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DISCIPLINARY DECISION 

Match 
 

Tonga v Uruguay 

Competition 
 

 

Date of match 
 

19.11.22 
 

Match venue Stadium Arcul d Triumf, 
Bucharest 

Rules to apply 
 

Regulation 17 World Rugby Handbook 
 

[insert logo e.g.] 
PARTICULARS OF OFFENCE 

Player’s surname 
 

Alonso Date of birth 19.09.01 

Forename(s) 
 

Juan Manuel 

Player’s Union 
 

Uruguay  

Referee Name 
 

Craig Evans Plea ☒  Admitted          ☐  Not admitted 

Offence 
 

Law 9.17 – a Player must not 
tackle, charge, pull, push or grasp 
an opponent whose feet are off 
the ground 
 

SELECT:            Red card ☒     Citing    ☐        Other ☐ 
 
If “Other” selected, please specify: 
 
 
 
 

Summary of 
Sanction 

5 weeks  

 
HEARING DETAILS 

Hearing date 
 

23.11.22 Hearing venue Remote via Zoom 

Chairman/JO 
 

Samantha Hillas KC 

Other Members of 
Disciplinary 
Committee 

Bogdan Zebega (FFR) 
Juan Pablo Spirandelli (UAR) 

Appearance Player 
 

YES ☒        NO ☐ Appearance Union YES ☒         NO ☐ 

Player’s 
Representative(s) 

Guzman Barreiro – HP manager 
 

Disciplinary Officer 
and/or other 
attendees 

Brian Hammond – WR legal 
counsel 
Joyce Hayes - WR 

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

• Red Card report – Craig Evans (WRU) 
• Statement from the victim player Afusipa Taumoepeau dated 21.11.22 
• Letter from Dr Adam Reuben, Consultant Emergency Medicine doctor and team doctor 

for the Tonga team dated 22.11.22 
• 7 x video clips from the match footage, a ‘compilation’ of that footage and three 

separate MP4 files ‘top’, ‘end’ and ‘wide’ showing the incident from a number of 
angles 

• Judicial Committee standard directions 
• Regulation 17 at July 2022 
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SUMMARY OF ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF CITING/REFEREE’S REPORT/INCIDENT FOOTAGE 
 

The following is taken from the referee’s report: 
 
“Uruguay No.11 chased a kick downfield and made contact with Tonga 15 when in the air and as a result 
the Tonga No.15 landed in a dangerous position. 
The team of 4 considered the contact between Uruguay 11 & a red player before the contact in the air, 
however we didn’t think this was a contributing factor as the contact was initiated by Uruguay 11.” 
 
The Panel were presented with match footage which originally comprised 7 separate clips numbered 1 to 
7.  These were then compiled into three clips called ‘End’, ‘Tight’ and ‘Wide’.  They showed the earlier 
contact between the Player and the ‘red player’ (Tonga 23):  both players are chasing the ball; their lines 
of running collide and the Player uses an outstretched arm to push Tonga 23 out of the way. Tonga 23 
falls to the ground.  The Player then re-focuses on the play in front of him, by which point Tonga 15 is in 
the air and the Player collides into his legs and feet, causing Tonga 15 to tip over completely so that, from 
some height and with a fair degree of momentum, the Tonga 15 player drops head first.  Tonga 15 just 
manages to land on his upper back, rather than his neck or head.  There was no attempt by the Player to 
jump for the ball.  
 

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

1. Statement in the form of a letter dated 21.11.22 from Afusipa Taumoepeau in which he says he 
was running to retrieve a highball kick, approached where he anticipated the ball landing and 
jumped in the air to try to win the ball.  As he was in the air, he felt someone make contact with 
his feet/legs which caused him to tip his balance.  He thought he landed on his head as he felt 
dizzy after the incident, although sees from the match footage that he did not land on his head.  
He was removed from the game.  He felt dizzy and sore from the impact but these symptoms 
subsided once he was back at the hotel. 
 

2. Letter from Dr Adam Reuben, Consultant Emergency Medical Doctor, Ikale Tahi Rugby dated 
22.11.22 which says that on immediate review, the victim player (“AT”) was conscious and alert 
although appeared a little dazed.  He was fully orientated and recalled the incident.  AT had no 
signs or symptoms suggestive of a neck injury.  Appropriate to remove him from the field of player 
for further assessment.  The facility was not available to undertake a formal Head Injury 
Assessment/close review of the footage to establish a formal diagnosis of concussion, so the 
decision was taken to remove AT permanently from the game.  Following further assessment after 
the end of the game, that evening and the following day, AT had no signs or symptoms of 
concussion such that it seemed safe and reasonable to exclude the diagnosis pending further 
assessment following his return to his club the following day. 
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SUMMARY OF PLAYER’S EVIDENCE 
 
The Player provided a written statement on the day of the hearing in which he accepted the charge of 
foul play and the red card, which he considered was deserved.   He was deeply sorry.  His actions were 
unintentional and, in his view, the earlier contact with Tonga #23 affected his line of running.  After the 
game he asked his team manager to contact the Tonga manager to check on AT’s welfare.  He obtained 
AT’s number and spoke to him to ensure he was OK and to apologise directly. 
 
The submissions made on behalf of the Player concentrated on two main areas:  (1) the earlier contact 
with Tonga 23 affected the Player’s line of running.  This was not something that was given much attention 
by the match officials but is something that should be taken into account by the Panel and (2) the victim 
player did not land on his head.  
 
In more general terms it was submitted on behalf of the Player that everything happened very quickly.  If 
the contact with Tonga 23 had not occurred, the incident would not have happened.  This pushed the 
Player to his left and into the direct encounter with the victim player.  The Player accepted the charge 
apologised as soon as he could. 
 
The Player confirmed the submissions made on his behalf. When questioned by the Panel about the focus 
of his attention during the contact with Tonga 23, he said it all happened so fast, he was watching the ball, 
was about to jump but crashed into Tonga 23 and he could not remember more than that. 
 
In terms of entry point, it was submitted on behalf of the Player that his actions were reckless, that the 
victim player had not landed on his head and that the prior contact with Tonga 23 was a contributory 
factor which should lead to the Panel determining that low end was the appropriate entry point.  
Thereafter, there would be mitigation for the player’s youth and early apology/acceptance of the charge. 
 
In terms of the Player’s disciplinary record, he received a six-week suspension in 2021 when playing in a 
U20s tournament in South Africa following a Red Card imposed for putting his finger in the eye of a 
Georgian player. 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT 
 

The Panel found that: 
1. Whilst there was contact between the Player and Tonga 23 immediately prior to the incident 

leading to the Red Card, the match officials had already considered this in the context of the 
incident and determined it was not a contributing factor in terms of culpability because the 
contact was initiated by the Player (see referee’s report).  The Panel agreed with the referee in 
this regard: the match footage clearly shows the Player pushing Tonga 23 out of the way.  If this 
distracted the Player and contributed to the incident which occurred immediately thereafter by 
putting him into a position where collision with the victim player was unavoidable, it was the 
Player’s own actions which put him in that position. 
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2. The Player’s actions were not intentional but reckless.  The Panel accepted the Player’s evidence 

that he did not intend the collision with the victim player.  However, he was chasing a high ball 
and it was highly likely Tonga players would be jumping for it.  The Player should have known that 
there was a real likelihood that his actions would result in collision with a player in the air and 
that, due to the vulnerable position of a player in the air, any collision would almost certainly lead 
to act of foul play and could well result in an injury to that player. 
 

3. This incident occurred whilst the victim player was in a vulnerable position. The force of the 
collision caused the victim player to tip 180° and land dangerously.  It was down to luck, rather 
than any evasive action on the part of the Player, that the victim player managed to land on his 
upper back rather than on his neck or head causing much more serious injury. 
 

4. Although it is accepted the victim player did not land on his neck or head, the victim player was 
injured as a result of the incident.  He felt dizzy and sore and this lasted until he was back at his 
hotel.  He was removed permanently from the game as a result. 
 

DECISION 
  

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

 

SANCTIONING PROCESS 
 

ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS 
 

Assessment of Intent – R 17.18.1(a)-(b) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
Intentional ☐                  Reckless ☒ 

State Reasons  
See paragraph 2 of the findings above. 

Nature of actions – R 17.18.1(c) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
The player made contact with the victim player whilst the victim player was in the air, which caused the victim player 
to tip and land in a dangerous position.  See further findings above. 

Existence of provocation – R 17.18.1(d) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
N/A 

Whether player retaliated – R 17.18.1(e) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
N/A 

Self-defence – R 17.18.1(f) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 



221123 JC Decision Nov Int’ls Alonso (Uruguay)  Page 5 of 7 

N/A 

Effect on victim – R 17.18.1(g) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
The victim player thought he landed on his head as he felt dizzy after the incident, although saw from the match 
footage that he did not land on his head.  He felt dizzy and sore from the impact but these symptoms subsided once 
he was back at the hotel.  He was removed permanently from the game.   
 
Effect on match – R 17.18.1(h) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
No effect on the match save that the victim player was removed from the field of play.  Tonga was leading 31 points 
to 19 at the incident and went on to win the game 43 points to 19 

Vulnerability of victim – R 17.18.1(i) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
The victim player was in a vulnerable position, contact having been made with his legs whilst he was in the air, 
causing him to tip 180°, bringing with it a high risk of him landing on his head or neck 

Level of participation/premeditation – R 17.18.1(j) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
No premeditation 

Conduct completed/attempted – R 17.18.1(k) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
Completed. 

Other features of player’s conduct – R 17.18.1(l) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
Although the earlier contact with Tonga 23 was a contributing factor, this contact was initiated by the Player who 
was distracted from taking any evasive action to protect the victim player.  It did not act to reduce the seriousness 
of the incident 

 

ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS CONTINUED 
 

Entry point  
Top end*             Weeks/Matches 
 ☐ 

Mid-range               Weeks/Matches 
 ☒                                        8 

Low-end                 Weeks/Matches 
  ☐ 

 

*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 17.18.1(a), 17.18.1(g), and 
17.18.1(h) or the equivalent provisions within the Tournament Rules referred to above. 

Reasons for selecting Entry Point above Top End 
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RELEVANT OFF-FIELD MITIGATING FACTORS 
 

Acknowledgement of commission of foul play – 
R 17.19.1(a) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 

Player’s disciplinary record – R 17.19.1(b) (or equivalent 
Tournament rule) 

The player admitted the act of foul play and accepted that 
the red card was deserved 

The Player received a six-week suspension in 2021 when 
playing in a U20s tournament in South Africa following a 
Red Card imposed for putting his finger in the eye of a 
Georgian player 
 

Youth and/or inexperience of player – R 17.19.1(c) (or 
equivalent Tournament rule) 

Conduct prior to and at hearing – – R 17.19.1(d) (or 
equivalent Tournament rule) 

The player is young (21) but not inexperienced.  He has 
played through the international ranks from U16s 
upwards 

Excellent 

Remorse and timing of remorse – R 17.19.1(e) (or 
equivalent Tournament rule) 

Other off-field mitigation – R 17.19.1(f) (or equivalent 
Tournament rule) 

The Player obtained the victim player’s telephone 
number and spoke to him to check on his welfare and to 
apologise directly 

N/A 

 
Number of weeks/matches deducted:                       
 
Summary of reason for number of weeks/matches deducted: 
 
The Player met a number of the mitigating factors but had received a relatively recent (2021) and relatively lengthy (6 
weeks) suspension. The Panel considered that, on balance, a 3-week reduction was appropriate. 

 
ADDITIONAL RELEVANT OFF-FIELD AGGRAVATING FACTORS 

 

Player’s status as an offender of the Laws of the Game – R 17.20.1(a) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
See above – six weeks’ suspension in 2021  

Need for deterrence – R 17.20.1(b) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
N/A 

Any other off-field aggravating factors – R 17.20.1(c) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 
N/A 

 

Number of additional weeks/matches:                           

 
  

0 

  3 
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SANCTION 
 

NOTE: PLAYERS ORDERED OFF OR CITED BY A CITING COMMISSIONER ARE PROVISIONALLY SUSPENDED PENDING 
THE HEARING OF THEIR CASE, SUCH SUSPENSION SHOULD BE TAKEN INTO CONSIDERATION WHEN SANCTIONING – 
R 17.12.5(f) / 17.13.7 (or equivalent Tournament rule) 

Total sanction  5 weeks Sending off sufficient  ☐ 
 

Sanction commences 
 

19.11.22 

Sanction concludes 28.01.23; free to play again on 29.01.23 

Matches/tournaments 
included in sanction 

7s tournament weekends:   
 
26/27.11.22 Costa Rica;  
02/03.12.22 Dubai;  
09/10.12.22 Cape Town;  
20/21.01.23 Hamilton;  
27/28.01.23 Sydney 
 

 
Costs 
 

£0 

 
Signature  
(JO or Chairman) 
 

 
Samantha Hillas KC 

Date  
23.11.22 

 

NOTE:  YOU HAVE 48 HOURS FROM NOTIFICATION OF THE DECISION OF THE CHAIRMAN/JO TO LODGE AN APPEAL WITH THE 
TOURNAMENT DIRECTOR – R 17.24.2(a) (or equivalent Tournament rule) 

 


