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The footage. 
The reports from the referee and assistant referees. 
The medical evidence emailed by Ulster.   

 

 

Wayne Barnes said: “In the 10th minutes of the match, Toulouse number 9 kicked the ball from approximately 10 metres outside of 
his own 22m.  The Ulster 11 jumped to catch the ball and as he did, he was played by the Toulouse 14.  I immediately blew my 
whistle and stopped the game.  I reviewed the footage of the incident on the big screen.  I saw that Toulouse 14 was not in a 
realistic position to compete for the ball.  He played the Ulster player while both of his feet were off the ground.  The Ulster 11 
landed on his neck/head.  I therefore issued a red card.  The Ulster 11 was removed for a HIA.  He did not return.   
Following the match, the Toulouse 14 came into my changing room, apologised for the incident and explained that he had not 
meant to play the player in the air. 
Anthony Woodthorpe, assistant referee, said: “after a box kick by T9, I observed T14 taking U11 out in the air. Wayne immediately 
stopped the game and we reviewed the footage. It was clear that T 14 was never in a position to compete them all, had taken U11 
out in the air, causing U11 to land on his head neck area. I then agreed with Wayne that the actions of T14 warranted a red card.” 
Christopher Ridley, assistant referee, said: “the ball was kicked by T9, T 14 then made contact with U11 whilst U11 was jumping to 
catch the ball. The game was stopped and together we reviewed the footage. T14 was never in a position to compete for the ball, 
U11 consequently landed on his neck header area. Wayne agreed that the actions of T 14 warranted a red card.” , 
Tom Foley, the TMO said: “it was apparent immediately that the incident would need to be formally checked. We reviewed it and 
it was clear that T 14 was never in a realistic position to compete for the ball, made contact with the Ulster player while he was 
jumping for the ball and the Ulster player landed on his head/neck area. I concurred with Wayne’s decision of a red card.” 



The footage showed that at 10.05 minutes in to the game the Toulouse number 9 kicked a high ball from the back of the ruck 
which is chased at speed by the player, who is Toulouse number 14.  Ulster number 11 ran  forward and jumped to catch the ball.  
The player ran through a screen of three Ulster players, and ran and jumped nearly underneath the legs of the airborne Ulster 
number 11, making contact around the area of the thighs of Ulster 11, which flipped the Ulster number 11 in the air.  The player 
was never in a position to catch the ball.  Ulster number 11 fell to the ground making contact with the side of his head, neck and 
shoulders.   
Mr Robertson, on behalf of the player, showed a short clip on which various matters had been highlighted.  This showed that the 
player started to chase the kicked ball, that there was a line of three Ulster players running back, and everyone was looking at the 
ball in the air.  The distance between the two Ulster players varied from 3.4 metres to 2.3 metres when the player ran through the 
gap to jump for the ball and at the same time he was confronted by Ulster 11 who was already jumping to catch the ball.  The 
player attempted to stop but he had overrun the ball under Ulster 11 before jumping, making contact with Ulster 11 when Ulster 
11 was in the air.   
 

 

 

The medical evidence was reported by email.  It was to the effect that there was immediate concern about a neck injury.  The fact 
that there was no neck injury was confirmed on the pitch and Mr Moxham was taken off the pitch for a head injury assessment 
(“HIA”).  He failed the first HAI and did not return to play.  After the game his HIA2 was normal.  On reviewing the footage the 
Ulster medical team felt it likely that Mr Moxham had sustained a brief loss of consciousness and exhibited tonic posturing 
pathogenic of concussion.  He therefore was managed as a criteria 1 removal and followed the concussion graduated return to 
play.  Mr Moxham missed the game on 16 April 2022 (as well as 69 minutes of the match against Toulouse) but will be fit to play in 
the game on 23 April 2022.   

 

 

 
The player accepted the match officials reports as accurate, that there was foul play, and that his actions merited a red card.  The 
player said: “I had no intention to touch Ben [Moxham] in the air or cause injury to him. My intention, all the time, was to contest 
the ball in the air. The situation was a high kick from our scrum-half. When I saw the kick I realised that it would be a good ball to 
contest so I started running faster to arrive in a good way to jump for the ball. During my run to the ball, I had to pass the first 
defensive line of the rival team. There were three Ulster players in front of me. They didn’t impact on my run but I had to run fast 
to get past them and get to the ball. They blocked my view of the Ulster 11 until I was past them. At all times, I was looking at the 
ball, which was high in the air. When I was arriving, having passed through the three players in the defensive line and preparing to 
jump, I realise that Ben had already jumped and was above me. I had no chance to stop or to move away because I was coming too 
fast, there was only a split second until the impact and the situation surprised me.”   
The player said how he had been concerned for Mr Moxham, had accepted the red card, and had checked how Mr Moxham was at 
half time.  He had apologised to Mr Moxham then, and at the end of the game.  The player said that he was very sorry that he had 
made contact with Mr Moxham in the air.  The player was relieved that Mr Moxham would be able to play this coming weekend, 
and the player had maintained contact with Mr Moxham after the match.  
Mr Robertson said that it was a blustery day which affected the ball.  Mr Robertson referred to a graph showing that the player 
had reached a maximum speed of 30 km/h before decelerating before impact to 14 km/h (a decrease of more than 50 per cent). 
There was no reaction from the Ulster players. 

  



 

 

 

☒ ☐ ☐ ☐

We found that there was a breach of law 9.17 in that the player had tackled Ulster number 
11, whose feet were off the ground. 

 
 

 
 

PLEASE TICK APPROPRIATE BOX                    ☐ ☒



 

☐ ☒ ☐

 

We have not selected an entry point above top end.  The reasons for selecting the mid-range entry point are as follows.  First, this 

action involved a high degree of recklessness, because although the player did not see Ulster number 11 until the last 
moment, the player should have anticipated the presence of an Ulster player competing for the ball.  Secondly this 
action involved a high degree of danger, because Ulster number 11 was flipped in the air and came down from height 
on to the side of his head, neck and shoulders.  Thirdly 

read to require a 
mid-range starting point in this case because there was contact between the head of Ulster number 11 and the ground.  
This, however, is not the approach which has been taken to the mandatory minimum mid range entry requirement in 
other cases.  The mandatory minimum mid range entry requirement has been interpreted to apply to contact between 
the tackler and the head of the tackled player, see Lovotti v World Rugby 7 October 2019.  This meant that we were 



able to choose a low-end, mid-range or top end entry point, but we chose the mid-range entry point for the reasons 
given. 

 

 

The player has a good disciplinary record apart from one red card in July 2021 for a dangerous high tackle. 

This is already included in the sanctions table. 

None relevant. 

The player accepted his fault, on the pitch and afterwards.  
The player apologised to Ulster number 11 and to the 
referee. 

The player has a good disciplinary record apart from one red card 
in July 2021 for a dangerous high tackle. 

Not relevant. The player co-operated fully with the disciplinary process. 



The player was sorry for his actions and apologised as soon 
as he could. 

 

The player was entitled to credit for his apology, acceptance of the foul play, and co-operation with the process.  We noted his red 
card in July 2021 but also recorded that this red card was against the background of a good disciplinary record throughout his 
player career.  In the event we considered that the player should be given full credit, which cannot exceed 50 per cent, see 7.8.35 
of the Disciplinary Rules 2021/22.  

4 weeks.                                                                             ☐
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