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Match Section Paloise Vs Toyota Cheetahs 
Club’s Country South Africa Competition EPCR Challenge Cup 
Date of match 10.12.2022 Match venue Stade du Hameau - Pau 
Rules to apply EPCR Disciplinary Rules 2021/22 

   

PARTICULARS OF OFFENCE 
 

Player’s surname Oupa  Date of birth 03-08-1990 
Forename(s) Mohoje Plea Admitted X  Not Admitted ☐ 
Club name Toyota Cheetahs 
SELECT:    Red card ☐    Citing ☒    Other (specify) ☐ 
Offence Law 9.20 Dangerous play in a ruck or maul. More specifically the paragraph a) A player must not charge 

into a ruck or maul. 
Summary of Sanction 3 weeks (the disciplinary panel agree that one week of the sanction may be replaced by a «Coaching Intervention» 

that complies with the World Rugby Head Contact Process Coaching Intervention Programme. 
  

HEARING DETAILS 
 

Hearing date 14-12-2022 Hearing venue Multiple Zoom remote hearing 
Chairman/JO Marcello d’Orey Panel member 1 Mathew O’Grady 
Panel member 2 Anthony Wheat  Disciplinary Officer Liam McTiernam 
Appearance Player Yes X        No ☐    Appearance Club Yes  X           No ☐    

 
Player’s Representative(s):          Other attendees: 

 Aswell Rafferty – Team Manager 
 Marius Botha – Legal representative 
 Ismael Dollie – Payer’s Union Representative – as 

observer 
  

 Maria Gyolcsos – EPCR administrative 
 Danny Rumble – EPCR assistant disciplinary officer 

 - 
List of documents/materials provided to player in advance of hearing: 

(i) Citing Commissioner Report  
(ii)  Letter of complaint from Mr McTiernan to Mr Hamlin 
(iii)  Letter convening the hearing from Mr Hamlin to the Player 
(iv)  Emailed report from the match referee, Sam Grove-White 
(v)  Emailed report from the assistant referee 1, Hollie Davidson 
(vi)  Emailed report from the assistant referee 2, Ru Campbell 
(vii)  Emailed report from the television match official, Andrew McMenemy 
(viii)  Video footage of the relevant incident 
(ix)  Video footage of an interview of the Section Paloise player, Yvan Reilhac by the citing commissioner 
(x)  3 photos of the Section Paloise player, Yvan Reilhac face 

 
 

SUMMARY OF ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF CITING/REFEREE’S REPORT/FOOTAGE 
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The Citing Commissioner Report  
Head Contact by Toyota Cheetahs’ No.7 (Oupa Mohoje) on Section Paloise’s No.13 (Yvan Reilhac) 
The C11 player (Tapiwa Mafura) gets the ball from C9 (Ruan Pienaar) from a tackle situation at the left side of the field of play, 10m 
from the touchline. He runs between the two defenders P21 (Thibault Daubagna) and P13 (Yvan Reilhac). C7 (Oupa Mohoje) stands 
5m on the left-back side of the contact and runs to the place where P13 stands. P13 and C7’s body positions are high. C7 runs into 
the contact at high speed, right shoulder leading, the left arm behind the body of P13, and contact directly with the head of P13. 
The force means the level of danger is high. Both players go to ground and P13 holds his face. The ball is in play and they continue 
the game. After several phases, the game stops by the Referee because the Cheetahs' player holds the ball on the ground. 
The Referee (Sam Grove-White) responded “TMO will check don’t worry” to P18 (Maks van Dyk) who asks the Referee “Sir, can we 
look at the clean-out?” and “please that was direct to the head”.  
The medical staff treats P13 who has a bruise under his right eye. The player continues to play, and the medical staff checks again 
his eye at one of the stoppages after about 5 minutes (MT70:25) and the match doctor orders the player to leave the field of play 
for HIA. The player did not return to game because it was 12 minutes left in the game which meant the HIA review had to be 
completed. He did not need any other medical treatment after the match. 
Multiple additional angles of the incident and picture of the injury were requested and supplied. 
As a result of this incident, The Citing Commissioner conducted an online interview with Yvan Reilhac the following day in the 
presence of his team manager in relation to the incident which was recorded. 
Having taken into account this interview and studied all the additional footage and angles, The Citing Commissioner believed that 
this incident was an act of foul play on behalf of the Cheetahs' No.7, Oupa Mohoje who made direct contact to the right face of 
Section Paloise No.13, Yvan Reilhac, causing a bruise under the eye. 
Therefore, for this reason, the citing commissioner issued the Cheetahs' No.7, Oupa Mohoje with a Full Citing contrary to law 9.13 
of World Rugby's International laws of the game. 
 
 
The report from the television match official, Andrew McMenemy:  
«I can confirm that I had question marks surrounding the clear out at a breakdown which I saw once live and subsequently on the 
delay screen from Camera 1 which is a high and wide angle. From this angle it could not be ascertained whether or not the clear 
out was legal or if there was any head contact.  
I asked the TV production team to find the breakdown and show me replays however this was not provided to me in any way.  
I was aware that the Pau player had an injury to his right eye and was removed from the field of play. I was also aware of the 
players request to look at head contact which I did ask for.  
As previously stated, I was not provided any further evidence from any further angles which would allow me to question the clear out 
at the breakdown. » 
 
The report from the match referee, Sam Grove-White: 
«I didn’t see the incident live and have nothing to add from what the CC has included around my interaction with the TMO who was 
provided with no footage. » 
 
The report from the assistant referee 1, Hollie Davidson: 
«I did not see the below incident, I was on the opposite touch line. » 
 
The report from the assistant referee 2, Ru Campbell 
«Oupa Mohoje Incident  
As detailed in the citing report, I was the closest AR to the incident. I did not see the incident live. After noticing that the player was 
down during a water break very shortly after, the TMO searched for angles of the incident but nothing was referred for a formal 
review. » 

 

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

None 
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SUMMARY OF PLAYER’S EVIDENCE 
 

The Player’s legal representative declared that there was no objection to the composition of the Panel and no preliminary points 
arose.  
The Player’s legal representative accepted the amendment to the citing report, made by the judicial panel, regarding the 
law/Regulations concerning the offence for which the player was cited, from the Law 9-13 (A player must not tackle an opponent 
early, late or dangerous), to the Law 9.20, paragraph a) (Dangerous play in a ruck or maul. A player must not charge into a ruck or 
maul. Charging includes any contact made without binding onto another player in the ruck or maul.) 
The Player’s legal representative stated that the Player accepted that the citing commissioner report is accurate, and in consequence 
plead guilty, as he accepted that he was the Player involved in the alleged foul play, and that the player accepted that there was a 
foul play, and that it was worth of a red card. 
The Player’s legal representative stated that the incident was not intentional, but reckless.  
The Player was then invited to explain his actions and he did so by reference to the video footage shown. The essence of his 
explanation was as follows: 
 

 His Cheetahs team mate, was being held from the ground by 2 opponents.  
 He decided to help him, and as he was close to the action, 3-4 steps, he made an attempt to push those players. 
 But by the time he got there, his Cheetahs team mate had fallen to the ground and one of the opponents spined and 

changed his position and unfortunately there was a contact between his shoulder and the face of his opponent. 
 He didn’t realised that there was a contact between his shoulder and his opponent face in the match, but only when he 

received the citing report. 
 The contact was not intentional, but reckless. 
 He accepted that there was a contact, and that it was worth of a red card. 
 Was remorseful of his action. 
 Did not apologised immediately to the opponent player because he didn’t realise that there was a head contact. 
 But wanted to express his remorse to his opponent and after the hearing send his opponent a message with his apologies. 
 He has always behave properly on the rugby field. 

 
The Player’s legal representative then made his submissions by reference to the criteria set out in Regulation 17 to support his view 
that the Mid-range Entry point classification was appropriate in this case. In terms of mitigation, he suggested the Player was entitled 
to the maximum 50% allowable. This was because although the player was not young (he is 32 years old), the player has played for 
more than more than 10 years and have played more than 100 times for the Cheetahs team and also for the South Africa National 
team, and have never received a red card and only a few yellow cards, the player had an unblemished disciplinary record and his 
conduct prior to and in the hearing. 
He also stated that World Rugby has introduced a centralised Head Contact Process Coaching Intervention Programme as a positive 
measure to further encourage changes in player behaviour to reduce head contact and head injuries. 
The Head Contact Process Coaching Intervention Programme is only available in cases of foul play involving the World Rugby Head 
Contact Process. 
Players may apply under the Head Contact Process Coaching Intervention Programme to substitute the final week/match of a 
suspension with a Coaching Intervention that targets the specific technical issue that contributed to the act of foul play. 
Access to the Head Contact Process Coaching Intervention Programme is discretionary and depends on approval from the 
Disciplinary Panel. In the event of a malicious act of foul play for example, a Panel may determine that it would not be appropriate 
to grant access but generally, Panels are encouraged to grant the player access to facilitate this positive measure. 
The Player and his legal representative accepted that they would be willing to apply for that programme, if the Disciplinary 
Committee approved it. 
The Player’s Legal representative also brought the player’s team near future calendar. He explained that the next official games for 
the Cheetahs are on the 17th of December 2022, 13th of January 2023 and 19th of January 2023. 
The Player’s legal representative also submitted that because the team is not involved in the URC, they have arranged for a 
preparation match against Griquas Rugby team, on the 4th of January 2023. The Match is a full game, sanctioned by the SARU, and 
should be considered a meaningful match for disciplinary purposes. 
 
Mr. Liam McTiernam, representing EPCR, also accepted the amendment to the citing report, made by the judicial panel, regarding 
the law/Regulations concerning the offence for which the player was cited, from the Law 9-13 (A player must not tackle an opponent 
early, late or dangerous), to the Law 9.20, paragraph a) (Dangerous play in a ruck or maul. A player must not charge into a ruck or 
maul. Charging includes any contact made without binding onto another player in the ruck or maul.). 
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Mr. Liam McTiernam submitted that in face of the plead made by the player, and also from the footage, and the mandatory minimum 
mid-range entry point stated by the regulation for head contact incidents, EPCR would consider the appropriate entry point for the 
incident the mid-range entry point, because they believe that the incident was not intentional, but resulted from a reckless 
assessment made by the Cheetahs player. There was no consequence for the game. The gravity was not high, there was no 
provocation, no retaliation, no self-defence, no premeditation, and although the conduct was completed, there was no major 
consequence for the victim because of the player’s action. 
Mr. Liam McTiernam also accepted that the player may apply for the Head Contact Process Coaching Intervention Programme to 
substitute the final week/match of his suspension.  
 

  

FINDINGS OF FACT 
 

The panel considered matters in private having reminded themselves that the correct test their determination of factual issues is 
the balance of probabilities. 
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, and that the incident was worth of a red card. 
There was little dispute as to the facts as displayed in the video recording as described by the Citing Commissioner in his report. 
The Player asserted that the contact was not intentional, but rather reckless.  
Therefore, the Disciplinary Committee was required to consider what further action should be taken as a result of the player being 
shown the red card in respect of a contravention of law 9.20 (a). 
The Disciplinary Committee found, on the balance of probabilities, that: 

1. The Player had not intended to make contact with the face of the Section Paloise player, Yvan Reilhac face. 
2. The Player knew or should have known that there was a significant risk of committing an act of foul play which had the 

potential to cause an injury to his opponent. (as seen in the video evidence and described above). 
3. The player’s shoulder made clear contact with the face of the Section Paloise player, Yvan Reilhac face. 
4. Although the act was not violent, it was a rugby action that was poorly executed.  
5. The Section Paloise player was vulnerable, and the act could have caused a serious injury, and was not more dangerous, 

because the player was not in full speed and the hit to the face was not very violent.   
6. The player had an unblemished previous disciplinary record and his conduct prior to and in the hearing were very good. 
7. The preparation game to be played on the 4th of January 2023 should be considered a meaningful match for disciplinary 

purposes. 
 
The hearing was reconvened and the panel’s decisions relayed to the parties.  

 
DECISION 

 
Breach admitted X          Proven  ☐        Not proven ☐    Other disposal (please state below)  ☐ 

 
 
 

SANCTIONING PROCESS 
 

 
ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS 

 
 

Assessment of Intent – R 7.8.32 (a)-(b)  
PLEASE TICK APPROPRIATE BOX                    Intentional/deliberate ☐    Reckless X 

State reasons  
The panel accepted the Player’s assertion that his intentions were legitimate but undertaken, in the event, recklessly 
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Gravity of player’s actions – R 7.8.32 (c) 
The legitimate intention of the Player required strong force and therefore the offence was committed with that force and 
consequent gravity 

Nature of actions – R 7.8.32  (d)  
Attempting a ‘clear out’ but so that Player’s right shoulder struck the Section Paloise player, Yvan Reilhac face. 

Existence of provocation – R 7.8.32 (e)  
None 

Whether player retaliated – R 7.8.32 (f)  
None 

Self-defence – R 7.8.32 (g)  
None 

Effect on victim – R 7.8.32 (h)  
Attention on the field, and the player had to be temporary substituted because he went for the HIA protocol. After the game 
the player had a black eye. 

Effect on match – R 7.8.32 (i)  
None 

Vulnerability of victim – R 7.8.32 (j) 
Victim was in play and therefore as braced as he would normally be. He was not however in a position to defend himself 
against an opponent entering a ruck in the manner of the Player 

Level of participation/premeditation – R 7.8.32 (k)  
None 

Conduct completed/attempted – R 7.8.32 (l) 
Completed 

Other features of player’s conduct – R 7.8.32 (m)  
None 

 

ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS CONTINUED 
 

Entry point  
Top end*                       Weeks 
 ☐ 

Mid-range                        Weeks 
 X                                       6 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. 
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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 

NA 

 
 

RELEVANT OFF-FIELD MITIGATING FACTORS 
 

Acknowledgement of guilt and timing – R 7.8.35(a)  Player’s disciplinary record/good character – R7.8.35 (b)  
The player didn’t realise during the game of his actions, but 
as soon as he received the Citing report he realised and 
acknowledge his error. 

The player had a previous unblemished record.  

Youth and inexperience of player – R 7.8.35 (c)  Conduct prior to and at hearing – R 7.8.35 (d)  
None Suitably and properly cooperative and respectful of the process 

 

Remorse and timing of remorse – R 7.8.35 (e)  Other off-field mitigation – R 7.8.35 (f)  
As soon as possible given circumstances None 

 
Number of weeks deducted:               
 

 

Summary of reason for number of weeks deducted: 
The player accepted that he had committed an act of foul play which warranted a red card and did not seek to challenge this, he apologised to 
the opponent player and indicated that he had no intention to cause an injury and conducted himself in an exemplary manner at the hearing. The 
player had a clean disciplinary record.  
Taking all off field mitigating factors into account, the Committee concluded that the Player was entitled to a 50% reduction from 
the two-week entry point.  
The disciplinary committee approve the access to the coaching intervention programme as it is applicable to situations such as the 
one in this case, and the player and Union have indicated that they accept and want to do that. 
In the event of the player receiving a confirmation of completion from World Rugby’s coaching intervention programme, the final specified match 
of the player’s suspension (to be played on the 13th January 2023) will be substituted by the successful Coaching Intervention, without the need 
to reconvene this panel.  
 

 
 
 

ADDITIONAL RELEVANT OFF-FIELD AGGRAVATING FACTORS 
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Player’s status as an offender of the Laws of the Game – R 7.8.34 (a)  
None 

Need for deterrence – R 7.8.34 (b)  
None 

Any other off-field aggravating factors – R 7.8.34 (c)  
None 

Number of additional weeks:   

SANCTION 
NOTE: PLAYERS ORDERED OFF ARE PROVISIONALLY SUSPENDED PENDING THE HEARING OF THEIR CASE, SUCH SUSPENSION SHOULD BE TAKEN 
INTO CONSIDERATION WHEN SANCTIONING – R 7.2.5 
 

Total sanction (weeks) 3 (three)                           
 

Sending off sufficient ☐ 
 

 
Sanction commences 
 

10-12-2022 
Costs 

None 

 
Sanction concludes  
 

13th January 2023 (or midnight on 04th 
January 2023 if the Player successfully 

completes the Head Contact Process 
Coaching Intervention) 

 
Free to play 
 

14th January 2023 (or 05th January 2023 
if the Player successfully completes the 

Head Contact Process Coaching 
Intervention) 

 
 

Signature  
(JO or Chairman) 
 

 

 

Date 
 
15-12-2022 

 

NOTE:  YOU HAVE THE RIGHT OF APPEAL AGAINST THIS DECISION AS SET OUT IN REGULATION 8.1 AND 8.2 OF THE EPCR DISCIPLINARY 
REGULATIONS. YOUR ATTENTION IS SPECIFICALLY DRAWN TO THE TIME LIMIT AND DIRECTIONS/REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO AN APPEAL SET 
OUT IN REGULATION 8.2.1 TO 8.2.4 OF THE REGULATIONS 


