mind and considering all the evidence they had seen and heard 

the Panel came to the following conclusions: 

 

• The Panel accepted that the Player’s intention was to tackle his opponent, ARG8, and that he did 
not charge at his opponent aiming to strike him with his shoulder without making an attempt to 
tackle. 

 

• There was some ambiguity about what sort of tackle the Player aimed to make and the Player 
appeared to be confused about the different types of tackle.  First, he has said “choke tackle” and 
then he had said “chop tackle”. 

   

• Having heard from the Player’s coach the Panel was prepared to give the benefit of any doubt to 
the Player and accept that in fact what he should have been attempting was an “axe tackle” as 
described by Mr Gilmore. 

 

• The execution of the tackle was clumsy and poorly performed but not reckless. 
 

• It was not clear from the video whether any contact (initial or otherwise) was made above the 
shoulders of ARG8 but in any event the height of contact was significantly contributed to by the 
dipping of ARG8 himself as he approached that contact. This action by ARG8 was sufficiently 
significant to mitigate the seriousness of the Player’s actions. 
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• That ARG8’s head recoiled (evident from the video) need not have been the result of direct contact 
with the head. The overall impact of the collision was just as likely to have caused that to happen. 
 

 

• It was noted that ARG8 had not remembered the incident and that there was no evidence from the 
video in terms of his or his teammates’ reactions that suggested the Player had made illegal or 
powerful contact with his head. 

 

• It was noted too and accepted by the Panel that the Player himself had no recollection of the 
incident after the match and was only able to comment when he viewed the video after he had 
been told he was the subject of a citing complaint. 

 

• There was no injury or other adverse effect upon ARG8 indicative of a heavy or illegal collision. 
 

• That the Player had attempted a legitimate tackle was supported by the wrapped left arm as 
highlighted in the still photograph attached to the Player’s written submissions.   
 

• In summary, the Panel concluded that the Player attempted to make a legitimate tackle; that his 
execution of the tackle was poor and clumsy; that there was no clear evidence sufficient to meet 
the applicable evidential test that contact had been made with ARG8’s head; that ARG8’s own 
actions significantly contributed to the height of the tackle and that the collision between the two 
players was not unusual, dangerous or particularly heavy.  

  

• Had a referee observed the incident and come to the same conclusions as the Panel, it was feasible 
that he might have awarded a penalty.  It was also feasible, in the atmosphere of some matches, 
that he might have awarded a Yellow Card.  It was not, however, feasible in the Panel’s view that 
a referee would have awarded a Red Card and therefore the citing complaint would not be upheld. 

 

 

 

 

The hearing was reconvened. The parties were informed of the Panel’s decision and the Player told that 

he was immediately free to play. 

The Panel wished to make it clear however that they considered the Player’s technique in this tackle was 

clumsy and that he needed to strive to improve if for no better reason than to protect himself against the 

consequences of committing a foul. In that regard the Panel also took the opportunity of reminding the 

Player’s coaches of their responsibility, particularly when dealing with age group teams, to teach and coach 

tackle skills and on field responses that maximized regard for players’ physical welfare and minimized the 

danger of them falling foul of the Laws. 

 

Th Chair reminded the parties that the Panel’s decision is subject to their right to appeal. 

 

 

 

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) 
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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) (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) 
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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) 

  

 

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  NO SANCTION Sending off sufficient  ☐ 
 

Sanction commences 
 

 

Sanction concludes  

Matches/tournaments 
included in sanction 

 

 
Costs 
 

 

 
Signature  
(JO or Chairman) 
 

 

 

________________ 

Date 21.06.2019 
______________________ 
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NOTE:  YOU HAVE 48 HOURS (15s)/24 HOURS (7s) 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) 


