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	Benetton v Ospreys Rugby 

	Player’s Club

	Ospreys Rugby
	Competition
	United Rugby Championship

	Date of match

	21/03/2026
	Match venue
	Stadio Monigo, Treviso

	Rules to apply

	United Rugby Championship 2025/26 Disciplinary Rules
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	PARTICULARS OF OFFENCE

	Player’s surname

	Moriarty
	
	

	Forename(s)

	Ross

	Referee Name

	Ian Kenny
	Plea
	☐  Admitted          ☒  Not admitted

	[bookmark: _Hlk21341202]Offence

	9.20 Dangerous play at a ruck or maul.
(a) A player must not charge into a ruck of maul.  Charging includes any contact made without binding onto another player in the ruck or maul.
	SELECT:            Red card ☒     Citing    ☐        Other ☐

If “Other” selected, please specify:




	Summary of Sanction
	3 weeks subject to a possible reduction of 1 week on successful completion of the Coaching Intervention Programme.




	HEARING DETAILS

	Hearing date

	25/03/2026
	Hearing venue
	Zoom

	Chair

	Jennifer Donovan (Ireland)

	Other Members of Disciplinary Committee
	Donal Courtney (Ireland) 
Stefan Terblanche (South Africa)

	Appearance Player

	YES ☒        NO ☐
	Appearance Club
	YES ☒         NO ☐

	Player’s Representative(s)
	Dai Davies, Ospreys Rugby Team Manager
	Disciplinary Officer and/or other attendees
	Paul Larter, URC

	List of documents/materials provided to Player in advance of hearing
	Hearing Notification Letter.
Tournament Disciplinary Rules
Hawk-Eye / Mobii Footage
Referees Report - Ian Kenny
TMO Report - Paul Haycock
AR1 Report - Federico Vedovelli
AR2 Report - Riccardo Bonato
Player statement in response to standing directions 
Player statement, Aminu Destiny (Benetton Treviso) ("B17")
Medical statement, Giacomo Mazzon, Head of Physio, Benetton Treviso.
Email from Chair to Player re applicable Law.



	






	SUMMARY OF ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF CITING/REFEREE’S REPORT/MATCH FOOTAGE
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The referee reported that the player had been sent off for an offence contrary to Law 9.11 which he described as follows:
"Player enters breakdown and makes contact with upper arm to the head of benneton player.  Deemed illegal action as player is always upright and makes head contact".

The Report of the TMO stated that the player received a 20 minute red card for an infringement of Law 9.20(b) and that "Ospreys 8 struck the Benetton player with his upper arm direct to the head".

AR1 described the offence in the following terms:
"After a TMO check, I observed that player O8 made a dangerous clean-out, making contact with the defender's head.  It was foul play as he led with his shoulder.  The incident was referred to the TMO for an off-field review, resulting in an immediate 20 minute red card, as it was his second yellow card".
AR1 recorded the applicable Law as 9.20(a).

The report from AR2 recorded an offence contrary to Law 9.20(b) and stated that "The Ospreys player with jersey no. 8, Ross Moriarty in an attempt to go and perform a clean out on a Benetton player, participating in a breakdown near the goal area, comes into contact with his right shoulder on the player Benetton's head.  On the field, I found myself in agreement with the referee decision for a yellow card with off field review, which following a yellow already awarded to the same player turned out to be converted into a red card for 20 minutes after TMO review".

Footage of the incident was available from several angles.  The footage shows the Ospreys in possession. The ball is picked at the base of a ruck and is carried into contact by Ospreys No. 20 ("O20").  O20 is tackled initially by Benetton 7 ("B7") and then by B17.  The player approaches from directly opposite B17 with a clear line of sight.  B17 is in a low tackle position to the left of B7.  During the initial tackle on O20, B7 moves to his left and makes contact with B17, who is moved to his left and onto his knees as a result.  The player approaches the contact area from 4-5 strides out, looking directly at B17.  The player's left arm is raised on the initial approach.  During the last 2 strides of the approach,  the player's left arm is dropped and is clearly vertical when the player reaches the ruck, with the left shoulder to the fore.  The player's left upper arm/shoulder makes contact with the head of B17.  The player's right arm is raised on contact and goes around the left side of B17.




	[bookmark: _Hlk496611854]ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF OTHER EVIDENCE (e.g. medical reports)
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B17 said in his statement "For what I remember I tried to assist the tackle to stop the ball carrier, after my tackle I left a hit on my head and fell down.  I never lost consciousness and I continued to play without any problem".
The medical report stated that "Aminu was hit on the head with the Osprey's number 8 shoulder.  He did not lose consciousness and showed no symptoms consistent with Criterion 1.  Following an on-field clinical assessment and video review, it was determined that a HIA test was not required.  He sustained no physical consequences or medical treatment".




	SUMMARY OF PLAYER’S EVIDENCE



	
The player confirmed that he was the player named in the sending off report.  He acknowledged having committed an act of foul play but sought to show that the offending did not meet the red card threshold.  The player, in his statement, expressed confusion as to the applicable Law and this is dealt with under "Findings of Fact" below. 

The player felt that a yellow card sanction was "justified and proportionate".  He said that he had no intention to offend or to make contact with the head of B17.  He said that he intended to hit him at his midriff but that during the player's run up, B17 dropped his height drastically as a result of contact from his own teammate.  He said that B17 had gone down just at the point of contact, both dropping in height and moving sideways.  The player believed that the initial contact was between his chest and B17's head and that secondary contact was between the left arm and head.  

The player was questioned about the position of his left arm as he arrived to the ruck.  It was put to him that he had dropped his arm straight down and that there was no attempt to wrap or bind.  The player said that B17 was very low and that there was no room between B7 and B17.  He felt that any wrap with his left arm could end up around the head of B17 and his intention was to "scoop" him off of the ruck by putting his left arm underneath him.  

In relation to the level of danger, the player submitted that the level of danger was low.  He said that B17 was uninjured and continued to play and that this was indicative of low force.







	FINDINGS OF FACT



	
The question of the Law applicable to the offence was dealt with as a preliminary matter at the outset of the hearing.  The reports of the match officials had referred variously to Laws 9.11, 9.20(a) and 9.20(b).  On the Chair seeking clarification from the match officials, the referee indicated that there had been an error in his report and that the Law reference should have been 9.20(b).  This had been made known to the player in advance of the hearing and it was indicated that the hearing would proceed on that basis.

However, as a preliminary matter at the hearing, the player was advised of a Law Clarification that had been issued by World Rugby in relation to Law 9.20 offences (Clarification 1:2026, dated the 2nd March, 2026).  This law clarification includes the following differentiation between offences under Law 9.20(a) and 9.20(b) - 

“In simple terms, the majority of offences which lead to red cards in these areas should be considered 9.20a offences. To have met the red card threshold, they usually involve a player arriving into a ruck/maul/tackle at speed, and with no grasp or bind with the arm at the point they make the dangerous contact with an opponent. A player attempting, but not completing, a grasp/bind is not sufficient. Only if a player has a fully legal action arriving into contact (with a completed bind and/or grasp and so not to be deemed a charge) but still makes dangerous head contact which meets the red card threshold, should it be sanctioned under 9.20b.”

Bearing this Law Clarification in mind, the Chair indicated that the committee intended to deal with the matter under Law 9.20(a) on the basis that it did not appear that the player had a fully legal action arriving into the contact and submissions were invited in respect of that issue.  The player’s representative asked why the Law quoted in the referee’s report was 9.11 and the Chair indicated that certain offence could possibly fall under a number of different laws without necessarily being incorrect.  The player was advised that whilst the sanction in respect of Law 9.20(b) was a lesser sanction, the sanctions relating to Law 9.11 and 9.20(a) were the same.  The Chair indicated to the player that she was happy to adjourn the hearing for a time should the player wish to consider this matter further or to seek further advise.  The player confirmed that he was satisfied to proceed.

Having carefully considered all of the evidence, including the reports of the match officials, the match footage and the evidence of the player, the Committee found that the player had failed to demonstrate, on the balance of probabilities, that the awarding of the red card was incorrect.  The commission of the act of foul play was admitted by the player.  The level of danger was considered, bearing in mind the guidance provided by the Head Contact Process.  It was found that the action was dynamic, that the contact with the head of B17 was direct and that there was not a low degree of force, albeit that B17 was fortunately uninjured.  It was found that the offending did meet the red card threshold. 

It was found that the player, in approaching the breakdown with a straight left arm and closed hand, without any visible attempt to bind or grasp with the left arm was not in a position to make a legal tackle and so no mitigation could be considered.  Even if that were not the case, the committee did not feel that there would have been sufficient mitigation to reduce the sanction downwards, having considered any possible mitigating factors by referred to the HCP including the drop in height suggested by the player

The red card was therefore upheld. 




	DECISION


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



	
SANCTIONING PROCESS





	ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS



	Assessment of intent – DR 7.6.30(a) and (b)

	Intentional ☐	                 Reckless ☒

	State Reasons 

	The player's evidence was that the offending was not intentional and this was accepted.

	Nature of actions – DR 7.6.30(c)

	Shoulder / upper arm of player made direct contact with the head of B17


	Existence of provocation – DR 7.6.30(d)

	
N/a

	Whether the Player retaliated – DR 7.6.30(e)

	N/a


	Self-defence – DR 7.6.30(f)

	N/a


	Effect on victim – DR 7.6.30(g)

	The player was uninjured and was able to continue playing.


	Effect on match – DR 7.6.30(h)

	Nil


	Vulnerability of victim – DR 7.6.30(i)

	The player was not in a particularly vulnerable position, save that he would not have been expecting the head contact.


	Level of participation/premeditation – DR 7.6.30(j)

	Full participation, no premeditation.


	Conduct completed/attempted – DR 7.6.30(l)

	
Conduct completed.

	Other features of the Player’s conduct – DR 7.6.30(l)

	
N/a







	ASSESSMENT OF SERIOUSNESS CONTINUED



	Entry point 

	Top end*                       Weeks
 ☐
	Mid-range                   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.
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

	N/a



	RELEVANT OFF-FIELD MITIGATING FACTORS


	Acknowledgement of guilt and timing – DR 7.6.32(a)
	Player’s disciplinary record/good character – DR 7.6.32(b)

	
The player, in a statement submitted pre-hearing, acknowledged the offending.
	The player had one previous disciplinary issue for an offence of a different nature dating back to 2018.  For the purpose of considering mitigation, the player is deemed to have a clean disciplinary record.

	Youth and inexperience of player – DR 7.6.32(c)
	Conduct prior to and at hearing – DR 7.6.32(d)

	The player has played professional rugby for 14 years.
	The player and his representative were co-operative and courteous throughout the hearing.

	Remorse and timing of remorse – DR 7.6.32(e)
	Other off-field mitigation – DR 7.6.32(f)

	The player said that he shook hands with B17 after the match but that B17 did not appear to wish to engage beyond that.  The player said that he was unaware of the reason for the red card until the following day - believing it to have been a red card on foot of a second yellow card.
	Nil

	3

Number of weeks deducted:              

	

	Summary of reason for number of weeks deducted:
For the reasons outlined above, the committee held that a 50% reduction in sanction ought to be applied.  The committee also consented to the player applying to participate in the Coaching Intervention Programme.






 
	ADDITIONAL RELEVANT OFF-FIELD AGGRAVATING FACTORS



	Player’s status as an offender of the Laws of the Game – DR 7.6.35(a)

	N/a

	Need for deterrence – DR 7.6.35(b)

	N/a

	Any other off-field aggravating factors – DR 7.6.35(c)

	N/a



Number of additional weeks:                       0


	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 
	3 weeks, subject to a possible further reduction of 1 week on successful completion of the Coaching Intervention Programme.
	Sending off sufficient  ☐


	Sanction commences

	21/03/2026.


	Sanction concludes
	To be confirmed once the player's playing schedule has been confirmed which is dependent on match results.

	Matches/tournaments included in sanction
	28/03/2026  Connacht  v  Ospreys. (URC)
04/04/2026 Ospreys v Ulster (EPCR)
Final match TBC subject to playing schedule.



	Costs

	Nil



	Signature 
(Chair)

	
Jennifer Donovan
	Date
	
25/03/2026



NOTE:  YOU HAVE 48 HOURS FROM NOTIFICATION OF THE DECISION OF THE CHAIR TO LODGE AN APPEAL WITH THE CHAIRMAN OF THE DISCIPLINARY PANEL C/O THE DISCIPLINARY OFFICER– DISCIPLINARY RULES 8.1 (PAGE 4-28)
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