
MODEL RULES COMMITTEE 
MEETING AGENDA (v.3.0) 

Sunday, December 2, 2018 – 1:30pm – 5:00pm. 
Omni Tucson National Resort, Tucson, Arizona, USA 

(All Meeting Materials can be accessed online at http://www.arcimodelrules.online ) 

1. Call to Order – Larry Eliason, Committee Chair, South Dakota Gaming
Commission.

2. Minutes from Previous Meeting.

3. Proposed Amendments to Chapter 6 – Flat Racing Officials (Possible Action
Items)

A) Language updates throughout Chapter 6 that include changing
“Commission” to “Regulatory Authority” and “State” to
“Jurisdiction,”  to include Canada and other countries;

B) Terminology updates to reflect technology being implemented or
currently in use in the industry;

C) Amendment to ARCI 006-077 – Outriders;
D) Amendment to ARCI 006-020 Racing Secretary – creation of new

section (G) Eligibility;
E) Amendment to ARCI 006-015 Stewards, Section D Disciplinary

Action – increase in fines and suspensions;
F) Amendment to ARCI 010-010 Entries and Nominations, Section (D)

Coupled Entries.

4. Proposed Amendment to ARCI-008-030 Jockeys. (Possible Action Item).

5. Proposed Model Rule Addition – ARCI-004-015 Single Pool Methodology.
(Possible Action Item.)

6. Development of Uniform Policy regarding Regulatory Jurisdiction over a
horse intended to race.  Proposed formation of workgroup to develop
consensus approach.  (Discussion Item.)

7. Proposed Modification to Penalty Guidelines for presence of Clenbuterol in
Quarter Horses.  (Proposal anticipated, Possible Action Item.)

8. Discussion Item – Breakage  (Discussion Item.)
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9. Discussion Item – Mandatory Rest Periods for Race Horses.

10.  RMTC Proposed Amendments to Uniform Classification Guidelines for 
Foreign Substances and Recommended Penalties. Action Item

11.  Proposed Amendment to ARCI-011-020 Subd. I pertaining to Testosterone. 
Action Item

12.  Proposed Amendment to ARCI’s Endogenous, Dietary, or Environmental 
Substances Schedule - morphine - Action Item

13.  Old Business:  Interference. Possible Action Item

14.  Other Business: RMTC 14 Day Vet Record Proposal, next meeting dates 
TBD. 

(The Chair reserves the right to modify this agenda as well as the order in which items will be 
considered). 
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Agenda Item 2 

 

Approval of the Minutes from 

July 10, 2018; Omaha, Nebraska 
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MODEL RULES COMMITTEE 

OFFICIAL MINUTES 
Tuesday, July 10, 2018 – 1:30pm  

Capitol Marriott, Omaha, Nebraska, USA 
 

 
 

1. Call to Order & Roll Call – Chairman Elisason called the meeting to 
order at 1:30pm CDT.  Roll was called and the following voting 
committee members were present: Chairman Eliason of South Dakota, 
Rick Goodell (telephonically) of New York, John Wayne 
(telephonically) of Delaware, Marc Guilfoil of Kentucky, Dan Hartman 
of Colorado, Mike Hopkins of Maryland, Charles Gardiner of 
Louisiana, Doug Moore of Washington, Tom Sage of Nebraska, Tom 
DiPasquale of Minnesota, Kelly Cathey of Oklahoma, and Duncan 
Patterson of Delaware.  Also present were Ed Martin, President of 
ARCI; Eric Smith of ARCI; and several additional representatives from 
various regulatory agencies and other industry organizations. It was 
declared that a quorum was present. 
 

2. Minutes from Previous Meeting – motion to approve the minutes of 
the April 6, 2018 committee meeting in Hot Springs, AR by Mr. 
Hopkins; seconded by Mr. Moore. The motion was approved without 
objection. 

 
3. Proposed Modification to ARCI-007-020 Facilities and Equipment 

(Concussion Protocol) – Mr. Hopkins briefed the committee on the 
proposed changes which were intended to increase the ability of 
tracks to comply with the rule while not diminishing the rule’s 
effectiveness. He noted the the proposed changes were arrived at in 
consultation with medical professionals, the Jockeys’ Guild, and the 
TRA. Mindy Coleman of the Jockeys’ Guild suggested two minor 
changes to the proposal.  Mr. DiPasquale raised concerns regarding 
the requirement to use the “most current” sport concussion tool 
because optical scanners could eventually replace the SCAT baseline 
tests that are currently in use and those devices could be prohibitively 
expensive for some organizations. Mr. Goodell asked if there have 
been discussions regarding making the baseline testing requirement 
mandatory to everyone who gets on horseback or works in the starting 
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gate at a racetrack. Mr. Hopkins answered that those discussions 
have taken place but the consensus is that attempting to expand the 
protocol beyond jockeys at this time would have a mitigating effect on 
the effectiveness of the current proposal and it would be more 
beneficial to iron out the issues with the current proposal and then 
bring other participants into the fold.  Mr. Sage asked how the smaller 
tracks would be able to afford this protocol and asked whether there 
has been any discussion about requiring jockeys to pay for their own 
initial baseline assessment. Ms. Coleman replied that the intention 
behind the proposed changes was to make the requirements less 
cumbersome and expensive while maintaining the intended 
protections.  There was a discussion about whether this protocol 
should be a part of the “house rules” at racetracks, or if it would be 
better as a licensing requirement, similar to annual physical 
examinations.  Mr. Martin questioned where this rule places the onus 
of responsibility and who should be responsible: the racetrack or the 
jockey? Mr. Eliason suggested that a similar rule should be adopted 
and placed in the jockey section of the Model Rules.  Mr. Hartman 
stated that he believed the proposal was ready to be adopted without 
the language requiring annual baseline testing and that language 
should be brought back at a future meeting and placed in a more 
appropriate section (perhaps licensing). Mr. Hartman made a motion 
to that effect and Mr. Sage seconded the motion. The motion was 
approved without objection. 
 

4. Proposal Modification ARCI-006-020 Racing Secretary, 
subsection B – (Proposal by the Thoroughbred Racing Protective 
Bureau). The Chairman announced that Agenda Items 4 and 5 would 
be considered together. 

 
5. Proposed Modification to ARCI-010-030 Horses Ineligible – 

(Proposal by the Thoroughbred Racing Protective Bureau).  Hank 
Zeitlin (TRA and TRPB) testified in support of the proposals that were 
intended to accommodate updated procedures of the Jockey Club 
which have made microchipping mandatory and replaced hard copy 
foal papers with digital certificates. Chairman Eliason questioned the 
applicability of the rule to other breeds which are not currently being 
microchipped.  The proposal was amended to indicate it only applies 
to Thoroughbred horses at this time. Mr. Hopkins moved to adopt the 
proposals as amended on the screen; seconded by Mr. Guilfoil. The 
motion was approved without objection.  
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6. Proposed Model Rules rules governing Sports Betting – Mr. Martin 
introduced the topic saying that there are a number of ARCI member 
jurisdictions that are being looked at as an option to regulate sports 
betting in their states, and although this is not a racing-specific issue, it 
does affect some of our members and could represent an opportunity 
for growth to the ARCI. He also noted that, regardless of which entity 
in a given jurisdiction ends up regulating sports betting, it will have 
some impact on the racing business. The question at-hand was 
whether ARCI should create a new membership class for sports 
betting regulators and whether ARCI should begin to promulgate 
Model Rules for the regulation of sports betting.  Mr. Martin 
emphasized that the proposed rules were based on the rules used by 
the Nevada Gaming Control Board (the only ARCI member which 
currently regulates sports betting) and, at this point, represent only a 
starting point in a very long process in the evolution of a “living 
document,” much like the Model Rules of Racing; therefore, he was 
seeking preliminary adoption of the proposed rules.  Brian McIntosh 
(NGCB) addressed the committee by phone and gave an overview of 
the sports betting regulatory framework in Nevada. After a lengthy 
discussion which included both pro and con viewpoints, Mr. Hartman 
moved that the proposal be adopted as a preliminary section of the 
Model Rules and that ARCI staff be authorized to make any necessary 
changes to remove any state specific references; Mr. Gardiner 
seconded the motion.  Mr. DiPasquale commented that, in the spirit of 
presenting a unified front, he would vote in favor of the motion despite 
his previously  voiced concerns.  The motion prevailed unanimously, 
with Mr. Patterson and Mr. Wayne abstaining due to sports betting 
regulations already existing in their jurisdiction. 
 

7. USTA Submission on “Beard Trainers” – Mike Tanner (USTA) 
spoke to the committee about the proposal. Chairman Eliason said 
that he understood that this proposal was not being presented as a 
Model Rule, but rather as a proposed “best protocol or practice;” Mr. 
Tanner agreed.  Mr. Tanner acknowledged that this was a “first step” 
and they are seeking input and advice from a wide array of regulators 
and stakeholders before proposing that it be adopted as a Model Rule. 
No action was required at this time.  

 
8. Old Business:  Interference – This was a “carryover” agenda item 

that is still under discussion at ROAP and no action was necessary. 
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9. New Business – The next Model Rules Committee meeting to be held 
in Tucson, Arizona on December 2, 2018 at the Tucson Omni 
National.  

 

10. Adjournment – Mr. Sage moved to adjourn; Mr. Hopkins seconded 
the motion. The motion prevailed with no objection or abstention and 
the Chair adjourned the meeting at 4:27pm CDT. 
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Agenda Item 3 
Proposed Amendments to ARCI 

Model Rules Chapter 6 & 10 

A. Language updates throughout Chapter 6 that include changing

“Commission” to “Regulatory Authority” and “State” to “Jurisdiction,” to

include Canada and other countries;

B. Terminology updates to reflect technology being implemented or currently

in use in the industry;

C. Amendment to ARCI-006-077, Outriders;

D. Amendment to ARCI-006-020, Racing Secretary – creation of new section

(G) “Eligibility”;

E. Amendment to ARCI-006-015, Stewards, Section D: Disciplinary Action –

Increase in fines and suspensions;

F. Amendment to ARCI 010-010, Entries and Nominations, Section (D):

Coupled Entries
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RCI MODEL RULES COMMITTEE 
PETITION FOR NEW RULE OR CHANGE TO EXISTING 

Your Contact Information: 

Name:  Cathy O’Meara 

Organization:  ROAP 

Address:  821 Corporate Drive, Lexington, KY 40503 

Phone(s): 859-224-2702

Fax #: 859-296-3033

E-mail Address:  comeara@jockeyclub.com or contactus@horseracingofficials.com 

A. Brief Description of the Issue

 Language updates throughout Chapter 6 that include changing “Commission” to “Regulatory

Authority” and “State” to “Jurisdiction,” to include Canada and other countries
 Updating to reflect technology being implemented or currently in use in the industry (e.g. Digital

Certificates and Photos, Microchips)
 Addition of “Outriders” and removal of “Photo Finish Operator” as Racing Officials
 Addition of an “Outriders General Duties” section
 Addition of a rule for Horse Eligibility after a positive test is returned and a purse payment timeframe
 Under ‘Disciplinary Action’ increasing license suspension from “one” to “five” years and fine from

“$2,500” to “$10,000”

 Update to Coupled Entries rule to reflect the current state of the industry

B. Discussion of the Issue and Problem

There is a lack of uniformity between states regarding Hose Eligibility after a positive test is 
returned and widely differing purse payment timeframes during said process. Roughly half of the 
jurisdictions surveyed reported that all horses involved retain their original placings until final 
adjudication and the other half require both the first and second place horses to carry the win 
penalty until final adjudication. 

Please submit this petition via email to rules@arci.com. Submissions received within 45 days 

of the next committee meeting will only be considered at that meeting at the discretion of the 

President or Chair of the Model Rules Committee. Printed petitions should be sent to: 

Racing Commissioners International 

1510 Newtown Pike, Suite 210 

Lexington, KY 40511  

Phone: 859/224-7070 
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ROAP conducted Regional Stewards Conference calls in September 2018 and found the 
following results: 

1. Eligibility after a Positive Test 
 Horses retain original placing until after appeal is decided in: 

WA, CA*, AZ, WY, CO, ID, NY, FL, ALB, ONT 
(*CA: assuming that a stay or TRO is granted, but those are not automatic with an 
appeal) 

 Both the 1st and 2nd place horse carry the win after the first ruling (and during appeal): 
TX, AR, NJ, MD, LA, IL, OH, IA, MA, DE 

 Both 1st and 2nd place horse carry the win after positive test of 1st place horse: 
MN, KY, TT 

 Due to the sometimes lengthy appeal process, most felt that it was unfair to force the 2nd 
place horse to also carry the win before the case was ultimately adjudicated 

2. Purse Payment Timeframe 
 Held for horses sent to test barn: 

IA, DE, AR, TX, NJ, TT 
 All released within 24-72 hours: 

CA, MN, NY, MA 
 Only stakes are withheld: 

WA, FL, ALB, ONT 
 All held until tests clear: 

AZ 
 All are paid within 2 weeks: 

NE 
 Horsemen’s Group Guarantees Purses: 

WA, MN, FL, MD 
 

3. Penalty limits should be increased 
4. Outriders should be added to the list of Racing Officials because of their direct involvement in the 

race (as lead ponies) 
5. Photo Finish Operators should not be listed as Racing Officials because they are usually 

employees of the equipment owner or racetrack 

6. Horseshoe Inspectors should be removed as Racing Officials because some states do not allow 
individuals to hold more than one license and many Horseshoe Inspectors have a second 
occupation at the track 

C. Possible Solutions and Impact 

A model rule for eligibility adopted in all states would eliminate instances where a horse is eligible 
for a condition in one state but not another (e.g. a maiden race).  

 

D. Please identify any affected stakeholder groups that expressed support or opposition. 

(These stakeholders may include the racetracks, breed registries, owners, trainers, jockeys, 

veterinarians, or others.) 

The proposed changes are supported by the majority of regional representatives of active North 
American Stewards.  

 

E. Attach the model rule language you are proposing. Please show new language with 

underlined text. If you are proposing that current model rule language be eliminated, 
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please strikeout the language to be deleted. 

 

F. Do any racing jurisdictions currently have a version of this rule in effect? If yes, please 

attach copies of those rules.  

Yes, Washington has a similar eligibility rule in effect. See attached. 
 

G. Review the RCI Model Rules and identify any other Model Rules this change would 

affect and submit proposed amendments to those rules to comply with changes that would 

be made by this proposal. 

 

 
 
 

FILING THIS REQUEST WITH RCI DOES NOT GUARANTEE YOUR PROPOSAL WILL BE 

CONSIDERED BY THE MODEL RULES COMMITTEE. IF YOU HAVE OPPOSITION FROM AN 

INTERESTED PARTY, YOU ARE STRONGLY ENCOURAGED TO TRY TO  REACH  CONSENSUS 

PRIOR TO FILING THIS FORM. 
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FLAT RACING OFFICIALS - CHAPTER 6 

ARCI-006-005 Purpose 

To define the duties and responsibilities of flat racing officials 

Adopted in Version 1.4 ARCI 8/27/02 NAPRA 10/2/02 

ARCI-006-010 General Provisions  

A. Racing Officials 
Officials at a race meeting include the following: 

(1) stewards; 

(2) racing secretary; 

(3) horsemen's bookkeeper; 

(4) paddock judge; 

(5) horse identifier; 

(6) clerk of scales; 

(7) jockey room custodian; 

(8) starter;  

(9) timer/clocker; 

(10) patrol judge, absent video replay equipment; 

(11) placing judge, if duty not performed by stewards; 

(11) photo-finish operator 

(12) official veterinarian; 

(13) racing veterinarian; 

(14) association-employed veterinarian 

 horseshoe inspector 

(15) outriders  

(16) any other person designated by the CommissionRegulatory Authority. 

B. Eligibility 
To qualify as a racing official, the appointee shall be: 

(1) of good character and reputation; 

(2) experienced in flat racing; 

(3) familiar with the duties of the position and with the CommissionRegulatory Authority's 

rules of flat racing; 

(4) mentally and physically able to perform the duties of the job; and 

(5) in good standing and not under suspension or ineligible in any racing jurisdiction. 

C. Approval and Licensing 
The CommissionRegulatory Authority, in its sole discretion, may determine the eligibility of a 

racing official and, in its sole discretion, may approve or disapprove any such official for 

licensing. 
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D. Prohibited Practices 
While serving in an official capacity, racing officials and their assistants shall not:  

(1) participate in the sale or purchase, or ownership of any horse racing at the meeting; 

(2) sell or solicit horse insurance on any horse racing at the meeting; 

(3) be licensed in any other capacity without permission of the CommissionRegulatory 

Authority, or in case of an emergency, the permission of the stewards; 

(4) wager on the outcome of any race under the jurisdiction of the CommissionRegulatory 

Authority; or 

(5) consume or be under the influence of alcohol, or any prohibited substances while 

performing official duties. 

E. Report of Violations 
Racing officials and their assistants shall report immediately to the stewards every observed 

violation of these rules and of the laws of this statejurisdiction governing racing. 

F. Observations and Notifications 
(1) Any racing official shall report to the Stewards as soon as possible any perceived issues with 

a horse based on the condition prior to the race which may significantly affect the running of 

the race 

(2) Upon notification to the stewards, they shall authorize conduct an immediate investigation. 

G. Complaints Against Officials 
(1) Complaints against any steward shall be made in writing to the CommissionRegulatory 

Authority and signed by the complainant. 

(2) Any complaint against a racing official other than a steward shall be made to the stewards 

in writing and signed by the complainant.  All such complaints shall be reported to the 

CommissionRegulatory Authority by the stewards, together with a report of the action 

taken or the recommendation of the stewards. 

(3) A racing official may be held responsible by the stewards or the CommissionRegulatory 

Authority for the actions of their assistants. 

H. Appointment 
(1) A person shall not be appointed to more than one racing official position at a meeting 

unless specifically approved by the CommissionRegulatory Authority. 

(2) The CommissionRegulatory Authority shall appoint or approve the stewards at each race 

meeting. 

I. Appointment of Substitute Officials 
Where an emergency vacancy exists among racing officials, the stewards or the association, with 

the stewards' approval, shall fill the vacancy immediately.  Such appointment shall be reported to 

the CommissionRegulatory Authority and shall be effective until the vacancy is filled in 

accordance with these rules. 

J. Appointment of Substitute Steward 
Should any steward be absent at race time, and no approved alternate steward be available, the 

remaining stewards shall appoint a substitute for the absent steward.  If a substitute steward is 
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appointed, the CommissionRegulatory Authority and the association shall be notified by the 

stewards. 

 

Adopted in Version 1.4 ARCI 8/27/02 NAPRA 10/2/02 

Version 3.1 to 3.2 ARCI 12/9/04 NAPRA 12/9/04: Deleted and modified rule language 

Version 4.4 to 4.5 ARCI 4/23/09 Amended language 

Version 4.9 to 5.0 ARCI 12/9/11 Added language Observation and Notification 

Version 5.0 to 5.1 ARCI 4/27/12 deleted language 

ARCI-006-015 Stewards 

A. Accreditation 
To qualify for appointment as a Steward, the appointee shall meet the experience, education and 

examination requirements necessary to be accredited by the Racing Officials Accreditation 

Program in association with the Universities of Arizona and Louisville and be in good standing 

with all racing jurisdictions. 

B. General Authority 
(1) The stewards for each meeting shall be responsible to the CommissionRegulatory Authority 

for the conduct of the race meeting in accordance with the laws of this statejurisdiction and 

these rules. 

(2) The stewards shall enforce these rules and the racing laws of this jurisdiction.  

(3) The stewards' authority includes supervision of all racing officials, track management, 

licensed personnel, other persons responsible for the conduct of racing, and patrons, as 

necessary to insure compliance with these rules.  

(4) The stewards shall have authority to resolve conflicts or disputes related to racing and to 

discipline violators in accordance with the provisions of these rules.  

(5) The stewards have the authority to interpret the rules and to decide all questions of racing 

not specifically covered by the rules. 

C. Period of Authority 
The stewards' period of authority shall commence 10 days prior to the beginning of each meeting 

and shall terminate with the completion of their business pertaining to the meeting. 

D. Disciplinary Action 
(1) The stewards shall take notice of alleged misconduct or rule violations and initiate 

investigations into the matters. 

(2) The stewards shall have authority to charge any licensee for a violation of these rules, to 

conduct hearings and to impose disciplinary action in accordance with these rules.  

(3) The stewards may compel the attendance of witnesses and the submission of documents or 

potential evidence related to any investigation or hearing. 

(4) The stewards may at any time inspect license documents, registration papers, and other 

documents related to racing.  

(5) The stewards have the power to administer oaths and examine witnesses. 

(6) The stewards shall consult with the official veterinarian to determine the nature and 

seriousness of a laboratory finding or an alleged medication violation. 
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(7) The stewards may impose any of the following penalties on a licensee for a violation of 

these rules: 

(a) issue a written reprimand or warning; 

(b) assess a fine; 

(b)(c) assess Multiple Medication Violation points; 

(c)(d) require forfeiture or redistribution of purse or award, when specified by applicable 

rules; 

(d)(e) place a licensee on probation; 

(e)(f) suspend a license or racing privileges; 

(f)(g) revoke a license; or 

(g)(h) exclude from grounds under the jurisdiction of the CommissionRegulatory 

Authority. 

(8) The stewards may suspend a license for not more than onefive years per violation; or or 

they may impose a fine not to exceed $2,510,000 per violation; or they may suspend and 

fine; or they may or and order that a person be ineligible for licensing unless specified in 

other sections of these rules. 

(9) The stewards shall submit a written report to the CommissionRegulatory Authority of every 

inquiry and hearing. 

(10) A stewards' ruling shall not prevent the CommissionRegulatory Authority from imposing a 

more severe penalty.  

(11) The stewards may refer any matter to the CommissionRegulatory Authority and may 

include recommendations for disposition.  The absence of a stewards' referral shall not 

preclude CommissionRegulatory Authority action in any matter.  

(12) Purses, prizes, awards, and trophies shall be redistributed if the stewards or 

CommissionRegulatory Authority order a change in the official order of finish. 

(13) All fines imposed by the stewards shall be paid to the CommissionRegulatory Authority 

within (___) after the ruling is issued, unless otherwise ordered. 

E. Protests, Objections and Complaints 
The stewards shall investigate promptly and render a decision in every protest, objection and 

complaint made to them.  They shall maintain a record of all protests, objections and complaints.  

The stewards shall file daily with the CommissionRegulatory Authority a copy of each protest, 

objection or complaint and any related ruling. 

F. Stewards' Presence 
Three stewards shall be present in the stewards' stand during the running of each race. 

G. Order of Finish for Pari-Mutuel Wagering 
(1) The stewards shall determine the official order of finish for each race in accordance with 

the rules of the race chapter 10. 

(2) The decision of the stewards as to the official order of finish, including the disqualification 

of a horse or horses as a result of any event occurring during the running of the race, shall 

be final for purposes of distribution of the pari-mutuel wagering pool. 
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H. Cancel Wagering 
The stewards have the authority to cancel wagering on an individual betting interest or on an 

entire race and also have the authority to cancel a pari-mutuel pool for a race or races, if such 

action is necessary to protect the integrity of pari-mutuel wagering. 

I. Records and Reports 
(1) The stewards shall may prepare a daily report, oin a format approved by the 

CommissionRegulatory Authority, detailing their actions and observations made during 

each day's race program.  The report shall should contain the name of the racetrack, the 

date, the weather and track conditions, scratches, horses sent to the test barn, horses 

euthanized or died on association grounds,on the racetrack or  vanned off, program 

changes, claims, inquiries, and objections, and any unusual circumstances or conditions, 

and any other information required by the Regulatory Authority.  The report shall be signed 

by each steward, and be filed with the CommissionRegulatory Authority not later than 24 

72 hours after the end of each race day, and made available to the public including posting 

to the regulatory authority and/or association website. 

(2) The presiding steward shall maintain a detailed log of the stewards' official activities.  The 

log shall describe all questions, disputes, protests, complaints, or objections brought to the 

attention of the stewards and all interviews, investigations and rulings made by the 

stewards.  The log shall be available at all times for inspection by the 

CommissionRegulatory Authority or its designee. 

(3) Not later than seven days after the last day of a race meeting, the presiding steward shall 

submit to the CommissionRegulatory Authority a written report regarding the race meeting.  

The report shall contain: 

(a) the stewards' observations and comments regarding the conduct of the race meeting 

and the overall conditions of the association grounds during the race meeting;  

(a)(b) any recommendations for rule changes, and protocols for the regulation of the 

race meeting; and 

(b)(c) any recommendations for improvement by the association or action by the 

CommissionRegulatory Authority. 

J. Stewards' List 
(1) The stewards shall maintain a Stewards' List of the horses which are ineligible to startbe 

entered in a race because of poor or inconsistent performance or behavior on the racetrack 

that endangers the health or safety of other participants in racing. 

(2) The stewards may place a horse on the Stewards' List when there exists a question as to the 

exact identification or ownership of said horse. 

(3) A horse which has been placed on the Stewards' List because of inconsistent performance 

or behavior, may be removed from the Stewards' List when, in the opinion of the stewards, 

the horse can satisfactorily perform competitively in a race without endangering the health 

or safety of other participants in racing. 

(4) A horse which has been placed on the Stewards' List because of questions as to the exact 

identification or ownership of said horse, may be removed from the Stewards' List when, in 

the opinion of the stewards, proof of exact identification and/or ownership has been 

established. 
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Adopted in Version 1.4 ARCI 8/27/02 NAPRA 10/2/02 

Version 3.1 to 3.2 ARCI 12/9/04 NAPRA 12/9/04: Amended new rule language 

Version 3.2 to 3.3 ARCI 12/7/05: Added and deleted rule language 

ARCI-006-020 Racing Secretary 

A. General Authority 
The racing secretary shall be responsible for the programming of races during the race meeting, 

compiling and publishing condition books, assigning weights for handicap races, and shall 

receive all entries, subscriptions, declarations and scratches. 

B. Foal, Health and Other Eligibility Certificates  
(1) The racing secretary or their designee approved by the stewards shall be responsible for 

receiving, inspecting and safeguarding the digital and paper foal and health certificates, 

Equine Infectious Anemia (EIA) test certificates and other documents of eligibility for all 

horses competing at the track or stabled on the grounds. 

(2) The racing secretary or their designee approved by the stewards shall record the alteration 

of the sex of a horse on the horse's foal certificate and/or report such to the appropriate 

breed registry and past performance services.  

(3) The racing secretary or their designee approved by the stewards shall record on a horse's 

registration certificate when a posterior digital neurectomy (heel nerving) is performed on 

that horse and/or report such to the appropriate breed registry. 

(4) Effective January 1, 2016, the racing secretary shall ensure that all horses entered to race 

are registered with the Association of Racing Commissioners International or its designees. 

(5) Effective January 1, 2020, the Racing Secretary shall ensure that the foal certificates for all      

Thoroughbred horses entered to race that were foaled in 2018, or thereafter, have a “Digital 

Tattoo.” This Digital Tattoo shall indicate that the Thoroughbred Racing Protective Bureau 

has confirmed the identity of the horse and uploaded updated digital photographs to the 

breed registry database.  

C. List of Nerved Horses 
The racing secretary shall maintain a list of nerved horses which are on association grounds and 

shall make the list available for inspection by other licensees participating in the race meeting. 

D. List of Bred Fillies and Mares 
The racing secretary shall maintain a list of all fillies or mares on association grounds who have 

been covered by a stallion. The list shall also contain the name of the stallion to which each filly 

or mare was bred and shall be made available for inspection by other licensees participating in 

the race meeting. 

E. Allocation of Stalls 
The racing secretary shall assign stall applicants such stabling as is deemed proper, a and 

maintain a record of arrivals and departures of all horses stabled on association grounds. 

F. Conditions 
(1) The racing secretary shall establish the conditions and eligibility for entering races and 

cause them to be published to owners, trainers and the CommissionRegulatory Authority 

and be posted in the racing secretary's office. 
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(2) For the purpose of establishing conditions, winnings shall be considered to include all 

monies and prizes won up to the time of the start of a race.  

(3) Winnings during the year shall be calculated by the racing secretary from the preceding 

January 1. 

 

 

ARCI 006-020(B)(4) Adopted in Version 6.2, July 16, 2015 

 

G. Eligibility 

(1) When the Regulatory Authority receives an official testing laboratory report of a Positive 

Test or Overage for a winner of a race that requires a disqualification, change in the order of 

finish and redistribution of the purse, the horse in question shall maintain the win in past 

performance records and carry the penalty of a win when determining eligibility for entry in 

a subsequent race. This horse’s condition and eligibility shall remain in effect until the 

Stewards issue a ruling disqualifying the aforementioned horse and order a redistribution of 

the purse.  

(2) The second place horse shall not carry the win in past performance records nor shall the 

second place horse carry the win in determining eligibility for entry in a subsequent race until 

the Stewards issue a ruling disqualifying the winner, change the order of finish and order a 

redistribution of the purse. 

(3) Should the aforementioned ruling be appealed, the disqualification, change in the order of 

finish and purse redistribution is stayed until final adjudication; and the winner must carry 

the win and the second place horse is not penalized for the condition.  

 
A.H. Listing of Horses 
The racing secretary shall: 

(1) examine all entry blanks and declarations to verify information as set forth therein; and 

(2) select the horses to start and the also eligible horses from the declarations in accordance 

with these rules. 

B.I. Posting of Entries 
Upon completion of the draw each day, the racing secretary shall post a list of entries in a 

conspicuous location in his/her office and make the list available to the media. 

C.J. Daily Program 
The racing secretary shall publish the official daily program, ensuring the accuracy therein of the 

following information:     

(1) sequence of races to be run and post time for the first race; 

(2) purse, conditions and distance for each race, and current track record for such distance; 

(3) the name of licensed owners of each horse, indicated as leased, if applicable, and 

description of racing colors to be carried; 

(4) the name of the trainer and the name of the jockey named for each horse together with the 

weight to be carried; 
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(5) the post position and saddle cloth number or designation for each horse if there is a variance 

with the saddle cloth designation; 

(6) identification of each horse by name, color, sex, age, sire and dam 

(7) A notice shall be included in the daily program that all jockeys will carry approximately 

three (3) pounds more than the published weight to account for safety equipment (vest and 

helmet) that is not included in required weighing out procedures.  Additionally the jockeys 

may weigh in with an additional (3) pounds for inclement weather gear when approved by 

the stewards, and; 

(8) such other information as may be requested by the association or the 

CommissionRegulatory Authority.  

D.K. Nominations and Declarations 
The racing secretary shall examine nominations and declarations and early closing events, late 

closing events and stakes events to verify the eligibility of all declarations and nominations and 

compile lists thereof for publication. 

E.L. Stakes and Entrance Money Records 
The racing secretary shall be caretaker of the permanent records of all stakes and shall verify that 

all entrance monies due are paid prior to entry for races conducted at the meeting. 

Adopted in Version 1.4 ARCI 8/27/02 NAPRA 10/2/02 

Version 4.6 to 4.7 ARCI Board 12/6/09: Amended Added Program Notice of Weight  

ARCI-006-025 Horsemen's Bookkeeper 

A. General Authority 
The horsemen's bookkeeper shall maintain the records and accounts and perform the duties 

described herein and maintain such other records and accounts and perform such other duties as 

the association and CommissionRegulatory Authority may prescribe. 

B. Records 
(1) The records shall include the name, mailing address, social security number or federal tax 

identification number, and the statejurisdiction or country of residence of each horse owner, 

trainer or jockey participating at the race meeting who has funds due or on deposit in the 

horsemen's account. 

(2) The records shall include a file of all required statements of partnerships, syndicates, 

corporations, assignments of interest, lease agreements and registrations of authorized 

agents 

(3) All records of the horsemen's bookkeeper shall be kept separate and apart from the records 

of the association. 

(4) All records of the horsemen's bookkeeper including records of accounts and monies and 

funds kept on deposit are subject to inspection by the CommissionRegulatory Authority at 

any time. 

(5) The association licensee is subject to disciplinary action by the CommissionRegulatory 

Authority for any violations of or non-compliance with the provisions of this rule. 

C. Monies and Funds on Account 
(1) All monies and funds on account with the horsemen's bookkeeper shall be maintained: 
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(2) separate and apart from monies and funds of the association; 

(3) in a trust account designated as Horsemen's Trust Account; and 

(4) in an account insured by the Federal Deposit and Insurance Corporation or the Federal 

Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation.    

(5) The horsemen's bookkeeper shall be bonded in accordance with CommissionRegulatory 

Authority stipulations. 

(6) The amount of purse money earned is credited in the currency of the jurisdiction in which 

the race was run. There shall be no appeal for any exchange rate loss at the time of transfer 

of funds from another jurisdiction. 

D. Payment of Purses 
(1) The horsemen's bookkeeper shall receive, maintain and disburse the purses of each race and 

all stakes, entrance money, jockey fees, purchase money in claiming races, along with all 

applicable taxes and other monies that properly come into his/her possession in accordance 

with the provisions of CommissionRegulatory Authority rules. 

(2) The horsemen's bookkeeper may accept monies due belonging to other organizations or 

recognized meetings, provided prompt return is made to the organization to which the 

money is due. 

(3) The fact that purse money has been distributed prior to the issuance of a laboratory report 

shall not be deemed a finding that no chemical substance has been administered, in 

violation of these rules, to the horse earning such purse money. 

(4) The horsemen's bookkeeper shall disburse the purse monies earned by horses not sent to the 

test barn inof each race and all stakes, entrance money, jockey fees and purchase money in 

claiming races, along with all applicable taxes, upon request, the next business day. within 

48 hours of receipt of Upon  notification that all tests with respect to such races have 

cleared the drug testing laboratory(ies) as reported by the stewards or the 

CommissionRegulatory Authority, the horsemen’s bookkeeper shall distribute purse monies 

earned to those horse owners whose test have cleared except that minimum jockey mount 

fees may be disbursed prior to notification that the tests have cleared the testing 

laboratory(ies). Should there be a prior written agreement between the Association and the 

horsemen’s representative organization at that track guaranteeing the reimbursement of all 

purses ordered to be returned to the Horsemen’s Bookkeeper in order to comply with a 

Stewards’ or Regulatory Authority’s order for a redistribution due to a positive laboratory 

report, ineligibility or other rule violation requiring a purse redistribution, the Horsemen’s 

Bookkeeper shall disburse the purses earned by horses in each race including all stakes and 

entrance monies the next business day. 

(5) Absent a prior request, the horsemen's bookkeeper shall disburse monies to the persons 

entitled to receive same within 15 days after the last race day of the race meeting, including 

purses for official races, provided that all tests with respect to such races have cleared the 

drug testing laboratory(ies) as reported by the stewards, and provided further that no protest 

or appeal has been filed with the stewards or the CommissionRegulatory Authority. 

(6) In the event a protest or appeal has been filed with the stewards or the 

CommissionRegulatory Authority, the horsemen's bookkeeper shall disburse the purse 

within 48 hours of receipt of dismissal or a final non-appealable order disposing of such 

protest or appeal. 
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Adopted in Version 1.4 ARCI 8/27/02 NAPRA 10/2/02 

ARCI-006-030 Paddock Judge 

A. General Authority 
The paddock judge shall: 

(1) supervise the assembly of horses in the paddock no later than fifteen (15) minutes before 

the scheduled post time for each race; 

(2) maintain a written record of all equipment, inspect all equipment of each horse saddled and 

report any change thereof to the stewards; 

(3) Insure that all horses are properly equipped with a type of safety reins that are approved by 

the commissionRegulatory Authority, and are originally designed and constructed to insure 

a secure secondary connection to the bit and reinforcement to prevent breakage. 

(4) prohibit any change of equipment without the approval of the stewards; 

(5) ensure that the saddling of all horses is done by or under the direct supervision of the trainer 

or licensed assistant trainer listed in the daily racing program or the trainer’s licensed 

assistant trainer, unless prior approval has been granted by the stewards; and is orderly, 

open to public view, free from public interference, and that horses are mounted at the same 

time, and leave the paddock for the post in proper sequence; 

(6) supervise paddock schooling of all horses approved for such by the stewards; 

(7) report to the stewards any observed cruelty to a horse;  

(8) ensure that only properly authorized persons are permitted in the paddock; and 

(9) report to the stewards any unusual or illegal activities. 

B. Paddock Judge's List  
(1) The paddock judge shall maintain a list of horses which shall not be enteredallowed to start 

in a race because of poor or inconsistent behavior in the paddock that endangers the health 

or safety of other participants in racing. 

(2) At the end of each race day, the paddock judge shall provide a copy of the List to the 

stewards. 

(3) To be removed from the paddock judge's List, a horse must be schooled in the paddock and 

demonstrate to the satisfaction of the paddock judge and the stewards that the horse is 

capable of performing safely in the paddock. 

Adopted in Version 1.4 ARCI 8/27/02 NAPRA 10/2/02 

Version 4.0 to 4.1: New rule language added 

ARCI-006-035 Horse Identifier 

A. General Authority 
The Horse Identifier shall: 

(1) when required, ensure the safekeeping of digital and paper registration certificates and 

racing permits for horses stabled and/or racing on association grounds; 

(2) inspect documents of ownership, eligibility, registration or breeding necessary to ensure the 

proper identification of each horse scheduled to compete at a race meeting; 
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(3) examine without physically touching unless wearing a disposable, sterile glove, for every 

starter in the paddock for sex, color, markings and lip tattoo, microchip (ISO 11784), freeze 

brand or other identification method approved by the appropriate breed registry and the 

CommissionRegulatory Authority for comparison with its registration certificate to verify 

the horse's identity; and 

(4) supervise when requested by the Regulatory Authority, monitor the tattooing, 

microchipping, freeze branding or other method of identification approved by the 

appropriate breed registry and the CommissionRegulatory Authority done to and for 

identification of any horse located on association grounds.    

B. Report Violations 
The Horse Identifier shall report to the stewards any horse not properly identified or whose 

registration certificate is not in conformity with these rules. 

Adopted in Version 1.4 ARCI 8/27/02 NAPRA 10/2/02 

Version 4.4 to 4.5 ARCI 4/23/09 Amended language added microchip and freeze brand 

ARCI-006-040 Clerk Of Scales 

A. General Authority 

The clerk of scales shall: 

(1) verify the presence of all jockeys in the jockeys' room at the appointed time; 

(2) verify that all such jockeys have a current jockey's license issued by the 

CommissionRegulatory Authority; 

(3) verify the correct weight of each jockey at the time of weighing out and weighing in and 

report any discrepancies to the stewards immediately; 

(4) oversee the security of the jockeys' room including the conduct of the jockeys and their 

attendants; 

(5) promptly report to the stewards any infraction of the rules with respect to weight, weighing, 

riding equipment, safety equipment, riding crops, or conduct; 

(6) record all required data on the scale sheet and submit that data to the horsemen's 

bookkeeper at the end of each race day; 

(7) maintain the record of applicable winning races on all apprentice certificates at the meeting; 

(8) release apprentice jockey certificates, upon the jockey's departure or upon the conclusion of 

the race meet; and 

(9) assume the duties of the jockey room custodian in the absence of such employee. 

Adopted in Version 1.4 ARCI 8/27/02 NAPRA 10/2/02 

ARCI -006-045 Jockey Room Custodian 

The jockey room custodian shall: 

(1) supervise the conduct of the jockeys and their attendants while they are in the jockey room; 

(2) keep the jockey room clean and safe for all jockeys; 

(3) ensure all jockeys are in the correct colors before leaving the jockey room to prepare for 

mounting their horses; 

Page 22 of 144



(4) keep a daily film list as dictated by the stewards and have it displayed in plain view for all 

jockeys; 

(5) keep a daily program displayed in plain view for the jockeys so they may have ready access 

to mounts that may become available; 

(6) keep unauthorized persons out of the jockey room; and 

(7) report to the stewards any unusual occurrences in the jockey room. 

Adopted in Version 1.4 ARCI 8/27/02 NAPRA 10/2/02 

ARCI-006-050 Starter 

A. General Authority 
The starter shall: 

(1) have complete jurisdiction over the starting gate, the starting of horses and the authority to 

give orders not in conflict with the rules as may be required to ensure all participants an 

equal opportunity to a fair start; 

(2) appoint and supervise assistant starters who have demonstrated they are adequately trained 

to safely handle horses in the starting gate.  In emergency situations, the starter may appoint 

qualified, licensed  individuals to act as substitute assistant starters; 

(3) ensure that at least one assistant starter is available for each horse in a race; 

(4) assign the starting gate stall positions to assistant starters and notify the assistant starters of 

their respective stall positions not more than 10 minutes before post time for the race; 

(5) assess the ability of each person applying for a jockey's or exercise rider’s license in 

breaking from the starting gate and working a horse in the company of other horses, and 

shall make said assessment known to the stewards; and 

(6) load horses into the gate in any order deemed necessary to ensure a safe and fair start;. 

(7) iImmediately report to the stewards any false starts, impeded starts or unfair starts.; and  

(7)(8) shall maintain and database detailed records of the schooling and behavior at and in the 

starting gate of all horses coming under his supervision. 

B. Assistant Starters 
With respect to an official race, the assistant starters shall not: 

(1) handle or take charge of any horse in the starting gate without the expressed permission of 

the starter; 

(2) impede the start of a race; 

(2)(3) ear a horse with anything other than a gloved hand; 

(3)(4) apply a whip or other device, with the exception of steward-approved twitches, to assist 

in loading a horse into the starting gate; 

(4)(5) slap, boot or otherwise dispatch a horse from the starting gate;  

(5)(6) strike or use abusive language to a jockey; or  

(6)(7) accept or solicit any gratuity or payment other than his/her regular salary, directly or 

indirectly, for services in starting a race. 
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C. Starter's List 
No horse starting for the first-time shall be permitted to start in a race unless prior written 

approval (gate card) is given by an official the starter certifying the proper schooling in and 

successful breaking from the starting gate.  The starter shall maintain a Starter's List of all horses 

which are ineligible to be entered in any race because of poor or inconsistent behavior or 

performance in the starting gate.  Such horse shall not be permitted to start in a racerefused entry 

until it has demonstrated to the starter that it has been satisfactorily schooled in the gate and can 

be removed from the Starter's List.  Schooling shall be under the direct supervision of the starter. 

D. Report Violations 
The starter and assistant starter shall report all unauthorized activities to the stewards. 

Adopted in Version 1.4 ARCI 8/27/02 NAPRA 10/2/02 

Amended Version 4.8 to Version 4.9 ARCI Board 7/27/11 Notification of unfairness of start to Stewards   

ARCI-006-055 Timer/Clocker 

A. General Authority (Timer) 
(1) The timer shall accurately record the time elapsed between the start and finish of each race. 

(2) The time shall be recorded from the instant that the first horse leaves the point from which 

the distance is measured until the first horse reaches the finish line. 

(3) At the end of a race, the timer shall post the official running time on the infield totaliszator 

board on instruction by the stewards. 

(4) At a racetrack equipped with an appropriate infield totaliszator board, the timer shall post 

the quarter times (splits) for thoroughbred races in fractions as a race is being run.  For 

quarter horse races, the timer shall post the official times in hundredths of a second. 

(5) For back-up purposes, the timer shall also use a stopwatch to time all races.  In time trials, 

the timer shall ensure that at least three stopwatches are used by the stewards or their 

designees. 

(6) The timer shall maintain a written record of fractional and finish times of each race and 

have same available for inspection by the stewards or the CommissionRegulatory Authority 

on request. 

B. General Authority (Clocker) 
(1) The clocker shall be present during training hours at each track on association grounds, 

which is open for training, to identify each horse working out and to accurately record the 

distances and times of each horse's workout. 

(2) Each day, the clocker shall prepare a list of workouts that describes the name of each horse 

which worked along with the distance and time of each horse's workout. 

(3) At the conclusion of training hours, the clocker shall deliver a copy of the list of workouts 

to the stewards and the racing secretary. 

Adopted in Version 1.4 ARCI 8/27/02 NAPRA 10/2/02 
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ARCI-006-060 Patrol Judge 

A. General Authority 
The patrol judge, when utilized, is responsible for observing the race and reporting information 

concerning the race to the stewards.  If the track's video replay system is deemed adequate, use 

of patrol judges is optional. 

B. Gate Judge 
The CommissionRegulatory Authority may require each track to employ a gate judge whose 

duties shall include being present at the starting gate just prior to the running of each race to 

observe and report any violations of the rules to the stewards, and to otherwise assist the 

stewards as they may so order. 

Adopted in Version 1.4 ARCI 8/27/02 NAPRA 10/2/02 

ARCI-006-065 Placing Judge 

A. General Authority 
The placing judges shall determine the order of finish in a race as theeach horse’s nose passes the 

finish line, and with the approval of the stewards, may display the results on the totalizsator 

board.  If the horse’s nose is not visible in the photo-finish, the placing judges with the approval 

of the stewards shall approximate the location of the horse’s nose.  

 

B. Photo Finish 
(1) In the event the placing judges or the stewards request a photo of the finish, the photo finish 

sign shall be posted on the totalizsator board. 

(2) Following their review of the photo finish, the placing judges shall, with the approval of the 

stewards, determine the exact order of finish for all horses participating in the race, and 

shall immediately post the numbers of the first four finishers on the totaliszator board. 

(3) In the event a photo was requested, the placing judges shall cause a photographic or digital 

print of said finish to be produced.  The finish photograph or digital print shall, when 

needed, be used by the placing judges as an aid in determining the correct order of finish. 

(4) Upon determination of the correct order of finish of a race in which the placing judges have 

utilized a photographic or digital print to determine the first four finishers, the placing 

judges shall cause prints of said photograph or digital print to be displayed publicly in the 

grandstand and clubhouse areas of the racetrack, the on-track television monitors and 

provided to simulcast feeds outlets. 

C. Dead Heats 
(1) In the event the placing judges determine that two or more horses finished the race 

simultaneously and cannot be separated as to their order of finish, a dead heat shall, with 

the approval of the stewards, be declared. 

(1)(2) In the event a hidden nose cannot be determined with confidence by the placing judges with the 
approval of the stewards, a dead heat shall be declared. 
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(2)(3) In the event one or more of the first four finishers of a race are involved in a dead heat, 

the placing judges shall post the dead heat sign on the totaliszator board and cause the 

numbers of the horse or horses involved to blink on the totaliszator board. 

Adopted in Version 1.4 ARCI 8/27/02 NAPRA 10/2/02 

ARCI-006-070 Official Veterinarian 

A. General  
The official veterinarian shall: 

(1) be employed by the CommissionRegulatory Authority or similar agency having 

jurisdictional authority; 

(2) be a graduate veterinarian and be licensed to practice in this jurisdiction; 

(3) be qualified to objectively and competently provide the regulatory duties described herein; 

(4) refuse employment or payment, directly or indirectly, from any horse owner or trainer of a 

horse racing or intending to race in this jurisdiction while employed as the official 

veterinarian for the commissionRegulatory Authority; 

(5) refrain from directly treating or prescribing for any horse under his/her jurisdiction except 

in cases of emergency, accident or injury; 

(6) have no employment history or business relationship prior to employment as the official 

veterinarian that could constitute a conflict of interest or impede in the performance of 

official duties. 

B. Responsibilities 
Should the CommissionRegulatory Authority be unable to provide adequate veterinary staffing 

to fulfill the duties described below, some of the official veterinarian responsibilities, as 

indicated by an asterisk (*), may be shared with or deferred to, an association-employed 

veterinarian.  The association-employed veterinarian is responsible for adhering to and upholding 

the rules and regulations of the commissionRegulatory Authority and shall be accountable to the 

commissionRegulatory Authority. 

The official veterinarian shall: 

(1) * recommend to the stewards any horse deemed unsafe to be raced, or a horse that it would 

be inhumane to allow to race; 

(2) * conduct pre-race inspections on all potential starters on race day; 

(3) * inspect any horse when there is a question as to the physical condition of such horse 

independent of the horse’s entry status; 

(4) * be present in the paddock during saddling, on the racetrack during the post parade and at 

the starting gate until the horses are dispatched from the starting gate for the race: 

(5) * recommend to the stewards the scratching of any horse that is, in the opinion of the 

official veterinarian, injured, ill, or otherwise unable to compete due to a medical or health-

related condition; 

(6) * inspect any horse which appears in physical distress during the race or at the finish of the 

race;  and shall report such horse together with his/her opinion as to the cause of the distress 

to the stewards and to the official veterinarian, if the inspection was done by either the 

racing veterinarian or an association-employed veterinarian; 
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(7) * provide emergency medical care to horses injured racing and effect case transfer to the 

practicing veterinarian;  

(8) * be authorized to humanely destroy any horse deemed to be so seriously injured that it is in 

the best interests of  the horse to so act; and 

(9) * report to the CommissionRegulatory Authority the names of all horses humanely 

destroyed or which otherwise expire at the meeting and the reasons therefore; 

(10) * maintain all required records of postmortem examinations performed on horses which 

have died within the jurisdiction of the CommissionRegulatory Authority; 

(11) * maintain the Veterinarian’s List of horses ineligible to race; 

(12) supervise and control the Test Barn; 

(13) supervise the taking of all specimens for testing according to procedures approved by the 

CommissionRegulatory Authority; 

(14) provide proper safeguards in the best practices chain of custody handling of all laboratory 

specimens to prevent tampering, confusion, or contamination and assure sample integrity; 

(15) provide the stewards with a written statement regarding the nature and seriousness of all 

laboratory reports of prohibited substances in equine samples. 

(16) have jurisdiction over the practicing licensed veterinarians within the enclosure for the 

purpose of these rules; 

(17) review and consult with the applicants and the stewards/CommissionRegulatory Authority 

regarding CommissionRegulatory Authority license applications of practicing veterinarians, 

veterinary technicians or assistants, vendors of medical supplies and equipment, non-

veterinarian health care providers (massage therapists, nutritionists, physical therapists, 

etc.); 

(18) * cooperate with practicing veterinarians and other regulatory agencies to take measures to 

control communicable and/or reportable equine diseases. 

Adopted in Version 1.4 ARCI 8/27/02 NAPRA 10/2/02 

Version 4.4 to 4.5 ARCI 4/23/09 Amended language 

ARCI-006-075 Racing Veterinarian 

General Authority 
(1) The racing veterinarian(s) shall be an employee of the CommissionRegulatory Authority or 

association.  At the discretion of the CommissionRegulatory Authority, the duties of the 

racing veterinarian may be assumed by the official veterinarian. 

(2) The racing veterinarian shall: 

(a) be directly responsible to the official veterinarian; 

(b) be a graduate veterinarian and be licensed to practice in the jurisdiction; 

(c) be available to the racing secretary and/or the stewards prior to scratch time each 

racing day, at a time designated by the stewards, to inspect any horses and report on 

their condition as may be requested by the stewards; 

(d) be present in the paddock during saddling, on the racetrack during the post parade and 

at the starting gate until the horses are dispatched from the gate for the race; 

(e) inspect any horse when there is a question as to the physical condition of such horse; 
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(f) recommend scratching a horse to the stewards if, in the opinion of the racing 

veterinarian, the horse is physically incapable of exerting its best effort to win; 

(g) inspect any horse which appears in physical distress during the race or at the finish of 

the race; and shall report such horse together with his/her opinion as to the cause of 

the distress to the stewards and to the official veterinarian; 

(h) refuse employment or payment, directly or indirectly, from any horse owner or trainer 

of a horse racing or intending to race in this jurisdiction while employed as the official 

veterinarian for the CommissionRegulatory Authority; 

(i) refrain from directly treating or prescribing for any horse scheduled to participate 

during his/her term of appointment at any recognized meeting except in cases of 

emergency, accident or injury; 

(j) be authorized to humanely destroy any horse deemed to be so seriously injured that it 

is in the best interests of the horse to so act; 

(k) conduct soundness inspections on horses participating in races at the meeting; and 

(l) with approval of the official veterinarian, place horses on the Bleeder List. 

Adopted in Version 1.4 ARCI 8/27/02 NAPRA 10/2/02 

ARCI-006-076 Horseshoe Inspector 

The horseshoe inspector shall: 

(1) Inspect the horseshoes of each horse prior to the race; 

(2) Maintain a record of the type of horseshoes worn by each horse in each race, or if the horse 

is racing unshod; 

(3) Report immediately to the stewards and paddock judge any horse with prohibited 

horseshoes under ARCI-010-030(27): 

(4) With the approval of the stewards, have the authority to order adjustments and corrections 

in horseshoes by a licensed farrier of any horse as he/she may deem necessary; and, 

(5) Maintain a list of horseshoe types approved by the stewards and racetrack management. 

Adopted in Version 4.5 ARCI 4/23/09 

 

ARCI-006-077 Outriders  

1. The Outriders shall make every effort to maintain the safety and orderly conduct of 

training and racing according to the rules, regulations and directives of the Regulatory 

Authority, stewards and association management. 

2. The Outriders shall report all unauthorized activities, unusual occurrences or potential 

rule violations to the stewards. 

3. The Outriders shall, in cooperation with the stewards, establish a plan to stop the running 

of a race should there be a loose horse, removal of starting gate malfunction, or in case of 

any other on-track issue that endangers the safety of the participants and horses. 

4. The Outriders shall oversee and supervise all jockeys, exercise riders, pony persons and 

trainers when they are on the track. First-time applicants for these positions shall be 

observed and approved by the Outriders as a condition of licensure.  
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5. The Outriders shall enforce the track and regulatory rules concerning approved safety 

vests and protective helmets while riders are on the racetrack.  

 

ARCI-006-080 Any Other Person Designated By The CommissionRegulatory 
Authority 

The CommissionRegulatory Authority may create additional racing official positions, as needed.  

Persons selected for these positions shall be considered racing officials and shall be subject to the 

general eligibility requirements outlined in Section I of this chapter. (NOTE: ARCI-006-010) 
Adopted in Version 1.4 ARCI 8/27/02 NAPRA 10/2/02 
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ARCI-010-010 Entries And Nominations  
 
D. Coupled Entries  
(1) With the approval of the Regulatory Authority Stewards, when Ttwo or more horses with common 

ownership which are entered in a race, Track Management  the Racing Secretary mayshall be joined 

couple the horses as a mutuel entry and single betting interest if they are owned or leased in whole or 

in part by the same owner or are trained by a trainer who owns or leases any interest in any of the 

other horses in the race., except that entries may be uncoupled in stakes races.  
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10/24/2018 WAC 260-40-140:

http://app.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=260-40-140 1/1

WAC 260-40-140WAC 260-40-140

Horse must be eligible to start at time of entry.Horse must be eligible to start at time of entry.
(1) All horses must be eligible to start at time of entry, as determined by conditions established by(1) All horses must be eligible to start at time of entry, as determined by conditions established by

the racing secretary's published condition book or conditions for late extra races offered.the racing secretary's published condition book or conditions for late extra races offered.
(2) During an appeal process which involves a disqualification, the horse which has been(2) During an appeal process which involves a disqualification, the horse which has been

deemed disqualified will retain its original placing for eligibility purposes, until such time as the appeal isdeemed disqualified will retain its original placing for eligibility purposes, until such time as the appeal is
exhausted. All other horses which competed in the race, for eligibility standards, will retain their originalexhausted. All other horses which competed in the race, for eligibility standards, will retain their original
placings until such time as the appeal is exhausted. If at the time of any subsequent race, any horseplacings until such time as the appeal is exhausted. If at the time of any subsequent race, any horse
involved competes, their eligibility at the time of the race will be official and there will be no changes toinvolved competes, their eligibility at the time of the race will be official and there will be no changes to
the order of finish in those races.the order of finish in those races.

[Statutory Authority: RCW [Statutory Authority: RCW 67.16.02067.16.020. WSR 18-03-072, § 260-40-140, filed 1/12/18, effective 2/12/18.. WSR 18-03-072, § 260-40-140, filed 1/12/18, effective 2/12/18.
Statutory Authority: RCW Statutory Authority: RCW 67.16.02067.16.020 and  and 67.16.04067.16.040. WSR 07-07-010, § 260-40-140, filed 3/8/07,. WSR 07-07-010, § 260-40-140, filed 3/8/07,
effective 4/8/07; Rules of racing, § 108, filed 4/21/61.]effective 4/8/07; Rules of racing, § 108, filed 4/21/61.]
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Proposed amendment to ARCI-008-030, Jockeys 
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RCI MODEL RULES COMMITTEE 

PETITION FOR NEW RULE OR CHANGE TO EXISTING RULE 

 
  

Please submit this petition to the attention of the Chairperson of the Model Rules Committee at least 45 days 

in advance of the next scheduled committee meeting. The petition should be sent via email to: 

 

The Association of Racing Commissioners International 

rules@arci.com 

 

All form submissions must be accompanied with an electronic version of this petition (PDF or 

Microsoft Word), and proposed language must be in Microsoft Word format with redlined language 

changes. Please see accompanying “ARCI Model Rule Titles, Numbering, and Redlining Conventions” 

 

 

Your Contact Information: 
 

 

Name: 

 

 

Jeff Johnston 

 

Organization: 

 

 

Jockeys’ Guild 

 

Address: 

 

448 Lewis Hargett Cir., Ste 210 

Lexington, KY 40503 

 

Phone(s): 

 

 

859-547-8084 

 

Fax: 

 

 

859-495-0443 

 

Email Address: 

 

 

jeff@jockeysguild.com 

 

A. Brief Description of the Issue 

 

The Guild has been working for the past several years to bring awareness to the risks and dangers associated 

with concussions, not only to the jockeys, but the industry in general.  In order to fully and adequately assess 

possible concussion, individuals who are at high risk of suffering a concussion, which in our industry is the 

riders, are strongly advised to undergo a concussion baseline testing.   Baseline testing is essentially a collection 

of testing conducted prior to the start of a season, or prior to the meet or at the time of licensing in the case of 

racing,  to measure certain parameters of the individual’s brain, such as his or her mental processing speed, 

memory capacity, reaction time, and the brain’s executive functioning for decision making.  All of the areas are 

absolutely key for jockeys when riding a 1,200 lb. horse going, 38 mph.  Typically, the test is performed very 

quickly.   
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In light of the concerns of the regulators and race associations of how to enforce the requirement for baseline 

testing, after the adoption of ARCI 007-020 (10), we are proposing an adoption to the ARCI Model Rule ARCI-

008-030 Jockeys.   The Guild believes that the requirement for the baseline testing to be included with the 

annual physical, along with the acknowledgment of the protocols as required under ARCI 007-020 (10)(a) is the 

most efficient means.   

 

 

B. Discussion of the Issue and Problem 

 

During the July Model Rules meeting, ARCI adopted the Model Rule ARCI 007-020 Facilities and Equipment, 

which requires that the race association have “the services of at least one physician, a nurse practitioner or 

paramedic, with at least one person being adequately trained in diagnosing and assessing concussions” during 

racing.  It also included ARCI 007-020 (10) with regards the requirement of an association having a concussion 

protocol in place, in which the jockeys were to acknowledge they were aware of such protocols.  However, 

there have been concerns with implementation of the initial baseline testing that is necessary for comparison in 

the event of a possible head injury or concussion.   Specifically, there were concerns how to mandate that the 

jockeys have a baseline test prior to riding.   

 

 

C. Possible Solutions and Impact 

 

In addition to the protocols and standards to be in place at each track, we are proposing that ARCI 008-030 

Jockeys, A. (2), be amended to require that in addition to the annual physical examination, a baseline test be 

performed at that time.  This would also apply to Apprentice Jockeys as well.   The Model Rule currently 

requires that physical examinations be performed annually in order to be licensed as a jockey.  The baseline 

testing would simply be an additional test within that physical.    

 

Baseline measures should include a brain injury and concussion history, symptom evaluation, cognitive 

assessment, and balance evaluation. This baseline information will be used post-injury at appropriate time 

intervals to help assess progress in the resolution of impairment related to the concussion. In the event of a 

possible concussion or head injury the physician, a nurse practitioner or paramedic who is adequately trained in 

diagnosing and assessing concussions, as required in ARCI 007-020 will determine participation clearance 

and/or the need for additional consultation or testing. A new baseline concussion assessment will be 

administered annually for each jockey and as necessary for jockeys with a documented concussion.  This 

proposal is similar to what is required of almost all professional and collegiate athletes, as well as many youth 

sports.   

 

If a jockey has suffered a concussion, he or she will retake the SCAT 5, or current testing method being used.  

The scores will be then compared with the original baseline test as to determine which brain functions, if any, 

have been affected.  The jockey will only be allowed to return to ride once he or she has been cleared by a 

medical expert trained in concussion management.   

 

 

 

 

D. Industry Support 

 

Many, including regulators, race track operators, and jockeys, believe that baseline testing, along with 

concussion protocols, is absolutely necessary.  However, there have been concerns with regard to the 

implementation and how to enforce the protocols.   
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E. Attach the model rule language you are proposing. Please show new language with underlined text. If 

you are proposing that current model rule language be eliminated, please strikeout the language to be 

deleted. 

 

ARCI-008-030 Jockeys 
 
A. Eligibility 

(1) No person under 18 years of age shall be licensed by the Commission as a jockey, 
except persons who have been licensed by this Commission prior to the date of 
adoption of this rule. 

 
(2) A jockey shall pass a physical examination given within the previous twelve months by a 
licensed physician affirming fitness to participate as a jockey, as well as a baseline concussion 
test, which shall be stored in a centralized database as designated by the Commission. The 
stewards may require that any jockey be reexamined and may refuse to allow any jockey to 
ride pending completion of such examination. 
 
(3) An applicant shall show competence by prior licensing and the demonstration of 
riding ability, which may include participation in up to five races with the prior 
approval of the stewards with the consideration of the recommendations from the 
starter, the head outrider, and the designated representatives of the jockeys and the 
horsemen at the track. The demonstration of riding ability is defined at a minimum 
of: 

(a) Breaking with a horse in company from the starting gate; 
(b) Working a horse in company around the turn and down the stretch; 
(c) Switching the riding crop from one hand to the other while maintaining control 
of the horse in a stretch drive; 
(d) Causing a horse to switch leads coming out of the turn. 

 
(4) A jockey shall not be an owner or trainer of any horse competing at the race meeting 
where the jockey is riding. 

 
(5) A person whose weight exceeds 130 pounds at the time of application shall not be 
licensed as a jockey. 

 

 

F. Do any racing jurisdictions currently have a version of this rule in effect? If yes, please attach copies 

of those rules. 
 

There is pilot study currently being done at the four racetracks in Kentucky, in which an athletic trainer is 

performing a baseline test on the jockeys.  At Keeneland, it is mandatory for each participating jockey.   

Additionally, the Maryland Jockey Club, through their staff medical personnel, has implemented the 

requirement for a baseline test which is in line with their concussion protocols.  Currently, there are proposals 

which have been submitted to California and New York for review and consideration which include the 

requirement of the baseline testing annually at the time of licensing.  This is similar to what is done in other 

racing countries such Great Britain, in which the British Horse Racing Authority makes it mandatory for 

jockeys to complete a baseline test every two years.  They have established a network of regional testing centers 

for the jockeys to obtain their baseline test.   
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G. Review the RCI Model Rules and identify any other Model Rules this change would affect and submit 

proposed amendments to those rules to comply with changes that would be made by this proposal. 

 

 

 

FILING THIS REQUEST WITH RCI DOES NOT GUARANTEE YOUR PROPOSAL WILL BE 

CONSIDERED BY THE MODEL RULES COMMITTEE. IF YOU HAVE OPPOSITION FROM AN 

IN INTERESTED PARTY, YOU ARE STRONGLY ENCOURAGED TO TRY TO REACH 

CONSENSUS PRIOR TO FILING THIS FORM. 
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Agenda Item 5 

 

 

Proposed Model Rule Addition  

ARCI-004-015, Single Pool Methodology 
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Please submit this petition via email to rules@arci.com. Submissions received within 45 days 

of the next committee meeting will only be considered at that meeting at the discretion of the 

President or Chair of the Model Rules Committee. Printed petitions should be sent to: 

Racing Commissioners International 

1510 Newtown Pike, Suite 210 

Lexington, KY 40511 

Phone: 859/224-7070 

RCI MODEL RULES COMMITTEE 

PETITION FOR NEW RULE OR CHANGE TO EXISTING RULE 

 

 

Your Contact Information: 

 

Name: Sean Pinsonneault 

Organization: Bluslate Inc.  

Address:  

Phone(s): 416-697-2299 

Fax #:  

E-mail Address: SeanPinsonneault@gmail.com 

 

A. Brief Description of the Issue 

The technological capabilities of the pari-mutuel industry need to be continually enhanced to 

allow for innovation and growth to occur.  This is particularly important now with the recent 

legalization of sports betting in the US where the target audience is very similar to that of racing. 

 

The challenge with the current pooling methodology where there is a unique and independent pool 

for each bet type, is that it is challenging to offer new wagering options.  Some of these challenges 

include the risk of a new pool offering not having sufficient participation to make it viable and the 

risk of diluting the remaining pools offered by expanding the wagering profile.  Hence, operators 

are rightfully cautious when introducing anything new, which consequently limits the innovative 

products that can be offered to customers and stagnates growth.  

 

B. Discussion of the Issue and Problem 

Provide background on the issue to build context. Address the following: 

• What specific problems or concerns are involved in this issue? 

o Pari-mutuel wagering in North America has still not fully recovered from the financial 

crisis of 2008 and has been relatively stagnant since then.  The industry is falling 

behind other betting markets and needs to modernize to ensure the future prosperity of 

Page 38 of 144

mailto:rules@arci.com


 

 

Page 2 of 4  

the sport and all stakeholders involved. 

o Customers are looking for more from the pari-mutuel wagering offerings.  They have 

been exposed to an endless amount of betting options through the internet on racing 

and other events. They are getting more and more sophisticated and their expectations 

for the legal pari-mutuel industry are higher than ever before.  

o As international common pool wagering has grown, North American operators have 

recognized that the cultural differences in the various jurisdictions may mean that the 

menu of betting options offered by the host may not be ideal for the international 

guests.  There is currently not a simple solution to this issue as offering additional 

independent pools may not have enough participation to make them attractive.   

 

• Who does the issue affect? 

o The issue or problem described above affects the customers primarily.  If they aren’t 

satisfied with what is offered, it will be reflected in the overall wagering.  This in turn 

will affect all industry stakeholders.  

 

• What existing model rules relate to this issue? 

o The pari-mutuel wagering model rules relate to this issue.   

 

• Provide relevant quantitative or statistical information if possible. 

o Not applicable  

 

C. Possible Solutions and Impact 

Provide possible recommendations to solve the problem. Include details on each proposed 

solution such as 

 

Introduction to the Longitude Single Pool Methodology 

 

Website:  www.Longitude.com  

Video:  http://longitude.com/en/capabilities/video/index.html  

 

What is a Single Pool (also known as a Merged Pool)? 

A merged pool is a pari-mutuel pool that contains more than one bet type. When pari-mutuel 

wagering was invented, the lack of advanced computing power made it necessary to keep the 

process of odds calculation very simple and this meant that each bet type had to be kept in a 

separate pool. As a result of Longitude’s Enhanced Pari-Mutuel System technology, totalizators 

can now calculate odds and dividends when two or more bet types are merged into one pool, 

which provides significant benefits to the customer (see below). 

 

How does a Merged Pool work? 

A merged pool works by deconstructing each race into every possible order of finish for the 

horses so that every bet type can be expressed in the same fundamental terms. For example, the 

Exacta pool looks at every possible order of finish for the first two horses and each Exacta 

wager is allocated to one of these possible race outcomes. A Quinella bet can be allocated to 
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these same race outcomes, and thus merged into the Exacta pool, by deconstructing that 

Quinella bet into the 2 Exacta outcomes that contain the same two horses. The proportionate 

allocation across these 2 outcomes is determined by the likelihood of each, thus ensuring that 

the winning punter’s Quinella payout is the same regardless of which of its component Exacta 

bets matches the result of the race. This same logic can be used, for example, to combine the 

Win with the Composite Win, to combine the Trifecta with the Superfecta, or in the most 

extreme case to combine all of the bet types on a single race into one large pool. 

 

What are the benefits of Single Pools to the customers? 

The key benefits of the single pool methodology are (1) enhanced liquidity/stability of odds; (2) 

increased transparency; and (3) a greater ability to create new bet types.  

 

Enhanced liquidity comes about because combining two or more pools leads to a larger 

aggregated pool, meaning that it will take a larger wager to move the odds around. For example, 

a large Quinella bet into a discrete Quinella pool will move the Quinella odds substantially 

more than that same large bet would move the Quinella odds if the Quinella pool was combined 

with the Exacta pool. Increased transparency is a result of the new technology’s ability to 

calculate and display real time odds on every bet type. Further, merged pools make it far easier 

to launch new bet types because those new bet types can be launched within existing pools. This 

avoids fragmenting liquidity, allowing a wider array of bet types in a few very large pools rather 

than in a larger number of smaller pools. 

 

Liquidity is increased, transparency is increased, and the customer’s choice of bet types is 

increased, but nothing needs to be taken away in order to achieve these benefits. Thus, these three 

benefits can be offered to the customer without disrupting his or her experience in any way. 

 

Can it work with ITSP? 

The Longitude system can manage the merging of the pools within the current Inter Tote System 

Protocol (ITSP) framework.  Working under the current model for tote communication with the 

store-and-forward methodology, however, does present some limitations for a system that is 

capable of much more than what is done today.   

 

Existing bet types that are available in the tote system and ITSP are the easiest to deploy.  While 

the host tote system will require some programming to integrate with Longitude, all of the guest 

tote systems can participate without change as if all were the traditional separate pools for each 

bet type.  

  

Is it being offered in other markets? 

The Longitude solution was deployed in Hong Kong in 2014. The system began with the Quartet 

(aka Superfecta) independently in 2014 and was then merged with the existing First Four (first 

four finishers in any order) in 2015.  The Hong Kong Jockey Club has since launched the 

Composite Win (customized groupings of betting interests such as by country) which is merged 

with the Win pool.  The wagering through the system has now exceeded $13B in wagering and 

represents approximately 27% of the racing turnover or handle at HKJC.  
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FILING THIS REQUEST WITH RCI DOES NOT GUARANTEE YOUR PROPOSAL WILL BE 

CONSIDERED BY THE MODEL RULES COMMITTEE. IF YOU HAVE OPPOSITION FROM AN 

INTERESTED PARTY, YOU ARE STRONGLY ENCOURAGED TO TRY TO REACH CONSENSUS  

PRIOR TO FILING THIS FORM. 

 

Australia is another key market and Tabcorp is set to launch the Longitude system in late 2018.  

The company will begin with the Trifecta and Trio (first three finishers in any order).  The 

companies have aggressive plans for expansion from the initial implementation.    

 

D. Please identify any affected stakeholder groups that expressed support or opposition. 

(These stakeholders may include the racetracks, breed registries, owners, trainers, jockeys, 

veterinarians, or others.) 

• For those stakeholder groups that have expressed an opinion, please list the points 

on which they agree or disagree, and the arguments they have expressed. 

o See below 

• Are there any affected stakeholder groups that have not been consulted on this 

proposal? 

o  

• Please submit any formal letters of support or opposition by stakeholder groups. 

o See letters of support attached from Thoroughbred Racing and Protective Bureau, 

The Jockey Club.  While not a stakeholder, a letter from Gaming Laboratories 

International outlining their review of the system is also included.   

 

E. Attach the model rule language you are proposing. Please show new language with 

underlined text. If you are proposing that current model rule language be eliminated, 

please strikeout the language to be deleted. 

• See attached 

 

F. Do any racing jurisdictions currently have a version of this rule in effect? If yes, please 

attach copies of those rules. 

• The complete HK rules can be found at 

https://www.hkjc.com/english/betting/betting_rule.htm and we have attached a copy of 

the Pari-Mutuel section for your convenience.  

 

G. Review the RCI Model Rules and identify any other Model Rules this change would 

affect and submit proposed amendments to those rules to comply with changes that would 

be made by this proposal. 

• Not applicable 
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THOROUGHBRED RACING PROTECTIVE BUREAU 
                                              420 Fair Hill Drive, Suite 2                                                   

                                               Fair Hill, Maryland, USA 
  21921-2573 

                          Tel:+410.398.2261       
                      www.trpb.com 
           Executive@TRPB.com 

 
  
  

1 | P a g e  
 

November 11, 2018 
 
Attention: Larry Eliason, Committee Chair  
Model Rules Committee 
Association of Racing Commissioners International 

 
The TRA Technical Committee “TRA2020” met jointly with ARCI Auditors on 

September 13, 2018 at Arlington International Racecourse in Illinois.  
 
Included in the TRA 2020 agenda was an update on NASDAQ-owned Longitude 

Enhanced Pari-Mutuel System by Mr. Sean Pinsonneault. Longitude has developed and 
marketed a system to permit bets into a single pool with several different payout 
options and has odds for each type of probable payout. The system has been live on the 
Hong Kong Jockey Club wagering menu since 2014 with volume exceeding $13 billion US 
handle. Sean Pinsonneault reported that Longitude will launch with Tabcorp in Australia 
in October, and the company is active in development with AmTote International to 
launch in the US pending regulatory approval. He described in some detail the technical 
relationship between the Host Tote and the Longitude calculating engine, and the 
mechanism in which those prices are distributed to the guest locations. The method for 
Auditing is a conventional one, i.e.: on the basis of operational results.  The audit 
accounts for the handle and payout, the commission, and breakage after the fact, to 
ensure that calculations have the prescribed legal percentages; and that individual 
payouts are exactly the ones formulated and disseminated as probable prices and odds 
at the close of betting.  
 

The Committee members asked a number of questions and made comments. In 
conclusion, the group exhibited a solid level of support to see Longitude’s initiatives 
advance to give the US & Canadian Horse Racing Industry the ability to offer customers 
the options of further payout types on existing pools.   

 
The membership of the TRA Technical Committee includes developers and 

representatives from five tote companies, technology vendors to the racing industry, 
trade industry organizations, regulators, and horse racing associations both domestic 
and international. The committee was originally established by the Board of Directors of 
the TRA with the mandate to develop the technical infrastructure to facilitate betting 
“…by anyone, from anywhere, at any time, on horse racing, by 1995” and was 
appropriately named the “TRA 1995 Committee.” By 1993, that goal was well on its way 
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to being accomplished, and the Committee set upon larger technical taskings and 
adopted the new name “TRA2020.” The committee typically meets in person twice per 
year, and The Jockey Club hosts a SharePoint site for TRA2020 and subcommittee 
groups to facilitate discussion on topics. TRA2020, as a committee, governs a set of 
standard wagering file specifications and codes of usage in the pari-mutuel industry.  

 
Since 2003, I have had the privilege to act as co-chair/chair of the Committee. 

Please call or write if you wish further discussion on the contents herein.  
 
 

Yours Sincerely,  
 

 
 
J Curtis Linnell | Executive VP | Thoroughbred Racing Protective Bureau | Fair Hill, 
Maryland | +410.398.2261 x213| Skype: jcl_fair_hill 
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The Jockey Club 
40 East 52nd Street, New York, NY 10022 
Phone: (212) 371-5970 | Fax: (212) 371-6123 

November 9, 2018 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
The Jockey Club is a not-for-profit entity dedicated to the improvement of Thoroughbred breeding 
and racing (jockeyclub.com). Because of our role in the Thoroughbred industry we are often asked to 
examine new initiatives that might be beneficial to racing. Recently, The Jockey Club was introduced 
to a new method for conducting pari-mutuel wagering on horse racing called single-pool wagering. 
From this introduction and our limited analysis, we believe that single-pool wagering has the 
potential to bring significant benefits to the gaming and horse racing industries and that serious 
consideration and study of this new approach to wagering is warranted. 
 
As we understand the subject, single-pool wagering permits the combination of wagers of multiple 
types into a single pari-mutuel pool, as opposed to placing those wagers into separate and distinct 
pools, as has historically been the case. This form of combining wagers has not been implemented for 
use in horse racing in any U.S. jurisdiction. However, it is an intriguing concept that deserves further 
study because of the numerous potential benefits – most significantly the great pool liquidity – that 
might be realized through utilization of the single-pool system. 
 
The Jockey Club became acquainted with the practical application of single-pool wagering through 
Longitude LLC, a wholly owned subsidiary of NASDAQ. (Longitude LLC is the sales and marketing 
agent of Longitude SA. Longitude SA is the exclusive licensee of the intellectual property rights for the 
Longitude technology.) 
 
Longitude LLC is the inventor and distributor of the Longitude Enhanced Pari-Mutuel System™, a 
pool-betting technology platform that uses advanced mathematical principles and cutting-edge 
computing techniques to facilitate innovation. The Longitude Enhanced Pari-Mutuel System enables 
sports-betting and racetrack operators to offer a wider range of bet types, a richer display of odds 
data, and bigger pools with more stable odds. By allowing a range of different types of wagers on an 
individual race or sporting event to be aggregated into merged pools, the Longitude Enhanced Pari-
Mutuel System makes more efficient use of existing liquidity. Furthermore, the technology can 
generate additional liquidity by allowing new bet types to be launched directly into existing pools. 
Partners in the industry include The Hong Kong Jockey Club, Tabcorp, and Sportech. 
 
The globally patented Longitude Enhanced Pari-Mutuel System has its roots in the financial markets, 
where it has been used for the pricing and settlement of markets on a range of financial and naturally 
occurring events, such as credit, economic statistics, and weather. 
 
We understand that single-pool wagering is now technologically possible, due to recent 
advancements in software and increases in computing power. Notably, as represented to us by 
representatives of Longitude LLC, a prior implementation of the technology platform was in use as
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early as 2005 for the trading of certain financial instruments. We understand that many aspects of 
that implementation are similar to Longitude’s anticipated application in the horse racing industry 
and that the computer power and system capacity required for the financial services industry is 
currently far in excess of that which is currently available in the horse racing industry. 
 
The Jockey Club recognizes that innovation is necessary to help our industry thrive, and we believe 
that single-pool wagering offers the kinds of benefits that are vital to the growth of the racing 
industry. Accordingly, The Jockey Club fully supports the development of an ARCI model rule that will 
facilitate the implementation of single-pool wagering in the United States.  
 
Thank you for your time and consideration.   
 
Best regards, 
 
 
 
 
James L. Gagliano 
President & Chief Operating Officer 
The Jockey Club 
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World Headquarters

600 Airport Road
Lakewood, NJ 08701

Phone  (732) 942-3999
Fax      (732) 942-0043
www.gaminglabs.com

Worldwide Locations

World Headquarters
Lakewood, New Jersey

U.S. Regional Offices
Colorado
Nevada

International Offices
GLI Africa
GLI Asia

GLI Australia Pty Ltd
GLI Austria GmbH

GLI Europe BV
GLI Italy

GLI South America

 

 

November 3, 2011 
 
 
Longitude, LLC/International Securities Exchange 
60 Broad Street, 26th Floor 
New York, NY  10004 
 
 
RE: Summary Letter Regarding the Report of Findings Submitted to the New 

Jersey Racing Commission Dated October 7, 2011 for the Longitude LLC 
Single Pool Wagering Calculation Engine  

 
REF#: CS-383-LON-11-01 
 
Dear Ladies and Gentlemen: 
 
 At the request of Longitude LLC, and on behalf of the New Jersey Racing 
Commission, Gaming Laboratories International, LLC (GLI) has reviewed the 
mathematical functionality of the calculation odds engine used by Longitude for 
calculating odds on single pool wagering. 
 

Gaming Laboratories International, LLC designed testing scenarios 
involving a variety of conditions on wagers including the following wager types:  
Win, Place, Show, Exacta, Trifecta, and Superfecta. GLI then reviewed the 
calculated odds results provided by Longitude for these scenarios. In all, hundreds 
of millions of individual wagers were simulated and validated. 
 

Gaming Laboratories International, LLC has confirmed the 
mathematical accuracy of the odds distribution from a single wagering pool, as 
calculated by the Longitude single pool calculation engine.  GLI has also verified 
that for race outcomes with winning wagers, the generated odds distributed the 
entire betting pool to winning bets in each test case.  

 
If you should have any questions regarding this information, please feel 

free to contact our office. 
 
 

Sincerely, 
GAMING LABORATORIES INTERNATIONAL, LLC 

 
Christine M. Gallo 
Sr. Director of Technical Compliance & Quality Assurance 

 
 
sf/jk 
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ARCI-004-105 

PART II 

 

F. SINGLE POOL METHODOLOGY 

 

General:  

(1) The single pool methodology allows for a pool host to offer multiple bet types within a 

Single Pool. A Single Pool breaks down a race into a set of mutually exclusive, 

collectively exhaustive outcomes. In other words, no outcome can overlap and every 

outcome must be represented. 

 

For example, a 4-horse race tracking 2 positions would be broken down into all 

the possible permutations of the final finishing order of the race: 

 

Outcome 1ST 2ND 

A 1 2 

B 1 3 

C 1 4 

D 2 1 

E 2 3 

F 2 4 

G 3 1 

H 3 2 

I 3 4 

J 4 1 

K 4 2 

L 4 3 

  

(2) A Single Pool contains two types of bet types including an Anchor Bet Type (ABT) and 

Synthetic Bet Types (SBTs). 

 

a. An ABT is the bet type that matches an outcome one-to-one. There is only one 

ABT per Single Pool. 

 

For example, the Exacta (3, 2) is allocated to one outcome (H). 

 

b. An SBT is any bet that is matched to multiple outcomes. In other words, an SBT 

wager is comprised of a subset of Anchor Bets. There can be multiple SBTs per 

Single Pool. 
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For example, the Win (1) SBT wager is allocated across three ABTs (A, B, 

and C).  

 

Outcome 1ST 2ND 

A 1 2 

B 1 3 

C 1 4 

D 2 1 

E 2 3 

F 2 4 

G 3 1 

H 3 2 

I 3 4 

J 4 1 

K 4 2 

L 4 3 

 

 

(3) SBTs are allocated proportionately across all of their ABTs in the Single Pool, such that 

the resulting price for the bet type will always be the same regardless of the winning 

outcome.  

  

(4) Every time a new wager or set of wagers enters the pool, all wager allocations must be 

recalculated to guarantee the equalized pricing requirement and a new set of odds are 

produced. 

 

(5) The system shall produce audit reporting of all of the final allocations following the 

pool becoming final.  This audit will validate that all of the allocations have been made 

accurately such that the resulting price for each SBT will always be the same regardless 

of the winning outcome. 

 

Audit Reporting Example 

Below are all the potential outcomes of the possible race results for a 4-horse race, with each 

row representing one of the 12 possible finishing orders. In this Single Pool, the ABT is the 

Exacta wager because it is only allocated to one outcome. 

 

Regardless of the finishing order of the race, each outcome pays out the entire net pool. 

 

Outcome 1ST 2ND 
Amount 

Wagered 

Implied 

Probability 

Percentage 

Anchor Bet 

Odds per 

Outcome 

Payout per 

Outcome 

A 1 2 $100.00 3.21% 3.21% 31.2000 $3,120.00 

B 1 3 $110.00 3.53% 3.53% 28.3636 $3,120.00 

C 1 4 $120.00 3.85% 3.85% 26.0000 $3,120.00 

D 2 1 $200.00 6.41% 6.41% 15.6000 $3,120.00 

E 2 3 $210.00 6.73% 6.73% 14.8571 $3,120.00 

The Exacta (3, 2) is 

the Anchor Bet Type 

because it is only 

allocated to one 

outcome 

The Win (1) is a 

Synthetic Bet Type 

because it is allocated 

across numerous 

Anchor Bets in the 

Single Pool 
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F 2 4 $220.00 7.05% 7.05% 14.1818 $3,120.00 

G 3 1 $300.00 9.62% 9.62% 10.4000 $3,120.00 

H 3 2 $310.00 9.94% 9.94% 10.0645 $3,120.00 

I 3 4 $320.00 10.26% 10.26% 9.7500 $3,120.00 

J 4 1 $400.00 12.82% 12.82% 7.8000 $3,120.00 

K 4 2 $410.00 13.14% 13.14% 7.6098 $3,120.00 

L 4 3 $420.00 13.46% 13.46% 7.4286 $3,120.00 

Total   $3,120.00  100.00%   

 

 

Synthetic Bet Type Allocation Example 

Below are examples of how SBT wagers would be split amongst their component ABTs noted 

above: 

 

$10 Win Wager on the 1 Horse 

 

Outcome 1ST 2ND 
Amount 

Wagered 

Implied 

Probability 

Percentage 

Split 

$10 Win 

Wager 

Split 

Odds per 

Outcome 

$10 Win 

Wager 

Payout 

A 1 2 $100.00 3.21% 30.30% $3.03 31.2000 $94.5455 

B 1 3 $110.00 3.53% 33.33% $3.33 28.3636 $94.5455 

C 1 4 $120.00 3.85% 36.36% $3.64 26.0000 $94.5455 

Total   $330.00  100.00% $10.00   

 

$10 Win (1) odds  =  Win Wager Payout  /  Wager Amount 

   =  $94.5455  /  $10.00 

   =  9.4545 

 

$10 Place Bet on the 2 Horse 

 

Outcome 1ST 2ND 
Amount 

Wagered 

Implied 

Probability 

Percentage 

Split 

$10 Place 

Wager Split 

Odds per 

Outcome 

$10 Place 

Wager 

Payout 

A 1 2 $100.00 3.21% 6.90% $0.69 31.2000 $21.5172 

D 2 1 $200.00 6.41% 13.79% $1.38 15.6000 $21.5172 

E 2 3 $210.00 6.73% 14.48% $1.45 14.8571 $21.5172 

F 2 4 $220.00 7.05% 15.17% $1.52 14.1818 $21.5172 

H 3 2 $310.00 9.94% 21.38% $2.14 10.0645 $21.5172 

K 4 2 $410.00 13.14% 28.28% $2.83 7.6098 $21.5172 

Total   $1,450.00  100.00% $10.00   

 

$10 Place (2) odds  =  Place Wager Payout  /  Wager Amount 

   =  $21.5172  /  $10.00 

   =  2.1517  
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$10 Quinella Wager on the 3-4 Horse 

 

Outcome 1ST 2ND 
Amount 

Wagered 

Implied 

Probability 

Percentage 

Split 

$10 Quinella 

Wager Split 

Odds per 

Outcome 

$10 Quinella 

Wager Payout 

I 3 4 $320.00 10.26% 43.24% $4.32 9.7500 $42.1622 

L 4 3 $420.00 13.46% 56.76% $5.68 7.4286 $42.1622 

Total   $740.00  100.00% $10.00   

  

$10 Quinella (3,4) odds  =  Quinella Wager Payout  /  Wager Amount 

               =  $42.1622  /  $10.00 

               =  4.2162 

 

Implied Probability = Amount Wagered / Total Pool Investment ($3,120) 

Percentage Split = Implied Probability / (sum of the Implied Probability for SBT Outcomes) 

Wager Split = Total SBT Wager Amount x Percentage Split 

Odds Per Outcome = 1 / Implied Probability  

Wager Payout Price = Wager Split x Odds per Outcome 

 

 

Synthetic Bet Types: 

(6) Any SBT in a Single Pool may not exceed the number of positions tracked by the ABT. 

 

(7) The following is a list of ABTs and the associated SBTs: 

 

Anchor Bet Type Runner Selections Synthetic Bet Type 

Exacta – First 2 finishers in 

exact order 

2 Win  

Place 

Quinella  

Trifecta – First 3 finishers in 

exact order 

3 Win 

Place 

Show 

Quinella 

Quinella Show/Omni 

Exacta 

Trio 

Superfecta – First 4 finishers 

in exact order 

4 Win 

Place 

Show 

Quinella 

Quinella Show/Omni 

Exacta 

Trio 

Trifecta 

First 4 Any Order 
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(8) Odds will be produced for all bet types and the frequency of the distribution of such 

data shall be subject to the frequency of the information transferred through the tote 

systems.    

 

Calculation Procedures 

(9) The calculation of the Single Pool shall be performed as per the approved Model Rule 

calculation procedures (e.g. Exacta, Trifecta, Superfecta) when there is at least one 

winning wager among the SBT or ABT wagers. In this event, all winning wagers will 

share the entire net pool proportionately.  

  

(10) In the event there are no winning wagers, the entire net pool shall, subject to the 

approval of the Commission, be:  

 

a. carried over to a subsequent event; or  

b. refunded.   

 

(11) The dividends for all SBTs are based on the relevant Anchor Bet pricing, reflecting 

what a base denomination would return. 

 

 

Multiple Takeout Rates 

(12) All allocations in the Single Pool are performed with investments net of takeout. 

Takeout may be different for each bet type and for each betting location.  
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3.   PARI-MUTUEL BETS 
 

 

 

3.1 Pari-mutuel Betting 

  

 (a) The Operator may decide from time to time to offer the types of 

Pari-mutuel Bets in relation to any race or races. 

   

 (b) The Operator may decide from time to time the Unit Bet or 

Partial Unit Bet or the minimum stake amount for a Flexi Bet 

Unit for each Pari-mutuel Bet type. 

   

 (c) The Operator may decide from time to time the Pari-mutuel Bet 

types for which Flexi Bet is available. 

   

 (d) Dividends will be declared to the Unit Bet or Partial Unit Bet (if 

appropriate) for each Pari-mutuel Bet type. 

   

 (e) To the extent where there are specific Rules for Merged Pools, 

those specific Rules for single Pools in respect of the same 

subject matter shall not apply. 

  

3.2 Jackpot 

  

 (a) In respect of single Pools:- 

   

  (i) The amount standing to the credit of a Jackpot Pool in 

respect of a particular Bet type will be carried forward and 

such amount as shall be determined by the Operator shall 

be deducted therefrom to be the Jackpot and allocated to 

and aggregated with a Net Pool in respect of the same Bet 

type to be specified by the Operator. 

    

  (ii) In the event that there is no subsequent Net Pool of the 

same Bet type available, the amount standing to the credit 

of a Jackpot Pool in respect of a particular Bet type will 

be allocated to and aggregated with the Net Pool(s) of an 

alternative Bet type to be determined by the Operator. 

    

  (iii) The period of time or the number of race meetings over 

which a Jackpot Pool may be carried forward shall be 

determined by the Operator. 

Hong Kong Pari-Mutuel Rules
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  (iv) In the event that, in respect of the Net Pool to which a 

Jackpot has been allocated and is to be aggregated, the 

“winning combination” is unbacked or there is a Void 

Race or there are insufficient Starters or insufficient 

finishers, the Jackpot shall not be aggregated with that Net 

Pool but will be credited back to the Jackpot Pool from 

which it was deducted. 

    

  (v) In the event that the amount standing to the credit of a 

Jackpot Pool in respect of a particular Bet type has 

reached or exceeded an amount as may be determined by 

the Operator from time to time, the Operator may 

announce before the commencement of Betting for a race 

meeting that, save where the “winning combination” is 

unbacked, in which event the amount of the Jackpot 

allocated to the Net Pool in respect of a particular Bet 

type will be credited back to the Jackpot Pool from which 

it was deducted, no deduction will be made from that Net 

Pool to the relevant Jackpot Pool and the entire Net Pool 

will be allocated for Dividend calculation. 

    

  (vi) The Operator may announce before the commencement of 

Betting for a race meeting that no deduction will be made 

from a Net Pool in respect of a particular Bet type to the 

relevant Jackpot Pool and that the entire Net Pool and the 

amount of Jackpot, if any, allocated thereto will be 

allocated for Dividend calculation. 

    

  (vii) Notwithstanding the fact that the Operator has made an 

announcement in accordance with Rules 3.2(a)(v) or 

3.2(a)(vi), the following shall apply: 

    

   (a) if the “winning combination” deemed eligible for 

Dividend in respect of a particular Bet type in 

accordance with Rule 3.11 is unbacked, the entire 

Net Pool shall be credited to the Jackpot Pool; 

     

   (b) if there is only a Flexi Bet Unit (which is less than 

the Unit Bet amount) or a Partial Unit Bet on a 

“winning combination” or any of the “winning 

combinations” in a dead-heat, the unpaid balance of 

the declared Dividend shall be credited to the 
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Jackpot Pool; and 

     

   (c) if any of the “winning combinations” in a dead-heat 

is unbacked, that part of the Net Pool allocated to 

such “winning combination” shall be credited to the 

Jackpot Pool. 

     

  (viii) The Jackpot for Triple Trio Betting is allocated to and 

aggregated with the 85% of the Net Pool for the “winning 

combination” for Dividend calculation. 

    

  (ix) The Jackpot for Six Up Betting is allocated to and 

aggregated with the 50% of the Net Pool for the “winning 

combination” of the Six Win Bonus for Dividend 

calculation. 

    

 (b) In respect of Merged Pools: 

    

  (i) In the event that a Jackpot has been allocated and is to be 

aggregated (such allocation and aggregation to be made to 

the respective Net Pools forming the Merged Pool in 

proportion to the total money value in each of those Net 

Pools or in such proportion as may be determined by the 

Operator), the “winning combination” is unbacked or 

there is a Void Race or there are insufficient Starters or 

insufficient finishers, the Jackpot (or the relevant 

proportion thereof) shall not be aggregated with that 

Merged Pool but will be credited back to the Jackpot 

Reserve Pool from which it was deducted. 

    

  (ii) The Operator may announce before the commencement of 

Betting for a race meeting that no Jackpot Reserve 

Deduction will be made. 

    

  (iii) The total amount of the Jackpot allocated shall be paid 

even if there is only a Flexi Bet Unit (which is less than 

the Unit Bet amount) or a Partial Unit Bet on a “winning 

combination” or any of the “winning combinations” in a 

dead-heat. 

    

  (iv) In the event that a Jackpot has been allocated and is to be 

aggregated, there is a dead-heat and there is any “winning 

Page 54 of 144



combination” involving a dead-heating horse which is 

unbacked, the Jackpot shall be aggregated with the 

Merged Pool for distribution to those “winning 

combinations” which have been backed in accordance 

with such formulae as the Operator may determine from 

time to time. 

    

3.3 Jackpot Reserve Deduction and Jackpot Reserve Pool 

  

 The Operator may: 

  

 (a) determine the percentage of any Jackpot Reserve Deduction; 

   

 (b) credit to a Jackpot Reserve Pool the Jackpot Reserve Deduction 

of a Pool; 

   

 (c) determine the period of time or the number of race meeting over 

which a Jackpot Reserve Pool may be carried forward and the 

limit, if any, to be imposed on the total amount which may be 

carried forward in the Jackpot Reserve Pool; 

   

 (d) determine, in respect of a single Pool, the amount to be 

transferred from the Jackpot Reserve Pool to supplement the 

Jackpot Pool for a particular Bet type provided that no transfer 

shall be made if the relevant Jackpot Pool has already 

accumulated up to the Jackpot amount for that race meeting 

specified by the Operator in accordance with Rule 3.2; and 

   

 (e) determine, in respect of a Merged Pool, if any amount standing to 

the credit of a Jackpot Reserve Pool in respect of a particular Bet 

type may be allocated to and aggregated with the Net Pool(s) of 

an alternative Bet type or the Merged Pool(s) of alternative Bet 

types. 

  

3.4 Dividend Qualification 

  

 (a) Dividends will be paid in accordance with the provisions of these 

Rules to Backers who have bet on the “winning combination” 

and, where provision is made in these Rules therefor, to Backers 

whose selections constitute the “bonus combination” or the 

“consolation combination”. 

   

 (b) Subject to the provisions of Rule 3.7(a), provision may be made 
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for a Dividend to be declared to the nearest 50 cents or $1 and for 

any consequential rounding up or rounding down of the amount 

calculated by dividing a Net Pool, or the prescribed percentage 

thereof, by the number of Unit Bets on the “winning 

combination”, “bonus combination” or “consolation 

combination” and for the savings from a rounding down and for 

the cost of a rounding up to be credited/or debited respectively to 

the Dividend Rounding Account. 

  

3.5 Dividend Calculation 

  

 (a) In respect of single Pools, subject to the provisions of Rule 3.7, 

the Dividend will be calculated by dividing the Net Pool by the 

number of Unit Bets on the “winning combination” save that for: 

   

  (i) Place Betting: the Net Pool will be divided into two or 

three parts, according to whether two Place Betting or 

three Place Betting is being conducted, then each such 

divided part will be divided by the number of Unit Bets 

on the horse to which the divided part relates. 

    

  (ii) Quinella Place Betting: the Net Pool will be divided into 

three parts, then each such divided part will be divided by 

the number of Unit Bets on the “winning combination” to 

which the divided part relates. 

    

  (iii) Double Betting and Treble Betting: 85% of the Net Pool 

will be divided by the number of Unit Bets on the 

“winning combination” and the remaining 15% of the Net 

Pool will be divided by the number of Unit Bets on the 

“consolation combination” subject to: 

    

   (a) any deficiency arising on the calculation of the 

Dividend for the “consolation combination”, 

whether by reason of a rounding up or the payment 

of a minimum Dividend, being deducted from the 

85% of the Net Pool prior to the calculation of the 

Dividend for the “winning combination” and added 

to the “consolation combination”; 

     

   (b) any saving arising on the calculation of the 

Dividend for the “consolation combination”, by 

reason of a rounding down of the Dividend for the 
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“consolation combination”, being added to the 

85% of the Net Pool prior to the calculation of the 

Dividend for the “winning combination”; 

     

   (c) if there are no Unit Bets qualified to receive the 

Dividend for the “consolation combination” or 

when the Dividend for the “consolation 

combination” is not declared in accordance with 

these Rules, the division of the Net Pool provided 

for in this Rule shall not be made; and 

     

   (d) notwithstanding the foregoing, no Dividend of less 

than that required by Rule 3.7 will be declared. 

     

  (iv) Six Up Betting: 50% of the Net Pool will be divided by 

the number of Unit Bets selecting the “winning 

combination” for the Six Up and 50% of the Net Pool will 

be divided by the number of Unit Bets selecting the 

“winning combination” for the Six Win Bonus subject to: 

     

   (a) any deficiency arising on the calculation of the 

Dividend for the Six Up, whether by reason of a 

rounding up or the payment of a minimum 

Dividend, being deducted from that part of the Net 

Pool set aside for the payment of the Six Win 

Bonus prior to the calculation of the Six Win 

Bonus and added to the Six Up Pool; 

     

   (b) any saving arising on the calculation of the 

Dividend for the Six Up by reason of a rounding 

down of that Dividend being added to that part of 

the Net Pool set aside for the payment of the Six 

Win Bonus prior to the calculation of the Six Win 

Bonus; 

     

   (c) if there are less than two Starters, no finishers or a 

Void Race occurs in any Leg, the Jackpot allocated 

shall be credited back to the Jackpot Pool, there 

will be no Six Win Bonus and 100% of the Net 

Pool shall be paid to the Six Up Bets selecting the 

1st or 2nd horse in the remaining Legs; and 

     

   (d) if there are no Unit Bets qualified to receive the 

Page 57 of 144



Six Win Bonus, the Jackpot and the part of the Net 

Pool allocated to the Six Win Bonus shall be 

credited to the Jackpot Pool. 

     

  (v) Triple Trio Betting: 85% of the Net Pool will be divided 

by the number of Unit Bets selecting the “winning 

combination” and the remaining 15% of the Net Pool will 

be divided by the number of Unit Bets selecting the 

“consolation combination” subject to: 

     

   (a) any deficiency arising on the calculation of the 

Dividend for the “consolation combination”, 

whether by reason of a rounding up or the payment 

of a minimum Dividend, being deducted from the 

85% of the Net Pool prior to the calculation of the 

Dividend for the “winning combination” and added 

to the “consolation combination”; 

     

   (b) any saving arising on the calculation of the 

Dividend for the “consolation combination”, by 

reason of a rounding down of that Dividend being 

added to the 85% of the Net Pool prior to the 

calculation of the Dividend for the “winning 

combination”; 

     

   (c) no Dividend of less than that required by Rule 

3.7(b) being declared; 

     

   (d) the Dividend for the “consolation combination” at 

all times being limited to one-fiftieth (1/50) of the 

Dividend for the “winning combination”; 

     

   (e) any Bet which has selected the “winning 

combination” not being eligible to receive the 

Dividend for the “consolation combination”; 

     

   (f) if there are insufficient Starters, insufficient 

finishers or a Void Race in any one Leg or two 

Legs, the Jackpot allocated shall be credited back 

to the Jackpot Pool and there will be no Dividend 

for the “consolation combination” and 100% of the 

Net Pool shall be paid to Bets selecting the 1st, 

2nd and 3rd horses in any order in each of the 
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remaining two Legs or in the remaining Leg, 

respectively; and 

     

   (g) if there are insufficient Starters, insufficient 

finishers or a Void Race for one of the three Legs 

and the winning selection of the 1st, 2nd and 3rd 

horses in any order in each of the remaining two 

Legs is unbacked, 85% of the Net Pool shall be 

credited to the Jackpot Pool and 15% of the Net 

Pool shall be paid to Bets selecting the 1st, 2nd 

and 3rd horses in any order in the first Leg of the 

remaining two Legs. 

     

 (b) In respect of Merged Pools, for the purpose of calculating the 

Dividend to be paid out: 

     

  (i) a Bet shall, upon placement, be divided and invested 

proportionately to each possible permutation involving the 

relevant horse or horses of the Bet in the race(s) as 

recognised by the Totalisator based on the ratio of the 

total money staked on each such possible permutation 

against the total money staked on all such possible 

permutations at the time such Bet is placed; 

    

  (ii) the ratio and corresponding investment referred to in Rule 

3.5(b)(i) above shall, after the preliminary calculation 

upon placement, be adjusted so that the total Dividend 

entitlement from each possible permutation of the Bet 

involving the relevant horse or horses in the race(s) as 

recognised by the Totalisator (if such permutation 

becomes a “winning combination”) shall be the same; 

    

  (iii) the final calculation shall take into account the change 

upon the respective ratio and total stake money on each 

possible permutation impacted by the Bet and subsequent 

Bets; and 

    

  (iv) for each Unit Bet, the Dividend shall be calculated by 

dividing the total Dividend entitlement under the 

permutation which has become the “winning 

combination” by the number of Unit Bets on that 

“winning combination”. 
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 (c) For the purpose of calculating Dividends under this Rule 3.5, 

where betting information received from overseas entities which 

are licensed by the Operator to accept bets on races and Bet types 

designated by the Operator shall be included, the number of Unit 

Bets on the “winning combination” shall include those Unit Bets 

on the “winning combination” received and accepted by such 

entities corresponding to the information transmitted to and not 

restricted and/or declined or excluded by the Operator. 

    

3.6 Dividends Pro-rata 

   

 (a) Subject to Rule 3.6(b), Dividends will be declared to a Unit Bet 

and the Dividend for a Bet in excess of that Unit Bet will be paid 

by reference to the multiplicand provided that when the Operator 

has accepted a Flexi Bet Unit (which is less than the Unit Bet 

amount) or a Partial Unit Bet, and there is no Winning Ticket on 

which a Unit Bet has been placed and there is at least one 

Winning Ticket on which such Flexi Bet Unit (which is less than 

the Unit Bet amount) or such Partial Unit Bet has been placed, 

the Dividend will be declared to the minimum Partial Unit Bet 

and the Dividend for a Flexi Bet Unit or a Partial Unit Bet in 

excess of the minimum Partial Unit Bet will be paid by reference 

to the multiplicand.  

   

 (b) For Double Trio Betting, Triple Trio Betting and Six Up Betting:  

the Dividend will always be declared to a Unit Bet and when 

there is a “winning combination” or “consolation combination” 

for which the total winning amount bet is less than the Unit Bet 

amount, the part of the Net Pool available will be declared as the 

Dividend for that “winning combination” or “consolation 

combination” and the Backer placing a Flexi Bet Unit (which is 

less than the Unit Bet amount) or a Partial Unit Bet on such 

“winning combination” or “consolation combination” will be 

paid such part of the declared Dividend as such Flexi Bet Unit or 

such Partial Unit Bet (as the case may be) bears to the Unit Bet 

and the unpaid balance of the declared Dividend shall be credited 

to the Jackpot Pool. 

  

3.7 Declared Dividend & Minimum Dividend 

  

 (a) For Win, Composite Win, Place, Quinella, Quinella Place and 

Double Bets, the Dividend on each Unit Bet will be declared in 

multiples of 50 cents. Should the calculated amount not be an 
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exact multiple of 50 cents, then the Dividend declared will be a 

Dividend rounded up or rounded down to the nearest 50 cents. 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, no Dividend of less than the Unit 

Bet plus 10 cents will be declared for Composite Win and Place 

Bets and no Dividend of less than the Unit Bet plus 50 cents will 

be declared for Win, Quinella, Quinella Place and Double Bets. 

   

 (b) For all other Bet types the Dividend on each Unit Bet will be 

declared in multiples of $1.  Should the calculated amount not be 

an exact multiple of $1 then the Dividend which will be declared 

will be a Dividend rounded up or rounded down to the nearest 

$1. Notwithstanding the foregoing, no Dividend of less than the 

Unit Bet plus $1 will be declared. 

  

3.8 Minimum Number of Starters 

  

 (a) The Operator from time to time may announce the minimum 

number of Declared Starters necessary for the conduct of each 

type of Betting.  Unless otherwise announced by the Operator, in 

the case of Place Betting two Place Dividends will be paid when 

there are 4, 5 and 6 Declared Starters at the commencement of 

Betting and three Place Dividends if there are 7 or more Declared 

Starters at the commencement of Betting. 

   

 (b) In respect of single race Pools, where as a result of Withdrawals 

either before or during a Betting period, there remains 

insufficient Starters as set out below, the Pool will be closed and 

all Bets refunded. 

   

  Pool Insufficient Starters 
    

  Win less than 2 Starters 

  Place (3 Dividends) less than 4 Starters 

   (2 Dividends) less than 3 Starters 

  Quinella less than 3 Starters 

  Quinella Place less than 7 Starters 

  Tierce less than 3 Starters 

  Trio 

Quartet 

less than 5 Starters 

less than 6 Starters 

  First 4 less than 6 Starters 

   

 (c) In respect of multi-race Pools, where as a result of Withdrawals 

either before or during a Betting period, there remains 
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insufficient Starters as set out below, the Pool will be closed and 

all Bets refunded. 

   

  Pool Insufficient Starters 
    

  Double less than 2 in both Legs 

  Double Trio less than 4 in both Legs 

  Triple Trio less than 4 in all Legs 

  Treble less than 2 in all Legs 

  Six Up less than 3 in all Legs 

    

 (d) In respect of Merged Pools, where as a result of Withdrawals 

either before or during a Betting period, there remains 

insufficient Starters as set out below, the Merged Pool will be 

closed and all Bets refunded save that for Win and Composite 

Win Merged Pool, the Operator may refund Composite Win Bets 

and proceed with Win Bets as a single race Pool subject to Rule 

3.8(b). 

    

  Pool Insufficient Starters 
    

  Win less than 2 Starters 

    

  Composite Win less than 7 Starters in the race or there 

are less than 3 Composites with Starters 

in the same Grouping 

    

  Quartet & First 4 less than 6 Starters 

  

3.9 Withdrawals 
  

 The following Rules apply in the event of a Withdrawal(s) of any 

selection(s) for that race meeting. 

  

 (a) Subject to Rule 3.9(e), in the event of a Withdrawal(s) in a single 

race Pool or a Merged Pool, Bets involving the Withdrawal will 

be refunded. For Multiple Bets a Refund will be made only in 

respect of Bets involving the Withdrawal and any remaining Bets 

will stand. 

    

 (b) (i) In the event of a Withdrawal(s) in one or more Legs in a 

multi-race Pool in which only one horse is to count in 

each Leg, no Refunds will be made and the Favourite in 
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the Leg or Legs in which a Withdrawal(s) occurs will be 

substituted for each Withdrawal and such Favourite shall 

be deemed to be the Backer’s original selection. If a 

Backer has originally selected more than one Withdrawal 

this substitution will be made for as many Withdrawals as 

the Backer has selected whereby a Backer who has 

originally selected the Favourite will be deemed to have 

made additional selections of the Favourite in respect of 

each Withdrawal. 

    

  (ii) Rule 3.9(b)(i) shall not apply to Double Trio Betting and 

Triple Trio Betting. 

    

  (iii) In the event of a Withdrawal(s) in any Leg or Legs of the 

Double Trio and Triple Trio, no Refunds will be made 

and each Withdrawal in a Leg will be substituted as 

follows: 

    

   (a) In the event of one Withdrawal: the Favourite in a 

Leg in which a Withdrawal occurs will be 

substituted for the Withdrawal in each 

pre-Withdrawal Bet Combination in which the 

Withdrawal has been selected other than those 

pre-Withdrawal Bet Combinations which included: 

     

    (1) the Withdrawal and the Favourite but not the 

2nd Favourite: the Withdrawal will be 

substituted by the 2nd Favourite; 

      

    (2) the Withdrawal, the Favourite and the 2nd 

Favourite: the Withdrawal will be substituted 

by the 3rd Favourite. 

     

   (b) In the event of two Withdrawals: the Favourite in a 

Leg in which two Withdrawals occur will be 

substituted for each Withdrawal in each 

pre-Withdrawal Bet Combination in which one of 

the Withdrawals was selected other than those 

pre-Withdrawal Bet Combinations which included: 

     

    (1) a Withdrawal, the Favourite and neither the 

2nd Favourite nor the 3rd Favourite: the 

Withdrawal will be substituted by the 2nd 
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Favourite; 

      

    (2) a Withdrawal, the Favourite and the 2nd 

Favourite: the Withdrawal will be substituted 

by the 3rd Favourite; 

      

    (3) a Withdrawal, the Favourite and the 3rd 

Favourite: the Withdrawal will be substituted 

by the 2nd Favourite. 

     

   (c) In the event of two Withdrawals: the Favourite and 

the 2nd Favourite will be substituted for both 

Withdrawals in each pre-Withdrawal Bet 

Combination in which both Withdrawals were 

selected other than the pre-Withdrawal Bet 

Combinations which included: 

     

    (1) both Withdrawals and the Favourite: the 

Withdrawals will be substituted by the 2nd 

Favourite and the 3rd Favourite; 

      

    (2) both Withdrawals and the 2nd Favourite: the 

Withdrawals will be substituted by the 

Favourite and the 3rd Favourite. 

     

   (d) In the event of three or more Withdrawals: the 

Favourite in a Leg in which three or more 

Withdrawals occur will be substituted for each 

Withdrawal in each pre-Withdrawal Bet 

Combination in which one of the Withdrawals was 

selected other those pre-Withdrawal Bet 

Combinations which included: 

     

    (1) one of the Withdrawals, the Favourite and 

not the 2nd Favourite: the Withdrawal will be 

substituted by the 2nd Favourite; 

      

    (2) one of the Withdrawals, the Favourite and the 

2nd Favourite: the Withdrawal will be 

substituted by the 3rd Favourite. 

     

   (e) In the event of three or more Withdrawals: the 

Favourite and the 2nd Favourite will be substituted 
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in each pre-Withdrawal Bet Combination in which 

any two of the Withdrawals were selected other 

than those pre-Withdrawal Bet Combinations which 

included: 

     

    (1) two of the Withdrawals and the Favourite: 

the Withdrawals will be substituted by the 

2nd Favourite and the 3rd Favourite; 

      

    (2) two of the Withdrawals and the 2nd 

Favourite: the Withdrawals will be 

substituted by the Favourite and the 3rd 

Favourite. 

     

   (f) In the event of three or more Withdrawals: the 

Favourite, the 2nd Favourite and the 3rd Favourite 

will be substituted in each pre-Withdrawal Bet 

Combination in which all or any three of the 

Withdrawals were selected. 

   

 (c) In the event of a Withdrawal(s) in a race included in a Backer's 

All Up Bet: 

   

  (i) Subject to Rule 3.9(e), the Bet on a Withdrawal in a one-

race combination will be refunded. 

    

  (ii) The Bet on a Withdrawal in a multi-Leg combination will 

be carried forward to the next Leg. 

   

 (d) Whenever a Withdrawal has been declared, no further Bets of 

any Bet types including All Up Bets involving the Withdrawal 

will be accepted. 

   

 (e) In the event of one or more Withdrawals, no Refund will be 

made to a Composite Win Bet unless either (i) all Starters in the 

same Composite have been withdrawn; or (ii) there are less than 

three Composites with Starters in the same Grouping. 

   

  

3.10 Dead-Heats 
  

 (a) In respect of single Pools, subject to Rules 3.10(a)(i) to 

3.10(a)(iv) in the event of a dead-heat the Net Pool will be 
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subdivided into as many parts as there are “winning 

combinations” which have been backed. Each part will be 

divided by the number of Unit Bets on the “winning 

combination” to which it refers. 
 

  (i) For Place Betting the allocation of the Net Pool will be 

made as follows: 

       

   2 Place Betting 1st 2nd 3rd 

       

   Dead-heat    

   1st (2 horses) 1/2 each N/A N/A 

       

   Dead-heat    

   1st (3 horses) 1/3 each N/A N/A 

       

   Dead-heat    

   2nd (2 horses) 1/2 1/4 each N/A 

       

   Dead-heat    

   2nd (3 horses) 1/2 1/6 each N/A 

       

   3 Place Betting 1st 2nd 3rd 

       

   Dead-heat    

   1st (2 horses) 1/3 each N/A 1/3 

       

   Dead-heat    

   1st (3 horses) 1/3 each N/A N/A 

       

   Dead-heat    

   2nd (2 horses) 1/3 1/3 each N/A 

       

   Dead-heat    

   2nd (3 horses) 1/3 2/9 each N/A 

       

   Dead-heat    

   3rd (2 horses) 1/3 1/3 1/6 each 

       

   Dead-heat    

   3rd (3 horses) 1/3 1/3 1/9 each 

       

   Dead-heat    

Page 66 of 144



   1st (2 horses)    

   3rd (2 horses) 1/3 each N/A 1/6 each 

    

   If the number of horses involved in a dead-heat is not 

specified above, the division of the Net Pool between the 

“winning combinations” will be made on the same 

proportional basis set out above. 

    

  (ii) For Quinella Place Betting: the Net Pool will be divided 

into as many parts as there are “winning combinations” 

which have been backed.  Each part will then be subdivided 

by the number of Unit Bets on the “winning combination” 

to which it refers.  The allocation of the Net Pool will be 

made to the “winning combinations” as follows: 

    

   (a) Dead-heat 1st   

       

     2 horses 3 horses 

     dead-heat dead-heat 

       

    1st & 1st 1/3 1/3 each 

    1st & 3rd 1/3 each N/A 

       

   (b) Dead-heat 2nd   

       

     2 horses 3 horses 

     dead-heat dead-heat 

       

    1st & 2nd 1/3 each 1/6 each 

    2nd & 2nd 1/3 1/6 each 

       

   (c) Dead-heat 3rd 

       

     2 horses 3 horses 

     dead-heat dead-heat 

       

    1st & 2nd 1/3  1/3 each 

    1st & 3rd 2/15 each 2/27 each 

    2nd & 3rd 2/15 each 2/27 each 

    3rd & 3rd 2/15 each 2/27 each 

       

   (d) Dead-heat 1st and 3rd 

       

Page 67 of 144



      2 horses 

     2 horses dead-heat 1s 

     dead-heat and 3 horses 

     1st & 3rd dead-heat 3rd 

       

    1st & 1st 1/3 1/3 

    1st & 3rd 2/15 each 2/27 each 

    3rd & 3rd 2/15 each 2/27 each 

       

   If the number of horses involved in a dead-heat is not 

specified above, the division of the Net Pool between the 

“winning combinations” will be made on the same 

proportional basis set out above. 

       

  (iii) No Dividend for the “consolation combination” will be 

paid if a dead-heat occurs for 1st place in the 2nd Leg of a 

Double or in the 3rd Leg of a Treble. 

    

  (iv) The following shall apply to Six Up Betting, Double Trio 

Betting and Triple Trio Betting. 

    

   (a) Six Up Betting: In the event of a dead-heat for 1st 

place in any Leg of the Six Up each horse involved 

shall be deemed to have been placed 1st.  In the event 

of a dead-heat for 2nd each horse involved shall be 

deemed to have been the only horse to have been 

placed 2nd. 

     

   (b) Double Trio Betting and Triple Trio Betting: In the 

event of a dead-heat for 2nd or 3rd in a Leg the 

“winning combination” will be: 

       

    (1) If the dead-heat is for 2nd: each Bet 

Combination selecting the horse placed 1st and 

both, or any two of, the horses dead-heating 

for and placed 2nd; or 

      

    (2) If the dead-heat is for 3rd: each Bet 

Combination selecting the horses placed 1st 

and 2nd with any horse placed 3rd. 

      

   (c) For Double Trio Betting, Triple Trio Betting and the 

Six Win Bonus of Six Up Betting, in the event of a 
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dead-heat, the part of the Net Pool allocated to the 

“winning combinations” will be divided into as many 

parts as there are “winning combinations”.  Each part 

will then be divided by the number of Unit Bets on 

the “winning combination”.  Where the total winning 

amount bet in any “winning combination” is less than 

the Unit Bet amount, the part of the Net Pool 

allocated to such “winning combination” will be 

declared as the Dividend for that “winning 

combination” and a Backer placing a Flexi Bet Unit 

(which is less than the Unit Bet amount) or a Partial 

Unit Bet on such “winning combination” will be paid 

such proportion of the declared Dividend as the 

relevant Flexi Bet Unit or Partial Unit Bet (as the 

case may be) bears to the Unit Bet, and the unpaid 

balance of the declared Dividend will be credited to 

the Jackpot Pool.  If any of the “winning 

combinations” in a dead-heat is unbacked, that part 

of the Net Pool allocated to such “winning 

combination” will be credited to the Jackpot Pool.  If 

all “winning combinations” in a dead-heat are 

unbacked, Rule 3.11(a)(x) for Double Trio Betting or 

Rule 3.11(a)(xi) for Triple Trio Betting or Rule 

3.11(a)(xiii) for Six Up Betting will be applied. 

     

   (d) For Triple Trio Betting, in the event of a dead-heat, 

the part of the Net Pool allocated to the “consolation 

combinations” will be divided into as many parts as 

there are “consolation combinations”.  Each part will 

then be divided by the number of Unit Bets on the 

“consolation combination”.  Where the total winning 

amount bet in any “consolation combination” is less 

than the Unit Bet amount, the part of the Net Pool 

allocated to such “consolation combination” will be 

declared as the Dividend for that “consolation 

combination” and a Backer placing a Flexi Bet Unit 

(which is less than the Unit Bet amount) or a Partial 

Unit Bet on such “consolation combination” will be 

paid such proportion of the declared Dividend as the 

relevant Flexi Bet Unit or Partial Unit Bet (as the 

case may be) bears to the Unit Bet, and the unpaid 

balance of the declared Dividend will be credited to 

the Jackpot Pool.  If any of the “consolation 
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combinations” in a dead-heat is unbacked, that part 

of Net Pool allocated to such “consolation 

combination(s)” will be credited to the Jackpot Pool.  

If all “consolation combinations” in a dead-heat are 

unbacked, Rule 3.11(xi) will be applied. 

     

 (b) In respect of Merged Pools, in the event of a dead-heat, the 

Dividend for a Winning Bet for a Bet type shall be the amount 

that would have been paid if there were no dead-heat divided by 

the number of “winning combinations” involving the horses in 

the dead-heat which have been backed, multiplied by the number 

of “winning combinations” in the Winning Bet where the 

Winning Bet includes more than one winning combination. In the 

case of a Merged Pool of Win and Composite Win Bets, ‘the 

number of “winning combinations” involving horses in the dead-

heat which have been backed’ in the foregoing formula shall be 

replaced by ‘the number of horses involved in the dead-heat’. 

   

3.11 Unbacked 

  

 (a) In respect of single Pools, in the event of the “winning 

combination” being unbacked, the selection listed for each Bet 

type listed below shall be deemed the “winning combination” 

eligible for Dividend: 

       

  (i) Win Betting – 2nd horse or if unbacked the 3rd horse or if 

also unbacked refund all Bets. 

    

  (ii) Place Betting – Placed Horses which are backed share the 

Net Pool and if no Placed Horses are backed, refund all 

Bets. 

    

  (iii) Quinella Betting – 1st and 3rd horses or if unbacked 2nd 

and 3rd horses or if also unbacked refund all Bets. 

    

  (iv) Quinella Place Betting – “winning combinations” which 

are backed share the Net Pool and if all “winning 

combinations” are unbacked refund all Bets. 

    

  (v) Tierce Betting – 1st, 2nd, 3rd horses selected in any order 

or if unbacked refund all Bets. 

    

  (vi) Trio Betting – no other combination shall be deemed the 
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“winning combination” eligible for Dividend;   refund all 

Bets. 

    

  (vii) Quartet Betting – 1st, 2nd, 3rd, 4th horses selected in any 

order or if also unbacked refund all Bets. 

    

  (viii) First 4 Betting – no other combination shall be deemed the 

“winning combination” eligible for Dividend; refund all 

Bets. 

    

  (ix) Double Betting – No Dividend for the “consolation 

combination” will be paid. 1st (1st Leg) & 2nd (2nd Leg) 

horses, or if unbacked 1st (1st Leg) & 3rd (2nd Leg) 

horses, or if unbacked 1st horse (1st Leg) and ignore 2nd 

Leg, or if also unbacked refund all Bets. 

    

  (x) Double Trio Betting – the Jackpot allocated and 50% of 

the Net Pool shall be credited to the Jackpot Pool and the 

balance of the Net Pool paid to the 1st, 2nd & 3rd horses 

in any order in the 1st Leg and ignore 2nd Leg, or if 

unbacked the entire Net Pool shall be credited to the 

Jackpot Pool. 

    

  (xi) Triple Trio Betting – If the “winning combination” is 

unbacked, the Jackpot and the part of the Net Pool 

allocated to the “winning combination” shall be credited 

to the Jackpot Pool.  If the “consolation combination” is 

unbacked, the part of the Net Pool allocated to the 

“consolation combination” shall be paid to the Bets 

selecting the 1st, 2nd & 3rd horses in any order in the 1st 

Leg, or if also unbacked, such part of the Net Pool shall be 

credited to the Jackpot Pool. 

    

  (xii) Treble Betting – No Dividend for the “consolation 

combination” will be paid.  1st horses in the 1st & 2nd 

Legs and 2nd horse in the 3rd Leg, or if unbacked 1st 

horses in the 1st & 2nd Legs and 3rd horse in the 3rd Leg 

or if unbacked 1st horses in the 1st & 2nd Legs and ignore 

3rd Leg, or if also unbacked refund all Bets. 

    

  (xiii) Six Up Betting – 1st or 2nd in the 1st five Legs or if 

unbacked 1st or 2nd in the 1st four Legs or if also 

unbacked credit the Jackpot pool. 
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 (b) In respect of Merged Pools, in the event of the “winning 

combination” being unbacked, any Jackpot allocated to the 

relevant Bet type where the “winning combination” is unbacked 

shall be credited back to the Jackpot Reserve Pool from which it 

was deducted and the selection listed for each Bet type listed 

below shall be deemed the “winning combination” eligible for 

Dividend: 

    

  (i) Win Betting – the “winning combination” of Composite 

Win Bets or if unbacked 2nd horse of Win and/or 

Composite Win or if also unbacked 3rd horse of Win 

and/or Composite Win or if still unbacked refund all Win 

Bets. 

    

  (ii) Composite Win Betting – the “winning combination” of 

Win Bets and/or Composite Win in other Groupings or if 

unbacked 2nd horse of Win and/or Composite Win or if 

also unbacked 3rd horse of Win and/or Composite Win or 

if still unbacked refund all Composite Win Bets. 

    

  (iii) Quartet Betting – the “winning combination” of the first 4 

horses (in any order) or if unbacked, refund all Quartet 

Bets. For the avoidance of doubt, First 4 Bets shall not be 

eligible to the Quartet Bet Net Pool where Quartet and 

First 4 form a Merged Pool and where the “winning 

combination” of Quartet is unbacked. 

    

  (iv) First 4 Betting – no other combination shall be deemed the 

“winning combination” eligible for Dividend; refund all 

First 4 Bets. 

  

3.12 Insufficient Finishers 

  

 If, in any race, including any race which is a Leg of a multi-Leg Bet 

type, there are insufficient Placed Horses to enable a Backer's Bet 

Combination to qualify as a “winning combination”, Refunds will be 

made or Dividends declared as follows: 

  

 (a) With respect to single race Pools: 

   

  WIN If no finishers, refund all Bets. 

    

Page 72 of 144



  PLACE If 2 finishers, pay 2 Place Dividends. 

    

   If 1 finisher, pay 1 Place Dividend. 

    

   If no finishers, refund all Bets. 

    

  QUINELLA If 1 finisher, pay all Bets including that 

horse. 

    

   If no finishers, refund all Bets. 

    

  QUINELLA PLACE If 2 finishers, pay all Bets selecting 1st 

and 2nd. 

    

   If 1 finisher, pay all Bets including 1st. 

    

   If no finishers, refund all Bets. 

    

  TIERCE/TRIO If less than 3 finishers, refund all Bets. 

    

  QUARTET/FIRST 4 If less than 4 finishers, refund all Bets. 

   

 (b) With respect to multi-race Pools: 

   

  DOUBLE If no finishers in one Leg pay Bets 

selecting winner of the other Leg. If no 

finishers in both Legs, refund all Bets. 

    

   No Dividend for the “consolation 

combination” payable if there are 

insufficient finishers in either Leg. 

    

  DOUBLE TRIO Jackpot allocated shall be credited back 

to the Jackpot Pool. 

    

   If less than three finishers in one Leg, 

pay all Bets selecting the 1st, 2nd and 

3rd horses in any order in the other Leg. 

    

   If less than three finishers in both Legs, 

refund all Bets. 

    

  TREBLE If no finishers in a Leg, pay winners of 
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Legs where there were finishers. 

    

   If no finishers in all Legs, refund all 

Bets. 

    

   No Dividend for the “consolation 

combination” payable if there are 

insufficient finishers in any Leg. 

    

  TRIPLE TRIO Jackpot allocated shall be credited back 

to the Jackpot Pool. 

    

   If less than three finishers in one Leg, 

100% of the Net Pool shall be paid to 

Bets selecting the 1st, 2nd and 3rd 

horses in any order in the other two 

Legs. 

    

   If less than three finishers in two Legs, 

100% of the Net Pool shall be paid to 

Bets selecting the 1st, 2nd and 3rd 

horses in any order in the remaining 

Leg. 

    

   If less than three finishers in all Legs, 

refund all Bets. 

    

   No Dividend for the “consolation 

combination” payable if there are 

insufficient finishers in any Leg. 

    

  SIX UP Jackpot allocated shall be credited back 

to the Jackpot pool. 

    

   If no finisher in any Leg, no Six Win 

Bonus payable and 100% of the Net 

Pool shall be paid to the Bets selecting 

the 1st or 2nd horses in the remaining 

Legs. 

    

   If no finishers in all Legs, refund all 

Bets. 
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 (c) With respect to Merged Pools: 

    

  WIN & COMPOSITE WIN If no finishers, refund all Bets 

    

  QUARTET & FIRST 4 If less than 4 finishers, refund all 

Bets. 

  

3.13 Field Betting 

  

 The Operator may offer a form of Betting known as Field Betting.  For 

the avoidance of any doubt, in the event that one or more additional 

Declared Starters are added to a race after a Bet on Field Betting is 

accepted, such Bet shall not include Bet Combinations involving the 

additional Declared Starter(s) mentioned above. 

  

3.14 Void Race 

  

 If a race is declared void, the following Rules shall apply: 

  

 (a) For a single race Pool, Bets will be refunded in full. 

   

 (b) For a multi-race Pool, should all Legs be declared void, Bets will 

be refunded in full.  Should one or more of the Legs be run all 

Bets will continue valid and the “winning combination” will be 

the winning selections for the race or races actually run, 

disregarding the race or races declared void. 

   

 (c) For Merged Pools, Bets will be refunded in full. 

  

3.15 Subsequent Disqualification 

  

 (a) If one or more horses is Disqualified before the Weighed in 

Signal is displayed, and unless the Stewards otherwise determine 

prior to the Weighed in Signal being displayed, such Disqualified 

horse or horses shall be deemed to have finished last. 

   

 (b) The Disqualification of a horse subsequent to display of the 

Weighed in Signal shall not affect the result declared and the 

Dividends declared on such result remain valid. 

   

 (c) The Disqualification or Suspension of a Jockey or Trainer 

subsequent to display of the Weighed in Signal shall not affect 

the result declared and the Dividends declared on such result 
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remain valid. 
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Agenda Item 6 

Discussion Item Only 

 

 

Development of a Uniform Policy regarding 

Regulatory Jurisdiction over a horse intended to 

race. Proposed formation of workgroup to 

develop a consensus approach. 
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RCI MODEL RULES COMMITTEE 
PETITION FOR NEW RULE OR CHANGE TO EXISTING RULE 

 
 

 
 

Your Contact Information: 
 

Name: 		Edward	J.	Martin	

Organization: 	Racing	Commissioners	International	(ARCI)	–	Note:	This	proposal	is	being	offered	by	
Mr.	Martin	individually	to	commence	the	discussion	and	NOT	on	behalf	of	the	
organization.	

Address: 	

Phone(s): 859-224-7070	

Fax #: 859-224-7071	

E-mail Address: rules@arci.com		

 
A. Brief Description of the Issue 

 
This proposal addresses a void in the Model Rules as to when a racing commission actually has 
jurisdiction over the horse.   Currently the point at which a racing commission authority has 
jurisdiction over the horse varies greatly. 

 
B. Discussion of the Issue and Problem. 

 
The issue of when a racing commission should actually have jurisdiction over the horse has 
been raised in a number of contexts.  Most recently, the concern about the use of 
bisphosphonates on young horses, despite in the US a government warning that these drugs 
may not be safe for young horses, has underscored the need to address matters pertaining to the 
jurisdictional limitations of racing commission authorities.   This issue was the subject of a 
panel discussion at the 2018 ARCI annual Conference in Hot Springs, Arkansas. 
 
Current regulatory policy varies widely, with some jurisdictions having no authority over the 
horse until it is on the grounds of a licensed facility or actually entered into a race.   With 
catastrophic breakdown problems persisting there needs to be a way for equine suitability 
exams to be performed, primarily to safeguard against practices which may be jeopardizing the 
long term health and welfare of the racing horse as well as rider should a breakdown occur. 
The issue will affect practicing veterinarians, trainers and owners in that it will clarify and, in 

Please submit this petition via email to rules@arci.com .  Submission of a petition begins a 
review process within the ARCI and is not a representation that the matter will be acted upon at 
the next ARCI Model Rules Committee meeting.  Other committees may need to review the 
matter and make a recommendation.   Printed petitions should be sent to: 

Racing Commissioners International 
1510 Newtown Pike, Suite 210 

Lexington, KY 40511 
Phone: 859/224-7070  

Page 78 of 144



	

some cases, expand the regulatory authority of commissions over horses enabling the option for 
commissions to conduct equine suitability examinations including the review of veterinary 
records as well as the expansion of authority of regulatory veterinarians to place horses in 
question on the Veterinarian’s List. 
 
Addressing this gap in the current regulatory scheme should become a priority for anyone 
concerning about protecting horses. 
 
This proposal is being offered in the absence of any others being put forward by any industry 
organization, individual, or ARCI Committee, despite the identification of this gap at the 
December, 2017 RCI Board Meeting as one that should be closed.     
 
The clarification of commission jurisdiction will also strengthen efforts to insulate out of 
competition testing programs from legal challenges in jurisdictions where the actual 
jurisdiction over a horse is limited while removing an obstacle for some commissions to adopt 
the model rule in this area or expand their efforts in this area. 
 
In January, 2018, the ARCI surveyed regulatory jurisdictions on this questions and the 
following table of responses underscores the need to address this matter: 
 

NAME OF RACING COMMISSION. At what point does a horse come under the regulatory 
authority of your commission? 

Maryland 

B. Horses Eligible for Testing.   (1) Any horse that has 
been engaging in activities related to competing in 
horse racing in the State may be tested. This includes, 
without limitation, any horses that are training outside 
the State to participate in racing 

West Virginia Racing Commission 

If a horse is registered for eligibility for the WV 
Thoroughbred Development Fund, then the WV 
Racing Commission has regulatory authority to 
conduct inspections to ensure that the horse meets 
eligibility criteria.   

New Jersey Racing Commission 

at the time of entry for first time starters. All race 
horses stabled on the grounds of a racetrack or 
licensed off-track stabling facility are under the 
jurisdiction and authority of the Commission. 

Minnesota Racing Commission 
When on the grounds of a licensed racetrack.  
Stewards have very limited authority to approve 
ownership transfers. 

South Dakota Commission on Gaming when stabled on the grounds of a race track 

Pennsylvania Harness no, T bred yes for above answer 

Delaware Thoroughbred Racing Commission When it is on the grounds of the race track or has 
raced at that same race track. 
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Louisiana racing commission  At the stewards level  

Ontario 

A horse is deemed a race horse when it is within 60 
days of racing and/or working/qualifying.  Once a 
horse is considered a race horse then we have 
regulatory authority over it. 

Kentucky Horse Racing Commission 

  (a) It is under the care, custody, or control of a trainer 
licensed by the commission;        (b) It is owned by an 
owner licensed by the commission;        (c) It is 
nominated to a race at an association licensed 
pursuant to KRS 230.300;        (d) It  

Texas Racing Commission When it is entered in a race 

Michigan Gaming Control Board Either when on the grounds, with a valid charted line 
or timed work or under the care of a licensed trainer. 

Virginia Racing Commission When a horse is entered to race at a licensed facility 

Oklahoma Horse Racing Commission within the enclosure 

Massachusetts Gaming Commission When it is stabled on the grounds of one of our tacks, 
and/or when it races in MA 

Indiana Horse Racing Commission While participating in our race meet, intent to 
participate, or under custody of lic trainer (for OOC) 

Nebraska Racing Commission Only if papers are in the racing office 

TRINIDAD & TOBAGO RACING AUTHORITY Upon registration. 

Gaming Policy & Enforcement Division, British Columbia When racing. 

Iowa Racing and Gaming Commission At the time the horse's registration certificate is on file 
in the race office. 

    
 

C. Possible Solutions and Impact 
 

The proposed Model Rules additions and modifications are but one way to begin to address this 
matter.  This proposal is based upon existing policy in the State of Kentucky.  
 
Other options may be considered.   One proposal made at the RCI Panel discussion in April 
2018 was to place horses under the jurisdiction of the commission after a first published work. 
 
It is important to note that the Out-Of-Competition Model Rule does articulate when a horse 
may be under the jurisdiction of a commission.  That rule does not address the equine welfare 
concern contained in this proposal nor does it permit equine welfare reviews of veterinary 
records.   Likewise, this proposal does nothing to affect the current model out of competition 
testing rule.   

 
 

D. Please identify any affected stakeholder groups that expressed support or 
opposition. (These stakeholders may include the racetracks, breed registries, owners, 
trainers, jockeys, veterinarians, or others.) 

 
No statements of position on this proposal have been received at the time of submission from 
any group involved with racing.   This issue has been discussed generally at the 2018 annual 
RCI conference in Hot Springs, Arkansas.   No formal proposal was discussed at that meeting. 
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E. Attach the model rule language you are proposing. Please show new language 
with underlined text. If you are proposing that current model rule language be 
eliminated, please strikeout the language to be deleted. 

 

ARCI-001-010 Terms 

(1) Act is the enabling legislation permitting pari-mutuel racing and wagering in this jurisdiction 

(2) Added Money is the amount exclusive of trophy added into a stakes by the association, or by 
sponsors, state-bred programs or other funds added to those monies gathered by nomination, 
entry, sustaining and other fees coming from the owners of racing animals. 

(3) Administer or Administration is the introduction of a substance into the body of a horse or 
greyhound. 

(4) Appeal is a request for the Commission or its designee to investigate, consider and review any 
decisions or rulings of stewards/judges of a meeting. 

(5) Associated person is the spouse of an inactive person, or a companion, family member, 
employer, employee, agent, partnership, partner, corporation, or other entity whose relationship, 
whether financial or otherwise, with an inactive person would give the appearance that such other 
person or entity would care for or train a racing animal or perform veterinarian service on a 
racing animal for the benefit, credit, reputation, or satisfaction of the inactive person. 

(6) Association is a person or business entity holding a license from the commission to conduct 
racing and/or pari-mutuel wagering. 

(7) Authorized Agent is a person licensed by the Commission and appointed by a written 
instrument, signed and acknowledged before a notary public by the owner in whose behalf the 
agent will act. 

(8) Beneficial Interest is profit, benefit or advantage resulting from a contract or the ownership of an 
estate as distinct from the legal ownership or control.  When considered as designation of 
character of an estate, is such an interest as a devisee, legatee or donee takes solely for his own 
use or benefit and not as holder of title for use and benefit of another. 

(9) Breakage is the net pool minus payout. 

(10) Business Day is a day other than Saturday or Sunday or legal holiday. 

(11) Carryover is non-distributed pool monies which are retained and added to a corresponding pool 
in accordance with these rules. 

(12) Cheek Piece is two stripes of sheepskin or any other similar material that is attached to the cheek 
pieces of the bridle. 

(13) Commission is the regulatory agency with the authority to regulate racing and/or pari-mutuel 
wagering. 

(14) Complaint is a written allegation of a violation of these rules. 

(15) Contest is a competitive racing event on which pari-mutuel wagering is conducted. 

(16) Contestant is an individual participant in a contest.  

(17) Controlled Substance is any substance included in the five classification schedules of the (U.S.) 
Controlled Substance Act of 1970. 
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(18) Controlled Therapeutic Medication is any medication approved by the Association of Racing 
Commissioners International for which the regulatory analyte concentration in the sample(s) may 
not exceed specified regulatory limits published herein.  

(19) Course is the track over which contestants race. 

(20) Day is a 24-hour period ending at midnight. 

(21) Dark Day - A day during a live or a simulcast race meeting when no pari-mutuel wagering is 
conducted. 

(22) Eligible Horse - A horse is presumed eligible and subject the the jurisdiction of the 
commission if:  

a. It is under the care, custody, or control of a trainer licensed by the commission; 

b. It is owned by an owner licensed by the commission; 

 

ARCI-002-010 General Authority 
(1) The Commission shall regulate each race meeting and the persons who participate in each race 

meeting. 
(2) The Commission shall enact policies designed to ensure that eligible horses are suitable and safe 

to race. 
(3) Pursuant to the authority granted in the Act the Commission may delegate to the executive 

director and the stewards/judges all powers and duties necessary to fully implement the purposes 
of the Act. 

 

ARCI-011-030 Physical Inspection of Horses 
A. Assessment	of	Racing	Condition	and	Suitability	
(1) Every eligible horse may be subjected to a veterinary suitability inspection or review performed 

by a commission veterinarian that may include physical inspection of the horse, analysis of 
biological samples and review of veterinary records as requested by the commission. 
(a) Horses determined to be of questionable suitability are to be placed on the Veterinarian’s 

List until such time as a subsequent review permits their removal; 
(b) Horses found to have been administered medications subject to government warnings 

concerning their safety and effect on eligible horses may be permanently placed on the 
Veterinarian’s List and excluded from racing activity until such time as further scientific 
review results in a removal of such warnings. 

(2) Every horse entered to participate in an official race shall be subjected to a veterinary inspection 
prior to starting in the race for which it is entered. 

(3) The inspection shall be conducted by the official veterinarian or the racing veterinarian. 
(4) The agency or the association employing the examining veterinarian(s) should provide a staffing 

level of not less than 2 veterinarians. 
(5) The trainer of each horse or a representative of the trainer must present the horse for inspection as 

required by the examining veterinarian.  Horses presented for examination must have bandages 
removed; the legs must be clean.  Prior to examination horses may not be placed in ice nor shall 
any device or substance be applied that impedes veterinary clinical assessment.   

(6) The assessment of a horse's racing condition shall include: 
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(a) Proper identification of each horse inspected; 
(b) Observation of each horse in motion; 
(c) Manual palpation and passive flexion of both forelimbs; 
(d) Visual inspection of the entire horse and assessment of overall condition; 
(e)  Clinical observation in the paddock and saddling area, during the parade to post and at the 

starting gate, during the running of the race, and following the race until the horse has exited 
the race track; and, 

(f) Any other inspection deemed necessary by the official veterinarian and/or the racing 
veterinarian. 

(7) The official veterinarian and/or the racing veterinarian shall maintain a permanent continuing 
health and racing soundness record of each horse inspected. 

(8) The official veterinarian and/or the racing veterinarian are authorized access to any and all horses 
housed on association grounds eligible horse regardless of entry status. 

(9) If, prior to starting, a horse is determined to be unfit for competition, or if the veterinarian is 
unable to make a determination of racing soundness, the veterinarian will recommend to the 
Stewards the horse be scratched. 

(10) Horses scratched upon the recommendation of the official veterinarian and/or the racing 
veterinarian are to be placed on the Veterinarian’s List. 

 
 
F. Do any racing jurisdictions currently have a version of this rule in effect? If yes, please 
attach copies of those rules. 

 
Kentucky has similar language pertaining to jurisdiction over horses for out of competition 
testing. 

 

810 KAR 1:110. Out-of-competition testing.  

Section 3. Out-of-Competition Testing. (1) Any horse eligible to race in Kentucky shall 
be subject to testing without advance notice for the substances specified in Section 2 
of this administrative regulation. A horse is presumed eligible to race in Kentucky if:  

(a) It is under the care, custody, or control of a trainer licensed by the commission; 
(b) It is owned by an owner licensed by the commission; 
(c) It is nominated to a race at an association licensed pursuant to KRS 230.300; 
(d) It has raced at an association licensed pursuant to KRS 230.300 within the 
previous  

twelve (12) calendar months; 
(e) It is stabled on the grounds of an association licensed pursuant to KRS 230.300 or 
a  

training facility subject to the jurisdiction of the commission; or 
(f) It is nominated to participate in the Kentucky Thoroughbred Development Fund. 
(2) A horse subject to testing under subsection (1) of this section may be designated 
for  
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testing by the executive director, the chief state steward, or their respective designee. 
(3) A horse designated for testing under this section shall be subject to testing for the 
sub-  

stances described in Section 2 of this administrative regulation. 
(4) An owner, trainer, or any authorized designee shall fully cooperate with the 
commission  

veterinarian, or his or her designee, by: 
(a) Locating and identifying any horse designated for out-of-competition testing; 
(b) Making the horse available for the collection of the specimen at an agreed upon 
stall or  

other safe location; and 
(c) Observing the collection of the specimen. 
1. If the owner, trainer or their authorized designee, is not available to observe the 
collection  

of the specimen, the collection shall be deferred until the trainer, owner, or their 
authorized de- signee, becomes reasonably available, but the collection shall occur no 
later than six (6) hours after notice of intent to collect a specimen from a horse is 
received.  

2. If the collection does not occur within the time provided for in this subsection, any 
horse that is designated for testing may be barred from racing in Kentucky and placed 
on the veterinarian’s list, 810 KAR 1:018, Section 18, and the steward’s list, for a 
period of 180 days and the owner and trainer of the horse may be subject to the 
penalties described in Section 8 of this administrative regulation.  

 
 
 
 
 
G. Review the RCI Model Rules and identify any other Model Rules this change would 
affect and submit proposed amendments to those rules to comply with changes that would 
be made by this proposal. 

 
 

Should the Committee wish to adopt the proposal as submitted or modified, then the 
following section pertaining to Standardbred racing would also need modification: ARCI-
025-030	Physical	Inspection	of	Horses.		
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Agenda Item 7 

Anticipated proposal not available at publication time; possible action item 

 

 

Proposed Modification of Penalty Guidelines 

for presence of Clenbuterol in Quarter Horses 
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RCI MODEL RULES COMMITTEE 
PETITION FOR NEW RULE OR CHANGE TO EXISTING RULE 

 

 
Your Contact Information: 

 
Name:  Janet VanBebber 

 
Organization:  American Quarter Horse Association 

Address:  P.O. Box 200, Amarillo, TX 79168 

Phone(s): (806)378-4360 
(713)446-4052 

Fax #:   

E-mail Address:  jvanbebber@aqha.org 

 
A. Brief Description of the Issue 

  
1. AQHA would like for Albuterol to be added to Clenbuterol as a breed specific 

(Quarter Horse and Mixed Breed racing) prohibited drug.  
 

2. Additionally, we would like for the ARCI to create a breed specific amendment to 
the penalty guidelines reclassifying Clenbuterol and Albuterol as a penalty class 3-A.   

 
 

 
 

B. Discussion of the Issue and Problem  (narrative provided) 
Provide background on the issue to build context. Address the following: 

� What specific problems or concerns are involved in this  issue? 
� Who does the issue affect? 
� What existing model rules relate to this  issue? 
� Provide relevant quantitative or statistical information if possible. 

C. Possible Solutions and Impact (narrative provided) 
Provide possible recommendations to solve the problem. Include details on each proposed 
solution such as 

� What solution does this proposal provide? 

Please submit this petition via email to rules@arci.com. Submissions received within 45 days 
of the next committee meeting will only be considered at that meeting at the discretion of the 
President or Chair of the Model Rules Committee. Printed petitions should be sent to: 

Racing Commissioners 
International 1510 Newtown Pike, 
Suite 210 

Lexington, KY 
40511 Phone: 
859/224-7070 
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� How will the solution fix the  problem? 
� How will the change affect any entities or  stakeholders? 
� How will you or your organization be affected by the proposed  change? 
� What are the benefits of the proposed change? 
� What are the possible drawbacks of the proposed  change? 
� Identify possible fiscal impact of the recommended change. 
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D. Please identify any affected stakeholder groups that expressed support or opposition. 
(These stakeholders may include the racetracks, breed registries, owners, trainers, jockeys, 
veterinarians, or others.) 

� For those stakeholder groups that have expressed an opinion, please list the points 
on which they agree or disagree, and the arguments they have expressed. 

� Are there any affected stakeholder groups that have not been consulted on this 
proposal? 

� Please submit any formal letters of support or opposition by stakeholder  groups. 

E. Attach the model rule language you are proposing. Please show new language with 
underlined text. If you are proposing that current model rule language be eliminated, 
please strikeout the language to be deleted. 

 
F. Do any racing jurisdictions currently have a version of this rule in effect? If yes, please 
attach copies of those rules. 

 
G. Review the RCI Model Rules and identify any other Model Rules this change would 
affect and submit proposed amendments to those rules to comply with changes that would 
be made by this proposal. 

 
 

FILING THIS REQUEST WITH RCI DOES NOT GUARANTEE YOUR PROPOSAL WILL BE 
CONSIDERED BY THE MODEL RULES COMMITTEE. IF YOU HAVE OPPOSITION FROM AN 
INTERESTED PARTY, YOU ARE STRONGLY ENCOURAGED TO TRY TO  REACH  CONSENSUS 
PRIOR TO FILING THIS FORM. 
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From: Janet VanBebber jvanbebber@aqha.org
Subject: Petition-for-a-Model-Rule

Date: November 21, 2018 at 12:20 PM
To: Ed Martin (emartin@arci.com) emartin@arci.com

Dear Ed,
 
Please submit the following narrative to support our petition for a model rule change provided in
the attachment. We realize this request has more than one moving part, but per your request, we
are consolidating the effort in one application.
 
 

Esteemed members of the Association of Racing Commissioners International,
 
The American Quarter Horse Association is respectfully submitting a proposal for your
consideration. Our submission is twofold. First, we would like to address the topic of
Albuterol.
 
As part of our ongoing effort to guard the welfare of the horse, and the industry as a
whole, we must constantly endeavor to modify our rules and regulations to adequately
address the current trends found in practice on the backsides of the racetracks. In this
pursuit, it is imperative to review the model rule regarding Albuterol as it pertains to
Quarter Horse and Mixed Breed racing. The medication Albuterol is only approved as an
inhalant, but we have learned that horsemen are injecting the drug daily into the horses,
and that like clenbuterol, it too has a repartitioning effect when administered in this off-
label manner. In short, the medication is being abused nationwide as a performance
enhancing drug. In the coming days, we will provide substantiation for the reported effects
of the drug and offer insight to its abuse in human athletes, as well as statements from an
Equine Practitioner about what is being done at racetracks. It is a fact that Albuterol is
being widely abused, and may be related to the significant rise in distressed horses we are
seeing after races. The American Quarter Horse Association maintains that we need to
affect change as soon as possible in order to protect the wellbeing of our equine athletes.
 
In a second, but related, issue we are asking that a breed specific penalty be assigned to
both Albuterol and Clenbuterol. When the ARCI adopted clenbuterol as prohibited in a
breed specific manner, the penalty portion of the model rules was not updated accordingly.
Consequently, a Quarter Horse trainer with a positive finding for clenbuterol could merely
face a 3-B penalty, likened to a controlled therapeutic. We maintain that a positive finding
for a prohibited substance should in fact have a correlating penalty, and ask that such be
revised to a penalty 3-A.
 
We look forward to discussing this topic at the upcoming December meeting in Tucson.
Additionally, we think there would be great value in tasking your Scientific Advisory
Committee with investigating better ways to regulate the misuse and stacking of beta-
agonist drugs including, but not limited to, Clenbuterol and Albuterol.
 
Thank you for considering these important topics. We appreciate the opportunity to
collaborate in our constant endeavor to protect horse racing.
 
Most Sincerely,
 
Janet VanBebber
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Janet VanBebber
Chief Racing Officer
American Quarter Horse Association

 
 

Submit Spam Petition-for-a-
Model-…le.docx
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Penny Breakage 
September 7, 2018 

 
 

 

Executive Summary 
 

The topic of breakage in North America’s horse racing tote pools has gone largely untouched for nearly a 

quarter-century, and before that, relatively unchallenged. Many casual racing bettors, and even many 

horsepeople, are unaware of its existence.  

 

Breakage is the difference between what horseplayers should receive on a winning bet and what they 

actually receive. The concept has been ever-present in racing since the pari-mutuel tote system was 

implemented – with bet-takers (in the early 20th century) claiming breakage was necessary to keep the flow 

of customers moving, helping betting churn, saving tellers from having to pay odd amounts ($2.98), instead 

relying on a rounded figure ($2.80). 

 

If this seems unfamiliar to you, or you have never noticed this before, you aren’t alone. Few realize that 

the calculated dividend a winning horseplayer receives is rounded down, in many cases, to the nearest 

dime per dollar wagered. In ordinary life, breaks to the penny are common. Think about filling your car’s 

gas tank, paying for produce or just about anything that required payment based on weight. In horse racing, 

breaks to the penny have thus far only been a dream. 

 

From the 2018 Triple Crown races, Justify’s three wins yielded total win pool breakage of more than $1 

million. The Preakness alone generated more than $500,000 in breakage from the win, place and show 

pools (WPS).  

 

Breakage occurs in almost every pool, but the impact of rounding is much greater when payouts are smaller 

– the percentage withheld is large when the return to the customer is small. This impacts place and show 

pools more than others, making such wagers largely unattractive to big players. 

 

The Thoroughbred Idea Foundation (TIF) estimates annual breakage in America is worth roughly $50 million 

– or 0.45% of the $10.9 billion wagered in 2017. If breakage was returned to horseplayers and churned 

through the tote pools, even at a blended takeout rate of 20%, TIF believes this could yield an extra $200 

million handle, or an approximate 2% increase in handle at current levels. That equates to the largest single 

year percentage increase in handle over the last 15 years. 

 

Penny Breakage 

Returning rightful winnings to 
horseplayers and stimulating North 

America’s tote pools 

and stimulating North American tote 
pools 
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Breakage is retained by the bet-taker. If the bet-taker is an advanced deposit wagering outlet (ADW) online, 

the ADW keeps the breakage. If the bet-taker is a brick-and-mortar location, like a racetrack, breakage is 

withheld and distributed according to the individual jurisdiction’s regulations. Most states split breakage 

amongst several eventual sources – often between racetracks, the state, purse funds, state-bred incentives 

or other programs.  

 

The regulations about breakage were designed prior to the internet era, and even before racetracks 

employed self-service machines. They have remained the same, essentially, for as long as a pari-mutuel 

tote system has been employed in North America. Handle continues to shift away from traditional cash 

channels and more to online ADWs. Breakage no longer reaches its originally intended sources to the 

degree it once did.  

 

TIF suggests the industry should take steps to shift to penny breakage. Instead of rounding down a win 

mutuel of $3.78 to $3.60 for a 3-5 winner, the full $3.78 would be paid. Concurrent with the shift to penny 

breakage, long-held requirements for mandatory minimum payouts – typically either $2.10 or $2.20 – 

should also be abolished in favor of penny breaks. The newest minimum payment would be $2.02 – the 

equivalent of a penny of breakage for each dollar bet.  

 

Taking this step would eliminate the need for tracks to seed “minus pools,” occurrences when a horse has 

a supermajority of the action in a pool and the total amount of the pool, after takeout is deducted, is 

insufficient to pay the winners to the current mandatory minimum required. In 2017, the New York Racing 

Association netted just 3% of the breakage they retained breakage after deducting taxes from the accrued 

breakage and their $1.8 million in payments to settle minus pools. The impact of breakage to tracks might 

not be as significant as speculated.  

 

Breakage represents an opaque practice in an era where pricing transparency is essential to the wagering 

customer, particularly in the face of a growing competitive marketplace with far lower takeout rates. 

Economists and industry consultants agree racing’s declared takeout is too high, yet breakage only adds to 

the burden, yielding effective rates that can push nearly 21% in the win, place and show pools, far higher 

than what is advertised. 

The nature of racing wagering has changed. Most bets are placed away from host tracks, often online. Many 

on-track wagers have shifted to the use of cash vouchers. Technological advancements and evolution have 

rendered antiquated the concept of retaining breakage. Racing is in great need of modernization in many 

facets while seeking means of increasing wagering from its customers. Industry stakeholders should 

advocate with their regulators for a shift to penny breakage. 

To read the full paper on breakage, visit RacingThinkTank.com. 

For questions or comments on this paper or other topics, follow us on Twitter @RacingIdeas or email: 

ThoroughbredIdeaFoundation@gmail.com 
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Preface 
 
The Thoroughbred Idea Foundation (TIF) was 
recently launched to provide an active forum 
for the exchange, curation and advocacy of 
ideas which will improve thoroughbred 
racing for all stakeholders, and specifically its 
primary financial participants – horseplayers 
and owners.  
 
Implicit in this process will be the discussion 
of various industry policies and positions 
which may have existed, unchanged, for 
decades. The topic discussed in this paper is 
one of those. TIF believes the industry must 
thoughtfully address matters which can help 
stem the downward trends experienced 
within the last decade. Foal crops are at all-
time lows, handle dropped precipitously and 
has since flat-lined, while industry 
consolidation is an unavoidable result.  
 
Racing, as a whole, is incredibly reliant on 
past performance. For the sake of the 
industry’s future, we suggest that such 
reliance be limited to the analysis of horses. 
The sport’s existing model was developed 
decades ago, where elements of pricing, 
transparency and innovation were far less 
important to the sustainability of the 
business, especially while racing enjoyed a 
near-monopoly in the legal sports betting 
environment. Our intent is not to shift pieces 
of the proverbial pie from one group to 
another, but rather to grow the pie for all. 
 
Given improvements in technology, changes 
in the way horseplayers bet on races and 
increased competition from other forms of 
wagering, it is imperative the industry 
updates its model to keep pace with the 
current environment and then focus on 
getting ahead of the curve.  

 
The recommendations offered in this and 
subsequent papers aim to serve as a starting 
point for industry change. TIF welcomes your 
feedback via our website – 
RacingThinkTank.com.   
 

Introduction 

 
The Jockey Club’s Round Table Conference 
on Matters Pertaining to Racing in August 
2018 featured a presentation from McKinsey 
consultants in which they identified 15.8% as 
the “racetrack revenue-maximizing” takeout 
rate for win, place and show pools (WPS).  
Unfortunately, for both horseplayers and 
the racetracks, the average takeout in WPS 
pools across more than 60 tracks studied is 
17.3%.  
 
But the reality is far worse for bettors in 
those pools when factoring in breakage.   
 
Serving as an additional rake on winning 
bets, breakage increases the effective 
takeout to near 20% or higher in some 
jurisdictions, reducing the return to bettors 
and thus reducing the amount of money that 
could be churned back into the pools, 
increasing handle. 
 
As handle on North American racing has 
essentially stagnated over the last five years, 
and is down more than 20% for the last 
decade, racing operators and regulators 
need to find ways to stimulate wagering. 
One way to help the entire system would be 
to return the rightly earned winnings to 
bettors, without the burden of breakage. 
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What is breakage? 
 
Breakage is the difference between what 
horseplayers should receive on a winning 
bet and what they actually receive.  
 
Essentially, breakage is a rounding down of a 
winning dividend in order to present a tidy 
payout, eliminating the need for tellers to 
count and return pennies to winning on-
track bettors. The concept has been ever-
present in racing since the pari-mutuel tote 
system was implemented. Breakage impacts 
every pool in pari-mutuel wagering and can 
never be fully eliminated as there will always 
be some rounding required to the nearest 
penny.  
 
Penny breakage exists in various aspects of 
daily life. The total you owe once filling your 
gas tank is broken to the penny based on a 
cost per gallon and the exact filled amount, 
using decimals beyond two points. The price 
of produce, meat or fish might be based on 
a pound, but the scale used to measure how 
much you are actually buying is often 
calibrated to two or three decimals. The 
break on your payment goes to the penny. 
 
Unlike fuel or produce, North American 
horse racing does not break to the penny, 
but in most cases, the nearest dime on every 
dollar. For horseplayers, breakage is most 
notable in pools where winnings are smaller 
– such as WPS – as opposed to exotic pools 
with higher payoffs.  
 
Here is a basic example of the impact of 
breakage in pari-mutuel tote pools.  
 
Take a race with $100,000 bet in the win 
pool where the takeout rate is the 
aforementioned industry average of 17.3%. 

That means that the total amount to be 
returned to winning bettors is $82,700 
($100,000 minus the $17,300 takeout). 
 
The favorite in this hypothetical race has 
$39,530 bet to win, which converts to an 
even money chance (1-1). Take the 
returnable winning pool of $82,700 divided 
by $39,530 and the raw return for every $1 
wager would be $2.0921. Since it is 
impossible to pay $0.0021, the rounded 
amount bettors would be entitled to would 
be $2.09 for every $1 wagered. With a $2 
minimum bet, this horse should return 
$4.18, but yet nearly all jurisdictions in 
racing return just $4.00 to the winning 
bettor.  
 
In this example, $3,640 is retained in 
breakage from the race. When added to the 
$17,300 already withheld as takeout, the 
total amount which did not get back into the 
hands of the winning bettors totaled 
$20,940 – creating an effective win pool 
takeout rate of 20.94% from the original 
$100,000 wagered. (See Exhibit A in the 
Appendix for more details) 
 
This effective rate is also 32% higher than the 
15.8% rate suggested to racetracks by 
McKinsey in their recent report to The 
Jockey Club.  
 
Now consider that breakage happens in 
every race across North America. The effect 
of breakage varies depending upon the 
particular rounding characteristics of a 
race’s pools, but the impact is the same – 
horseplayers do not receive their fair share 
of winning dividends.  
 
Based on a review of various racing 
commission reports delineating breakage, 
the Thoroughbred Idea Foundation 
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estimates breakage at roughly 0.45% of total 
handle. That suggests breakage totals at 
least $50 million per year. With this money 
returned to horseplayers, we estimate the 
betting churn from breakage to total at 
least an additional $200 million in annual 
handle.  
 

Breakage in the 2018 Triple Crown 
 
The 2018 Triple Crown serves as a useful 
example of the impact of breakage.  
 
Justify returned victorious in all three legs as 
the favorite. Each of the win payouts on 
Justify were impacted by breakage, with just 
over $1 million retained in total breakage 
for the three wins.  
 
Effective takeout was highest at Pimlico, not 
merely because the Maryland track has the 
highest win-pool takeout of the three Triple 
Crown venues, but also because Justify’s 
actual payout was lowest. The lower the 
payout, the greater the impact of breakage 
because the more money bet on a winning 
return will increase the number of occasions 
on which breakage is retained. 
 

 
 

 
 

Should you have wagered $20 to win on 
Justify in the Preakness, the return was 
$28.00, not $28.80. A $200 wager would 
have yielded $280, not $288. The difference 
is breakage. See Exhibit C in the appendix for 
additional details on the calculation of win-
pool breakage from the Preakness. 
 
The impact stretches to the place and show 
pools as well. Below, find the place and show 
payouts from the Preakness, along with 
what the payouts would have been with 
breaks to the penny. Notably, Justify 
returned $2.80 to win and place in the 
Preakness, but if penny breakage was 
implemented, he rightfully would have 
rewarded place backers more than those in 
the win pool. 
 

 
 
Breakage in the WPS pools for the Preakness 
totaled more than $500,000 – the equivalent 
of 2.45% of the $20.59 million bet in those 
pools. While the advertised takeout for WPS 
bets at Pimlico is 18%, the total amount 
withheld from horseplayers in those 
combined pools was nearly 14% higher - a 
blended WPS takeout of 20.45%. 
  

Race
Win 

Payout

Pay 

Without 

Breakage

Total 

Breakage

Derby 7.80$    7.86$    264,413$      

Preakness 2.80$    2.88$    355,755$      

Belmont 3.60$    3.68$    384,863$      

1,005,031$   Triple Crown Win Pool Breakage

Race
Win 

Takeout

Effective 

Takeout

Derby 17.5% 18.17%

Preakness 18% 20.69%

Belmont 16% 18.12%

355,755$      

Horse
Place 

Payout

Pay 

Without 

Breakage

Total 

Breakage

Justify 2.80$    2.94$    86,860$        

Bravazo 7.60$    7.72$    15,815$        
Tenfold

102,675$      

Horse
Show 

Payout

Pay 

Without 

Breakage

Total 

Breakage

Justify 2.60$    2.64$    19,556$        
Bravazo 4.80$    4.88$    11,475$        
Tenfold 6.80$    6.98$    15,704$        

46,735$        

505,165$      

Preakness Place Pool Breakage

Preakness Show Pool Breakage

Preakness Win Pool Breakage

TOTAL PREAKNESS WPS BREAKAGE
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Where does breakage go? 
 
As with many issues related to North 
American thoroughbred racing, individual 
state or provincial regulations dictate the 
recipients of breakage. Some are fairly 
straightforward, others are more complex. 
(See Exhibit B in the Appendix for a selection 
of breakage policies) 
 
As betting on horse races in North America 
has changed, so too have the recipients of 
breakage. In reality, breakage no longer 
flows to its once intended beneficiaries - it is 
no longer serving its original legislative 
intent.  
 
While on-track breakage is allocated as 
regulators intended, often to different 
parties within a particular jurisdiction, the 
breakage accumulated by internet-based 
Advanced Deposit Wagering (ADW) entities 
is retained by the ADWs. What was once a 
significant total, the breakage from all bets 
on live racing from an on-track audience, the 
origin of a race’s bets have been spread far 
and wide thanks to the proliferation of legal 
internet wagering. If anything, this should 
provide an impetus for racetracks and their 
regulators to pursue much-needed changes.  
 
Breakage is retained by the bet-taker. 
While racetracks adhere to their 
jurisdiction’s rules regarding the 
distribution of that breakage, ADWs retain 
all of the breakage from their customers’ 
bets.  
 
A $2 win bet on the 2018 Preakness Stakes 
won by Justify returns the same $2.80 no 
matter where it was made, but the $0.08 

                                                           
1 https://www.oregon.gov/Racing/docs/Hub_Data/2018/Handle/ 

2018_June__hub_handle_2nd%20QT.pdf 

breakage is retained by the bet-taker. Place 
that bet via an ADW and the ADW retains the 
breakage. Place that bet at Keeneland and 
Kentucky’s breakage rules apply.  
 
Actions taken to return breakage to its 
rightful owner, the horseplayers, could 
generate some negative sentiment from its 
current recipients. However, the total 
breakage for a particular track’s races are 
now divided across a far larger set of bet-
takers, suggesting that the significant 
portion of breakage that may have once 
trickled-down to purse funds or horsemen’s 
groups from on-track wagers is far smaller in 
the present than the past. 
 
In 2017, wagers via three of the largest 
ADWs (TVG, TwinSpires and Xpressbet) 
totaled over $3.57 billion1, or nearly 33% of 
all American handle. While these entities 
enjoy the spoils of breakage from their 
winning customers, they would also reap the 
benefits of increased churn from those 
customers enjoying a more sizable winning 
dividend. In other words, bet-takers are 
currently dividing a pool of $50 million 
annually. Were that money returned to 
horseplayers, the churn could yield more 
than $200 million in new handle. It is beyond 
time to examine racing’s breakage model. 
 

Actions and 
Recommendations 

 
The Thoroughbred Idea Foundation 
suggests states amend their breakage 
policies such that all breaks revert to the 
nearest penny.  
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Current policies in most states dictate breaks 
revert to the nearest dime, although New 
York breaks to the nearest nickel for 
winnings under $10. In the earlier example 
used, a winning return of $2.0921 would be 
rounded down to $2.09. This is a just and 
equitable result for horseplayers. Breakage 
will never be completely eliminated as 
fractions of pennies still accrue, and these 
could continue to be divided as the states 
see fit.    
 
The battle to revert to penny breakage has 
been a long one, and a review of several 
points from the past lend crucial perspective 
to this quest.  
 
A noteworthy element in the rationale for 
converting to penny breakage is that the 
cited reasoning for implementing breakage – 
customer service, moving betting lines and 
helping the racetracks – is no longer relevant 
given the nature of wagering in the current 
day. 

 
Fighting for Penny Breakage 

 
Herbert Bayard Swope, a Pulitzer Prize 
winning journalist and former chairman of 
the New York State Racing Commission, 
lobbied the New York legislature to revert to 
penny breakage. His comments were 
recorded in the New York Times of March 27, 
1940. 
 

“The public should not be illegally 
plucked of its pennies by a scheme 
invented several years ago and given 
the specious label of efficiency on the 
plea of saving time and not 

                                                           
2 “Urges breakage to cent.”New York Times. 27 March 1940. 
Obtained via ProQuest Historical Newspapers. 
 

encumbering bettors with cent 
pieces. Why not? And what 
legitimate claims have the State or 
the tracks on these moneys?  

 
None whatsoever.”2 

 
Steven Crist, former chief executive of the 
Daily Racing Form, made the only noticeable 
improvement on breakage in the 1990s 
when a member of New York Governor 
Mario Cuomo’s Advisory Commission on 
Racing in the 21st Century. Among the 
recommendations floated by the 
Commission included a shift in the breakage 
formula.  
 
Crist strongly advocated for penny breakage, 
but the group settled on a change whereby 
breakage on bets returning between $2 and 
$10 would go to the nearest nickel per $1 
bet, as opposed to the nearest dime. This 
result is reflected in the returns one sees in 
New York – mutuels of $3.90 or $5.10, for 
example. In nearly all other jurisdictions, 
such returns would reflect as $3.80 and 
$5.00. The switch has yielded millions more 
returned to winning horseplayers in New 
York over nearly 25 years. 
 
Still, Crist suggested in 2014 that penny 
breakage was the obvious, righteous path. 
 

“The first state that switches to 
penny breakage will reap a huge 
bounty of goodwill and loyalty from 
its customers. Imagine betting a race 
tomorrow and getting across-the-
board payoffs of $9.78, $4.31, and 
$2.79 instead of $9.60, $4.20, and 
$2.60.”3 

3 “Steven Crist: A penny won should be a penny received.” Daily 
Racing Form. 9 January 2014. Obtained via DRF.com 
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Among the details in a six-page decision 
from the 1947 case of State v. Garden State 
Racing Association, the broad purpose of 
breakage was outlined. 
 

“It is apparent that this method of 
computation and payment is for the 
convenience of the permit holder 
[racetrack] in the operation of the 
pari-mutuel system of wagering.”4 

 
The retention of breakage remains 
unchanged to this day, but the way a bet is 
made, either on track, off-track or 
electronically, has very much changed since 
the above comments from the 1940s and 
even from Crist’s work in the 1990s. In other 
words, breakage policies have not been 
formally revisited in the internet era.   
 
The vast majority of handle now comes from 
remote sources. On-track attendance has 
dwindled and even those making bets at the 
racetrack often do so with cash equivalents, 
such as betting vouchers via self-service 
wagering machines, rarely involving a 
human teller doling out pennies to queued 
customers. Nearly all ADW betting is entirely 
cash-less, with transactions effected through 
bank transfers. Players in live-money 
handicapping contests such as the Breeders’ 
Cup Betting Challenge bet millions in a day 
without ever handling cash. Computer-
assisted wagering teams often have direct 
electronic access to the tote pools and can 
place hundreds of bets in an instance.   
 

                                                           

4 “State v Garden State Racing Association.” 136 N.J.L. 173 (N.J. 

1947). Obtained via Casetext.com/case/state-v-garden-state-

racing-assn   

 

The state of modern racing wagering is such 
that the “convenience” created by the 
advent of “this method of computation and 
payment” – breakage – is no longer 
justified.  
 
The advent of $0.10 minimums for 
superfecta wagers has exhibited racetracks’ 
willingness to begin paying down to the 
penny. A superfecta returning $125.60 for a 
$2 bet would yield $6.28 to the winning 
$0.10 bettor. If the industry can accept 
paying a portion of its customers to the 
penny, it should accept paying all of its 
customers as such. 
 

Impact of Penny Breakage 
 
The effect of breakage on a single winning 
bet is small, but because breakage occurs in 
every pool, in every race, the annual total is 
significant. As place and show bets return 
smaller overall dividends to winning bettors, 
breakage in those pools represents a higher 
percentage of the overall pool.  
 
As stated, we believe total breakage 
equates to roughly one half of one percent 
of total handle in America, at least $50 
million per year on roughly $10 billion. The 
win pool from the Triple Crown races 
previously cited generated $1 million in 
breakage alone.  
 
At $50 million per year, we believe 
horseplayers could churn through 
subsequent bets worth more than an 
additional $200 million annually,5 a figure 

5 $50 million wagered with a blended 20% takeout yields $40 

million in return to bettors. $40 million wagered yields $32 million 
returned. A total of eight instances from a $50 million base yields 
$208 million in additional handle if all returns were reinvested.  
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which represents an increase of more than 
2% of nationwide handle. The handle 
generated through additional betting churn 
would represent the largest single year 
percentage rise in handle over the last 15 
years.  
 
A shift to penny breakage will also enhance 
the attractiveness of place and show betting, 
increasing the probability of having a 
winning day at the races – an essential when 
it comes to retaining newer, casual racing 
fans – and incentivizing more professional 
players to dip into these pools. Place and 
show pool payouts are naturally smaller than 
their exotic counterparts as the chances of 
winning are much greater. Breakage in its 
current form savages the profits of these 
smaller payouts, reducing churn even 
further, and essentially serves as a regressive 
tax on newer or casual horseplayers. 
 
The churn created by returning breakage 
produces diversified revenue for more 
stakeholders as a result of additional 
gambling by horseplayers – more revenue 
for racing operators (through takeout), for 
horse owners (through additional funding 
for prize money via takeout) and for 
regulators (through taxes via takeout).  
 
At a time when all betting was conducted on 
track, and thus all breakage was divided as 
the host track’s regulators dictated, some 
jurisdictions where purse funds or state 
breeding programs gained a cut of the 
breakage benefitted from such funding. A 
shift to penny breakage would eliminate 
most of such funding. However, with an 
ever-growing percentage of wagering 
shifting to ADWs, which retain their 
                                                           
6 New Mexico Racing Commission Annual Reports. 

http://www.nmrc.state.nm.us/about-the-commission.aspx 
 

customers’ breakage, these programs 
should be expected to experience ongoing 
declines, particularly in jurisdictions with 
lower handle which have experienced the 
industry’s greatest handle declines.  
 
The state of New Mexico splits breakage 
with half being retained by racetracks and 
the other half going to New Mexico-bred 
purse supplements. From 2014 to 2016, the 
state of New Mexico saw total breakage 
revenue drop 31%, from $881,663 to 
$608,751.6 Maiden special weight races for 
New Mexico-bred horses at Sunland Park in 
January 2017 offered a purse of $24,500 
compared to $23,400 one year later, a 4.4% 
decline in prize money. While this cause and 
effect is not direct, the trend is hardly 
positive for the future.     
 

Negative Breakage 
 
A by-product of a shift to penny breakage 
could also yield the elimination of 
requirements to offer a guaranteed 
minimum return – often $2.10 or $2.20, 
depending on the jurisdiction.  
 
As it stands under current protocols, when 
the calculated, pre-payout dividend falls 
under $2.10 or $2.20 (a result of an 
incredibly short-odds favorite winning or 
landing a first-three placing), the winning 
payoff must be rounded-up to this pre-set 
minimum, leaving bet takers to foot the bill 
for this anomaly.  
 
Negative breakage is also known as a “minus 
pool” – where the amount required to pay 
the minimum return as dictated by the 
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jurisdiction exceeds the size of the pool to 
make the payout.  
  
Steve Crist’s logic, offered in his previously 
cited 2014 article, serves as the standard on 
negative breakage whilst advocating for a 
change to penny breakage. 
 

“Going to penny payoffs would mean 
the end of the ‘bridge-jumping’ era, 
as a minimum payoff of $2.01 instead 
of $2.10 would make show bets on 
supposedly sure things unattractive. 
You would have to be right 200 times 
out of 201, instead of the current 20 
times out of 21, just to break even.  

 
“It’s an era worth ending. There is 
absolutely no logic to having an 
artificial, guaranteed minimum 
which, in fact, violates the whole 
point of the pari-mutuel system and 
the neutrality of the stakeholder.  

  
“Some players may lament the 
absence of the occasional 
opportunity to play against a bridge-
jumped horse, but they will do far 
better in the long run by getting the 
payoffs they deserve on every race.”7 

 
The elimination of minus pools is a 
meaningful benefit to bet-takers following 
a switch to penny breakage and the 
subsequent elimination of a mandatory 
minimum payout.  
 
In 2017, the three tracks of the New York 
Racing Association (NYRA) generated 
$3,061,894 in breakage revenue for the host, 
but of which only $1,948,392 was received 
                                                           
7 “Steven Crist: A penny won should be a penny received.” Daily 

Racing Form. 9 January 2014. Obtained via DRF.com 

by NYRA after state taxes. In the same year, 
NYRA paid out $1,846,438 in minus pools, or 
negative breakage.8 The net revenue to the 
track (after-tax breakage less the minus pool 
payouts) was only $101,954, or just 3.3% of 
the original breakage collected. 
 
Smaller tracks cannot bear the higher 
burden of a particularly large minus pool. 
The same New York State Gaming 
Commission report which provided the 
NYRA figures above showed two of the 
state’s smaller standardbred tracks paid out 
more in minus pools than they collected in 
breakage in both 2016 and 2017.  The 
perceived positive benefits of breakage to 
racetracks may not be as significant as once 
considered in light of their need to fund 
minus pools, which could be eliminated with 
penny breakage and a cancelation of 
mandatory minimum payout requirements. 
 

Operational Adjustments with  
Penny Breakage 

 
Without doubt, on-track operations require 
an adjustment should penny breakage be 
adopted. While lower bet limits, such as the 
$0.10 superfecta, have yielded some 
payouts to the nearest penny, most tellers in 
on or off-track wagering facilities do not 
carry pennies and choose to round these 
payouts, on their own, to the nearest nickel 
or dime. Anecdotally, we are confident some 
customers have no issues with this status 
quo. 
 
Should penny breakage be adopted, brick-
and-mortar facilities on or off-track handling 

8 New York State Gaming Commission Annual Report – 2016, 

2017. https://www.gaming.ny.gov/about/index.php?ID=3 
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cash could adjust their mutuels operations in 
several ways:  
 

 Pennies could be added to the cash 
drawers (this exists in some 
jurisdictions already); 
 

 Select windows with coin dispensing 
machines, similar to those in use at 
retail points, could be used to 
facilitate payments of coins; 
 

 Tracks could pay odd cents in 
vouchers, enabling customers to 
collect them throughout the day for 
later collation, betting or eventual 
payment, potentially from a 
designated window; 
 

 A “cash-out” machine, similar to 
those in use by casinos, could be 
enabled to cash vouchers, perhaps 
limited to those only under $1.00 or 
even for larger payouts.  

 
Options are available to the industry to 
adopt minor adjustments to the payout 
process without a substantial disruption to 
the status quo. As cited previously, a 
growing percentage of customers’ wagering 
via ADWs will dull the operational impact of 
penny breakage. 

 
Alternative to Penny Breakage 

 
An alternate course of action to adopting 
penny breakage could be the establishment 
of rounding accounts, which serve as a 
middle ground for breakage.  
 

                                                           
9 https://special.hkjc.com/racing/info/en/betting/guide-flexibet-

Dividend.asp 
 

When the raw dividend for a horse falls at a 
certain point or below, the rounding account 
accepts the breakage. When the raw 
dividend is at or above a certain point, the 
dividend is rounded up with the difference 
coming from the rounding account. This 
breakage accounting method is applied in 
Hong Kong,9 without controversy, where all 
bets are broken to the nearest HK$0.50 
(US$0.06).  
 
If the regulatory environment renders it 
impossible to shift to penny breakage, 
rounding accounts could take all raw 
payouts as follows: 
 

 $.0001 - $.0499 = round down to 
$0.00 (this portion = positive 
breakage for the bet-taker) 
 

 $.0500 - $.0999 = round up to $0.10 
(this portion = positive breakage for 
the bettor) 

 
The technological development required to 
effect the fluctuations of a rounding account 
would likely require more investment than 
an outright shift to penny breakage, and thus 
may be considered an inferior alternative. 
Still, the rounding account should be given 
consideration as a viable option given its 
effective use overseas and representative of 
some degree of compromise between bet-
takers and bettors.  

 
Additional Considerations 

 
The current system of breakage has long 
been implanted to the business model of 
bet-takers. A shift to penny breakage would 
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likely impact some of the current operating 
practices of ADWs, likely more so than 
traditional brick-and-mortar locations. 
Rebates received by some customers could 
be reduced. Signal fees may change. These 
side effects have not gone unnoticed, but 
should be measured in light of the 
increasingly competitive legal wagering 
marketplace. 
 
The rising presence of fixed-odds sports 
wagering, and the existence of exchange 
wagering in racing, albeit with limited 
distribution at present – both products 
without breakage – should serve as bright 
alternatives to price-sensitive players 
enabled to access such markets. 
 
The overall takeout on both forms of 
wagering is lower, and while the legal 
exchange wagering offering via Betfair does 
offer a funding model back to the industry, 
the path is less clear at present with fixed 
odds wagering.  
 

Penny Breakage -  
The Way Forward 

 
Racing’s pricing model is far from ideal. 
Overhead for operating the sport is 
significant. But when compared to the 
pricing model of alternate forms of gambling 
– particularly sports betting, with an 
approximate takeout rate 4.76% (with no 
breakage), and which is poised to explode 
across America – a modernized approach to 
eliminating breakage should be a priority to 
enhance racing’s attractiveness and 
sustainability to bettors.   

 
A variety of options to minimize or eliminate 
breakage are available to racing operators 
and their regulators for consideration. Given 
the prominence of ADWs, which by their 
very nature do not require the counting or 
physical delivery of cash, most wagers are 
often just numbers on a screen.  
 
Retaining breakage in its current form is an 
opaque practice at a time when pricing 
transparency is essential to customers. It is 
also an antiquated concept in an age where 
the modern customer experience has little 
to do with standing in line to collect cash. 
Switching to penny breakage is an obvious, 
but much needed change.  
 
Racing operators and regulators should pave 
the way advocating for breakage reform. 
Early actors would likely gain some short-
term benefit given these actions. In the long-
term, however, racing as a whole will benefit 
by a concerted effort from all involved to 
address long-standing but solvable 
challenges that a modern sport, benefitted 
by modern technology, should tackle.  
 
All stakeholders in racing should desire an 
increase in handle and revenue. Adopting 
these recommendations seeks to grow the 
pie for the industry, not just shifting slices 
between stakeholders. Penny breakage 
gives more money to horseplayers to churn, 
increasing handle. Modernization in racing is 
a necessity, advocating for and adopting 
penny breakage would be a meaningful step 
in that long-overdue process.  
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APPENDIX 

 

Exhibit A – Sample Race Breakage Calculation 
 

 
 

 

 

 

A Total win pool handle  $       100,000 

B Average win pool takeout rate  $         17,300 

C Total pool remaining to calculate winning dividend  $         82,700 

D Total win pool on Horse XYZ  $         39,530 

E Raw return on every $1 bet on Horse XYZ (C/D)  $              2.09 

F Actual return on every $1 bet on Horse XYZ  $              2.00 

G Breakage on every $1 bet on Horse XYZ  $              0.09 

H Total breakage (D*G)  $            3,640 

J Takeout + Breakage (B+H)  $         20,940 

K Effective Takeout Rate  (J/A) 20.94%
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Exhibit B - Breakage Distribution by Select States 
 

 
**Details in above table were collected from varied publicly available online sources. Some details may have changed since the 

time such sources were originally published. Breakage from ADWs is retained by the ADW. 
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Exhibit C – Preakness Win Pool Breakage Calculation 

 
Note Lines E&G – Raw return has $.0075 remaining. Even with penny breakage, the return would round 

down to $1.44 and the $.0075 would remain as breakage. 
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A Total Preakness win pool  $     13,226,989 

B Pimlico win pool takeout (A*18%)  $       2,380,858 

C Total pool remaining to calculate dividend (A-B)  $     10,846,131 

D Total win pool on Justify  $       7,493,126 

E Raw return on every $1 bet on Justify (C/D)  $              1.4475 

F Actual return on every $1 bet on Justify  $                   1.40 

G Breakage per $1 bet on Justify (E-F)  $              0.0475 

H Total breakage (D*G)  $           355,755 

J Total retained out of Preakness win pool (B+H)  $       2,736,613 

K Effective Takeout Rate (J/A) 20.69%
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Current training regimes may be too hard
on the legs of racehorses, findings
suggest
  January 26, 2018   Horsetalk.co.nz    1 Comment

Spread the word

Microscopic fractures were found in the front leg bones of nearly all the euthanized racehorses used
in a recent Australian study, including those whose deaths had not resulted from a catastrophic
fracture.

The study team found a telling trend in the bone damage they saw in the Thoroughbreds. It was
worse among the older horses and those with longer careers, which indicates accumulating injury
due to chronic overload of the racehorses’ joints.

Dr Ebrahim Bani Hassan and his fellow researchers at the University of Melbourne, writing in the
Australian Veterinary Journal, said the findings suggest racehorses might need longer and better-
managed breaks during their careers to ward off bone fatigue, which is recognised as a common
factor in catastrophic race fractures.

The scientists set out to examine the prevalence of microscopic bone fractures in the lower legs of
Thoroughbreds that had been euthanised in Melbourne. They related those findings back to the
training history of each animal.
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Their work involved the careful examination of leg bones taken from 83 Thoroughbreds that had
died or been euthanised on Melbourne metropolitan race tracks or at the University of Melbourne
Equine Centre.

In all, the study team sourced bones from the lower forelimbs of 38 Thoroughbreds, and those from
the lower hindlegs of a further 45 racehorses.

The bones were examined using a scanning electron microscope for evidence of microfractures, as
well as undertaking an assessment of bone density.

The background of the horses, who were aged from two to 10,
revealed they had careers that ranged from 0 to 66 race starts, with
earnings that varied from nothing to nearly $2.7 million for one
animal.

Of the 38 horses from which forelimbs were collected, 21 had been in training at the time of their
deaths. Most were put down as a result of a leg fracture.  Of the 17 not in training, four had died as
a result of  fractures. The other deaths resulted from cardiac arrest, gut problems, joint infections,
ataxia, ligament problems or kidney issues. The period of time since their race training ceased
ranged from 1 to 59 weeks.

Twenty-four of the 45 horses from which hindlimbs were collected had been in training at the time
of  death, nine of which resulted from fractures, including one pelvic fracture and one broken
shoulder.

Of the 15 training horses without fractures, deaths variously resulted from exercise-induced
pulmonary haemorrhage (EIPH), cardiopulmonary problems, serious gut issues, tendon injury,
bleeding into the chest, and one from cancer.

This left 21 who were not in training. Eight of them suffered fractures, half of which involved the
leg bones. The others died as a result of EIPH, gut problems, neurological issues, trauma, septic
arthritis or lymphoma. The longest had been out of work for two years.

Palmar/plantar osteochondral disease – a degenerative condition affecting the lower leg bones –
could be seen in  65.8% of the forelimb horses and 57.8% of the hindlimb group. This condition is
generally considered a result of “bone fatigue”, which occurs when damage accumulates from
repeated loading, also known as stress fractures.

Such fatigue injuries begin at the microscopic level and accumulate over time to become visible to
the eye.

Under the microscope, microfractures were identified in the forelimbs of 97.4% of the horses. The
density of these tiny front-leg fractures increased with age and the number of race starts

Changes in the subchondral bone – that’s the layer of bone just below the cartilage in a joint – were
common among the Thoroughbreds in the study, the authors said, with the accumulation of damage
seen in horses with longer careers being consistent with bone fatigue.

The authors acknowledged it was likely that subchondral bone damage was over-represented in the
group because most had died as a result of a catastrophic bone fatigue injury.

However, the fact that the microscopic prevalence of subchondral bone injury was worse in older
horses with longer racing careers was noteworthy. It was, they said, consistent with fatigue failure
of the bone related to accumulated training distance.

Rest from race training may allow some degree of repair in the microscopic damage, they said.
However, the burden of damage in this population suggested that, in general, the horses might need
more time off from intense training than is currently the case to minimise the risk of bone injury.

Bani Hassan and his colleagues noted that plantar osteochondral disease can be seen with the naked
eye in up to 80% of Thoroughbreds undergoing post mortems.

“Knowledge of the prevalence of bone fatigue is helpful for an understanding of its importance and
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to enable development of training strategies that will reduce the risk of injury becoming a clinical
problem.”

They said small numbers of microfractures in subchondral bone are likely to be of limited
significance in racehorses. “However, accumulation of numbers of microfractures in horses appears
to be abnormal.”

Just how much damage needs to accrue before a clinical effect is apparent remains unknown.

“Based on the information obtained from the race records and trainer and veterinarian interviews,
many of the horses in this study were performing well and were not reported to be showing signs of
lameness in the weeks prior to presentation.”

Most lameness detection methods relied on detecting unevenness in the gait to identify pain in a
limb, they noted. “Therefore, symmetric distribution of musculoskeletal lesions, as often occurs
with plantar osteochondral disease, would mean that subchondral bone injuries may go unnoticed.”

Bilateral symmetric injuries are consistent with repetitive overload injuries in equine athletes, they
said.

Bani Hassan was joined in the study by Michiko Mirams, Eleanor Mackiea and Robert Chris
Whitton.

The study received backing from the Rural Industries Research and Development Corporation of
the Australian Government, Racing Victoria and the University of Melbourne.

Prevalence of subchondral bone pathological changes in the distal metacarpi/metatarsi of racing Thoroughbred horses.

Bani Hassan E, Mirams M, Mackie EJ, Whitton RC.

Aust Vet J. 2017 Oct;95(10):362-369. doi: 10.1111/avj.12628

One thought on “Current training regimes may be too hard
on the legs of racehorses, findings suggest”

Wonder why the training regimen was so much harder in prior centuries? And in different
countries. Look at the race records of horses like Equipoise, Citation, Carry Back, Kelso,
Buckpasser across the decades…..Australian horses like Phar Lap, English horses like Brigadier
Gerard…..if our courses supposedly have been improved to protect the horses, those at race tracks
as well as training centers, and veterinary methods have improved (or have they?)…I wonder why
there is this “new” focus on how to train is. Another thing….used to be, back in the 50s, 60s, 70s,
80s, that when a horse was away from the races for while, injury related or not, that when they
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RMTC Proposed Amendments to 

ARCI Uniform Classification Guidelines for 
Foreign Substances and Recommended 

Penalties 
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821 CORPORATE DRIVE · LEXINGTON, KY 40503 · PHONE: 859-224-2844 · WWW.RMTCNET.COM 

 
 

To:  The Association of Racing Commissioners, International 
 
From:  Dr. Dionne Benson 

 
 Date:   November 20, 2018 
 
 Re:   Proposed Classifications 

 
 
 

The RMTC submits the attached recommendations for drug classification modifications and 
additions. Please feel free to contact RMTC staff if you have any questions.  
 
Please note, that many of these classifications address substances on the Out of Competition 
Prohibited Substances list which are currently unclassified. The last 3 on the list are in response 
to commission or trainer inquiries.  
 
The attached list except the last three (CBD, THC, Cardarine) were discussed and voted on by 
the RMTC Board at its most recent meeting.  At that meeting, the board unanimously voted in 
favor of the classifications.   
 
After that meeting, the RMTC was asked to consider CBD, THC, and Cardarine. We did so by 
conference call with the SAC and email at the RMTC Board level. The RMTC vote on CBD, 
THC, and Cardarine were as follows: 
 

• 20/20 voting members were in favor for CBD to be classified as a 3B substance.  
 

• 20/21 voting members were in favor of classifying THC as a 1A substance.  
 

o National HBPA comment: “THC is a likely contaminant of most CBD oils, albeit 
at very low concentration. So, we will voice concerns with making it a 1A. 
However, as long as the understanding is expressed that penalties will 
commensurate with the amount found, because in states where marijuana is legal 
we will likely see cases of THC as an environmental/human contaminate possibly. 
If that arises, we need to be prepared to address these as such with less severe 
rulings/suspensions/ fines”.  

o OakTree Member comment: “THC should have similar provisions as cocaine and 
morphine to reduce to a B penalty” (for unintentional exposures).  
 

• 20/21 voting members voted in favor of a 2A classification for Cardarine 
o National HBPA comment: “At present Cardarine, we know has similar properties 

to zipaterol and ractopamine and they are both currently in class 2A. However, we 
are also aware Cardarine is being used by bodybuilders and may very well be a 
substance where environmental contamination could become an issue. Again, if 
that arises, we need to be prepared to address these as such with less severe 
rulings/suspensions/ fines”.   
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On all substances the following comments were received: 
Arabian Jockey Club: “These drugs have no place as therapeutics yet” 
AQHA: “These need to be prohibited substances”.  
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Unclassified Drug FDA Approval Drug Type Proposed 
Drug Class

Justification
Proposed 
Penalty 
Class

Justification

1-androstenediol (5a-androst-1-ene-3β, 17β-diol) No
endogenous weak androgen steroid hormone and 
intermediate in the biosynthesis of testosterone from 
dehydroepiandrosterone (DHEA) and of estrone

3 Steroid B Endogenous AAS

1-androstenedione (5a-androst-1-ene-3, 17-dione) No
endogenous weak androgen steroid hormone and 
intermediate in the biosynthesis of testosterone from 
dehydroepiandrosterone (DHEA) and of estrone

3 Steroid B Endogenous AAS

Bolandiol (estr-4-ene-3β, 17β-diol) No AAS 3 Steroid A AAS lacking FDA approval
Drostanolone No AAS 3 Steroid A AAS lacking FDA approval
Metandienone No AAS 3 Steroid A AAS lacking FDA approval
Metenolone  No AAS 3 Steroid A AAS lacking FDA approval
Metribolone No AAS 3 Steroid A AAS lacking FDA approval
1-testosterone (17β-hydroxy-5a-androst-1-en-3-one) No chemically related to anabolic steroids 3 Steroid A AAS lacking FDA approval

Androstenediol (androst-5-ene-3β, 17β-diol) No
weak androgen and estrogen steroid hormone and 
intermediate in the biosynthesis of testosterone from 
dehydroepiandrosterone (DHEA)

3 Steroid B Metabolite of a B substance

Androstenedione (androst-4-ene-3, 17-dione) No
endogenous weak androgen steroid hormone and 
intermediate in the biosynthesis of testosterone from 
dehydroepiandrosterone (DHEA) and of estrone

3 Steroid B Endogenous AAS

Dihydrotestosterone (17β-hydroxy-5a-androstan-3-one) No endogenous androgen sex steroid and hormone 3 Steroid B Endogenous AAS

Prasterone (dehydroepiandrosterone, DHEA, 3β-hydroxyandrost-5-en-17-one) Yes inactive endogenous steroid 3 Steroid B Endogenous AAS

The endogenous AAS isomer and metabolites listed:
5α-androstane-3α,17α-diol No testosterone metabolite 3 Testosterone Link B Metabolite of a B substance
5α-androstane-3α,17β-diol No testosterone metabolite 3 Testosterone Link B Metabolite of a B substance
5α-androstane-3β,17α-diol No testosterone metabolite 3 Testosterone Link B Metabolite of a B substance
5α-androstane-3β,17β-diol No testosterone metabolite 3 Testosterone Link B Metabolite of a B substance
5β-androstane-3 α, 17β-diol, androst-4-ene-3α,17α-diol No  androstenediol that is converted to testosterone 3 Testosterone Link B Metabolized to a B substance
Androst-4-ene-3α,17β-diol No  an androstenediol that is converted to testosterone 3 Testosterone Link B Metabolized to a B substance
Androst-4-ene-3β,17α-diol No  androstenediol that is converted to testosterone 3 Testosterone Link B Metabolized to a B substance
Androst-5-ene-3α,17α-diol No  androstenediol that is converted to testosterone 3 Testosterone Link B Metabolized to a B substance
Androst-5-ene-3α,17β-diol No prohormone of testosterone 3 Testosterone Link B Metabolized to a B substance
Androst-5-ene-3β,17α-diol No prohormone of testosterone 3 Testosterone Link B Metabolized to a B substance
4-androstenediol (androst-4-ene-3β,17β-diol) No  androstenediol that is converted to testosterone 3 Testosterone Link B Metabolized to a B substance
5-androstenedione (androst-5- ene-3,17-dione) No prohormone of testosterone 3 Testosterone Link B Metabolized to a B substance

Androsterone (3 β-hydroxy-5 α – androstan-17-one) No a metabolite of testosterone and dihydrotestosterone 
(DHT)

3 Testosterone Link B Metabolite of a B substance

Epi-dihydrotestosterone No androgenic metabolite of testosterone 3 Testosterone Link B Metabolite of a B substance
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Unclassified Drug FDA Approval Drug Type Proposed 
Drug Class

Justification
Proposed 
Penalty 
Class

Justification

Epitestosterone No endogenous steroid and an epimer of the androgen sex 
hormone testosterone

3 Testosterone Link B Endogenous, stereoisomer of a 
B substance.

Etiocholanolone No
etiocholane steroid as well as an endogenous 17-
ketosteroid that is produced from the metabolism of 
testosterone

3 Testosterone Link B Metabolite of a B substance

7α-hydroxy-dhea No naturally occurring steroid and a major metabolite 
of dehydroepiandrosterone (DHEA)

3 DHEA Link B Metabolite of a B substance

7β-hydroxy-dhea No naturally occurring steroid and a major metabolite 
of dehydroepiandrosterone (DHEA)

3 DHEA Link B Metabolite of a B substance

7-keto-dhea;19- No a steroid produced by metabolism of the prohormone 
dehydroepiandrosterone (DHEA)

3 DHEA Link B Metabolite of a B substance

Norandrosterone No a detectable metabolite of nandrolone,  an anabolic-
androgenic steroid

3 Nandrolene Link B Metabolite of a B substance

19-noretiocholanolone. No a metabolite of nandrolone (19-nortestosterone) and 
bolandione (19-norandrostenedione)

3 Nandrolene Link B Metabolite of a B substance

Tibolone No synthetic steroid 3 Steroid A AAS lacking FDA approval

Darbepoetin (depo) Yes
Bone marrow stimulant (Erythropoiesis-stimulating 
agents are medications which stimulates the bone 
marrow to make red blood cells)

1 Erythropoietin Link A Blood doping agent

EPO-Fc No fusion protein in human blood 1 Erythropoietin Link A Blood doping agent

EPO-mimetic peptides (EMP):

CNTO 530 No

a biopharmaceutical consisting of a novel peptide that 
mimics the actions of erythropoietin, CNTO 530 
produced sustained increases in red blood cell 
parameters

1 Erythropoietin Link A Blood doping agent

Peginesatide
Yes (Peginesatide 
Acetate)

an erythropoiesis-stimulating agent (ESA) indicated 
for the treatment of anemia due to chronic kidney 
disease (CKD) in adult patients on dialysis

1 Erythropoietin Link A Blood doping agent

Methoxypolyethylene glycol-epoetin beta (CERA) Yes

an erythropoiesis-stimulating agent (ESA) indicated 
for the treatment of anemia associated with chronic 
kidney disease (CKD in adult patients on dialysis and 
patients not on dialysis

1 Erythropoietin Link A Blood doping agent

Non-erythrooietic EPO-Receptor antagonists

ARA-290 No a nonerythropoietic peptide engineered from 
erythropoietin

1 Erythropoietin Link A Blood doping agent

Asialo EPO No

desialylated form of human glycoprotein hormone 
erythropoietin (EPO), which has been reported to be 
neuro-, cardio-, and renoprotective in animal models 
of organ injuries

1 Erythropoietin Link A Blood doping agent

Carbamylated EPO No may be a beneficial tissue-protective cytokine 1 Erythropoietin Link A Blood doping agent
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Unclassified Drug FDA Approval Drug Type Proposed 
Drug Class

Justification
Proposed 
Penalty 
Class

Justification

Roxadustat (FG-4592) No (in trials)

HIF prolyl-hydroxylase inhibitor and thereby 
increases endogenous production of erythropoietin, 
which stimulates production of hemoglobin and red 
blood cells

1 Erythropoietin Link A Blood doping agent

HIF activators (e.g. Argon, xenon)
Yes (some forms 
of xenon)

a key mediator of oxygen homeostasis that was first 
identified as a transcription factor that is induced and 
activated by decreased oxygen tension

3
Cardiovascular 
Effects A Blood doping agent

Chorionic Gonadotropin (CG) Yes a water soluble glycoprotein derived from human 
pregnancy urine

3 Hormone and 
behavioral effects

B

Used for behavior modification 
in colts / horses.  There should 
be no restriction/regulation in 
fillies and mares

Luteinizing Hormone (LH) No

a hormone produced by gonadotropic cells in the 
anterior pituitary gland. In females, an acute rise of 
LH triggers ovulation and development of the corpus 
luteum

3 Hormone and 
behavioral effects

B

Used for behavior modification 
in colts / horses.  There should 
be no restriction/regulation in 
fillies and mares

Corticotrophind No a peptide hormone involved in the stress response 3 because of role in 
stress response

B

Growth Hormone (GH) and its releasing factors including:

Growth Hormone Releasing Hormone (GHRH) and its analogues, e.g., CJC-
1295, sermorelin and tesamorelin

No

peptide analogue of growth hormone-releasing 
hormone which is used as a diagnostic agent to assess 
growth hormone secretion for the purpose of 
diagnosing growth hormone deficiency

3 Anabolic Effects A Anabolic agent lacking FDA 
approval

Growth Hormone Secretagogues (GHS), e.g., ghrelin and ghrelin mimetics, e.g., 
anamorelin and ipamorelin

No hunger hormone, appetite-enhancing and anabolic 
effects

3 Anabolic Effects A Anabolic agent lacking FDA 
approval

GH-Releasing Peptides (ghrps), e.g., alexamorelin, GHRP-6, hexarelin and 
pralmorelin (GHRP-2)

No a synthetic GH secretagogue 3 Anabolic Effects A Anabolic agent lacking FDA 
approval

The following Growth Factors:

Fibroblast Growth Factors (fgfs), Hepatocyte Growth Factor (HGF), Insulin-
like Growth Factor-1 (IGF-1) and its analogues, Mechano Growth Factors 
(mgfs), Platelet-Derived Growth Factor (PDGF), Vascular-Endothelial Growth 
Factor (VEGF) and any other growth factor affecting muscle, tendon or 
ligament protein synthesis/degradation, vascularization, energy utilization, 
regenerative capacity or fiber type switching.

No  a family of peptide cytokines that are important in the 
regulation of many tissues

3 Cardiac, Muscle 
effects

A Lack FDA approval; no 
legitimate use in race horse.

Aromatase inhibitors listed:

Aminoglutethimide Yes  anti-steroid drug 3

Hormone and 
Metabolic effects, 
same classification as 
Testolactone on 
Human Olympic 
Guidelines 

B Testolactone has B 
classification

Page 123 of 144



Unclassified Drug FDA Approval Drug Type Proposed 
Drug Class

Justification
Proposed 
Penalty 
Class

Justification

Anastrozole Yes Aromatase inhibitors 3

Hormone and 
Metabolic effects, 
same classification as 
Testolactone on 
Human Olympic 
Guidelines 

B Testolactone has B 
classification

Androsta-1,4,6-triene-3,17-dione (androstatrienedione) No Aromatase inhibitors 3

Hormone and 
Metabolic effects, 
same classification as 
Testolactone on 
Human Olympic 
Guidelines 

B Testolactone has B 
classification

4-androstene-3,6,17 trione (6-oxo) No Aromatase inhibitors 3

Hormone and 
Metabolic effects, 
same classification as 
Testolactone on 
Human Olympic 
Guidelines 

B Testolactone has B 
classification

Exemestane Yes Aromatase inhibitors 3

Hormone and 
Metabolic effects, 
same classification as 
Testolactone on 
Human Olympic 
Guidelines 

B Testolactone has B 
classification

Formestane No Aromatase inhibitors 3

Hormone and 
Metabolic effects, 
same classification as 
Testolactone on 
Human Olympic 
Guidelines 

B Testolactone has B 
classification

Raloxifene
Yes (as Raloxifene 
Hydrochloride) selective estrogen receptor modulators-SERMs 3

Estrogen effects, same 
classification as 
Testolactone on 
Human Olympic 
Guidelines 

B
Testolactone has B 
classification

Tamoxifen Yes (as Tamoxifen 
Citrate)

Estrogen receptor antagonist antineoplastic agent 3

Hormone and 
Metabolic effects, 
same classification as 
Testolactone on 
Human Olympic 
Guidelines 

B Testolactone has B 
classification
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Unclassified Drug FDA Approval Drug Type Proposed 
Drug Class

Justification
Proposed 
Penalty 
Class

Justification

Toremifene Yes Selective estrogen receptor modulator 3

Hormone and 
Metabolic effects, 
same classification as 
Testolactone on 
Human Olympic 
Guidelines 

B Testolactone has B 
classification

Clomiphene
Yes (as 
Clomiphene 
Citrate)

Estrogen modulator 3

Hormone and 
Metabolic effects, 
same classification as 
Testolactone on 
Human Olympic 
Guidelines 

B Testolactone has B 
classification

Cyclofenil No selective estrogen receptor modulator (SERM) 3

Hormone and 
Metabolic effects, 
same classification as 
Testolactone on 
Human Olympic 
Guidelines 

B Testolactone has B 
classification

Fulvestrant Yes Estrogen receptor antagonist antineoplastic agent 3

Hormone and 
Metabolic effects, 
same classification as 
Testolactone on 
Human Olympic 
Guidelines 

B Testolactone has B 
classification

Activators of the AMP-activated protein kinase (AMPK), 

E.g., AICAR, and Peroxisome Proliferator Activated Receptor δ (pparδ) 
agonists (e.g., GW 1516);

No
transcription factor involved in regulation of genes 
implicated in fatty acid oxidation, cholesterol 
metabolism, and thermogenesis

2

Hormone and 
Metabolic effects, 
same classification as 
Testolactone on 
Human Olympic 
Guidelines 

A PPARs are experimental drugs 
without FDA approval

Insulins Yes protein hormone that is used as a medication to treat 
high blood sugar

3

Hormone and 
Metabolic effects, 
same classification as 
Testolactone on 
Human Olympic 
Guidelines 

B

Trimetazidine No a drug for angina pectoris, the first cytoprotective anti-
ischemic agent

3

Hormone and 
Metabolic effects, 
same classification as 
Testolactone on 
Human Olympic 
Guidelines 

B
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Unclassified Drug FDA Approval Drug Type Proposed 
Drug Class

Justification
Proposed 
Penalty 
Class

Justification

Thyroxine and thyroid modulators/hormones, including but not limited to those 
containing T4 (tetraiodothyronine/thyroxine), T3 (triiodothyronine), or 
combinations thereof.

Yes (as 
Levothyroxine) Thyroid hormones 3

Hormone and 
Metabolic effects C

FDA approval and has (limited) 
legitimate use in care of 
racehorses

Canrenone No steroidal antimineralocorticoid, active metabolite of 
spironolactone (a diuretic)

4 Corticoid C Metabololite of a C substance 
(See spironolactione below)

Etacrynic acid Yes Diuretic 3 Diuretic C Consistent w/other diuretics 
having FDA approval

Indapamide Yes Diuretic 3 Diuretic C Consistent w/other diuretics 
having FDA approval

Plasma expanders (e.g. Bycerol; intravenous administration of albumin, dextran, 
hydroxyethyl starch and mannitol)

No Plasma expanders 3 for cardiovascular 
effects

A No legit use in the racehorse.  
Lacks FDA approval

Spironolactone Yes Diuretic 3 Diuretic C Consistent w/other diuretics 
having FDA approval

Cannabidiol (CBD)1 Yes Anti-epileptic, analgesic 2 Anti-anxiety B Similar to other anti-anxiety 
substances with FDA approval

THC (tetrahydrocannabinol)2 No Drug of human abuse 1 Calming A Drug of human abuse

Cardarine (GW-501516) No PPAR 2
Muscle/anabolic 
effects in humans, 
mice

A
No legit use in the racehorse.  
Lacks FDA approval

1 - This would include substances that are up to 0.3% THC
2 - Should consider whether this is treated like other 1A drugs of abuse (e.g., 
cocaine)
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RMTC Proposed Amendments to  

ARCI-011-020, Sub. I, (2)(c) 

 (Testosterone) 

Page 127 of 144



 

 

RCI Model Rules Committee  
Petition for new rule or change to existing rule 

 
 

Contact Information:  Dr. Dionne Benson, Racing Medication and Testing Consortium, 821 Corporate 
Drive, Lexington, KY 40503, 859-224-2844 
 

A. Brief Description of the Issue 
Internationally, a plasma threshold for testosterone in fillies, mares (non-pregnant), and geldings 
was adopted. That threshold is 100 pg/ml. Currently, the US has a threshold of 25 pg/ml in fillies, 
mares and geldings. The current threshold, which was recommended by RMTC, is based upon the 
best data that was available at the time and included population data presented by Dr. Soma and a 
limited number of research horses.  
 
Because of the disparity between the international and US thresholds, the RMTC SAC became 
concerned about the defensibility of the existing threshold. Accordingly, the RMTC reviewed data 
from 4,419 Thoroughbred and Standardbred fillies and mares and 1,942 geldings. The resulting 
data showed that a 100 pg/ml threshold would sufficiently protect the integrity interests of racing 
and provide a greater margin of safety for horsemen.  
 
Although there have been no violations between 25 and 100 pg/ml in fillies and mares the RMTC 
recommends this change to maintain consistency with international thresholds.  
 

B. Discussion of the Issue and Problem 
Provide background on the issue to build context.  Address the following:  
• What specific problems or concerns are involved in this issue? This proposal is designed to 
modify the testosterone threshold in fillies, mares (non-pregnant), and geldings to 100 pg/ml.  
• Who does the issue affect? Horses, trainers, owners.  
• What existing model rules relate to this issue? ARCI-011-020 Subd. I  
• Provide relevant quantitative or statistical information if possible.  
  
 

C. Possible Solutions and Impact 
Provide possible recommendations to solve the problem. Include details on each proposed 
solution such as  
• What solution does this proposal provide? This will increase the defensibility of testosterone 
findings as these numbers are consistent with international thresholds.  
• How will the solution fix the problem? This will eliminate the argument that the threshold should 
be increased as it is lower than that required by the International Federation of Horseracing 
Authorities  
• How will the change affect any entities or stakeholders? It increases protection for horsemen 
while protecting integrity concerns.  
• How will you or your organization be affected by the proposed change? This is a benefit to the 
horsemen and commissions, not the RMTC.  
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• What are the benefits of the proposed change? Increased safety factor for the horsemen, 
increased case defensibility for the commissions.  
• What are the possible drawbacks of the proposed change? There may be a slight increase in the 
ability to use exogenous aqueous testosterone, also granulosa cell tumors in fillies and mares may 
take longer to identify 
• Identify possible fiscal impact of the recommended change. This may decrease litigation costs to 
commissions.  
 

D. Industry Support 
Please identify any affected stakeholder groups that expressed support or opposition. 
 

This was passed unanimously by RMTC board members.  
 

E. Proposed Model Rule language 
Attach the model rule language you are proposing.  
 
No AAS shall be permitted in test samples collected from racing horses except for endogenous 
concentrations of the naturally occurring substances boldenone, nandrolone, and testosterone at 
concentrations less than the indicated thresholds. (2) Concentrations of these AAS shall not 
exceed the following free (i.e., not conjugated) steroid concentrations in plasma or serum:  
 
… 
 
(c) Testosterone – A confirmatory threshold not greater than 25 100 picograms/milliliter for fillies, 
mares, and gelding. 

 
F. Similar State Rules 

Do any racing jurisdictions currently have a version of this rule in effect? 
 
Some jurisdictions are enforcing this threshold since the RMTC SAC recommendation such as 
Kentucky. 
 

G. Review and Identification of affected Model Rules 
Review the RCI Model Rules and identify any other Model Rules this change would affect and 
submit proposed amendments to those rules to comply with changes that would be made by this 
proposal.  
 
None.  
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RMTC Proposed Amendment to  

ARCI Endogenous, Dietary, or Environmental 

Substances Schedule 

 (Morphine) 
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RCI Model Rules Committee  
Petition for new rule or change to existing rule 

 
 

Contact Information:  Dr. Dionne Benson, Racing Medication and Testing Consortium, 821 Corporate 
Drive, Lexington, KY 40503, 859-224-2844 
 

A. Brief Description of the Issue 
Internationally, a urine screening limit for morphine has been in place for some time. That 
screening limit is 30 ng/ml.  The existence of an international screening limit for morphine largely 
reflects the commercial poppy production in other areas of the world (there is no legal commercial 
poppy production in the United States).  
 
As an international population-based screening limit exists, North America could adopt this as a 
threshold to maintain consistency internationally.  
 
Any presence of free parent morphine in plasma/blood would still represent a violation. This 
would help protect against intentional administrations for the opioid effect. 
 
 

B. Discussion of the Issue and Problem 
Provide background on the issue to build context.  Address the following:  
• What specific problems or concerns are involved in this issue? This proposal is designed to 
create a urine threshold for morphine.  
• Who does the issue affect? Horses, trainers, owners.  
• What existing model rules relate to this issue? ARCI’s Endogenous, Dietary, or Environmental 
Substances Schedule   
• Provide relevant quantitative or statistical information if possible.  
  
 

C. Possible Solutions and Impact 
Provide possible recommendations to solve the problem. Include details on each proposed 
solution such as  
• What solution does this proposal provide? This will ensure that North American regulations are 
consistent with international thresholds.  
• How will the solution fix the problem? This will eliminate the argument that the morphine 
threshold should be increased as it is currently limit of detection which is below the screening 
limit recommended by the International Federation of Horseracing Authorities  
• How will the change affect any entities or stakeholders? It increases protection for horsemen 
while protecting integrity concerns.  
• How will you or your organization be affected by the proposed change? This is a benefit to the 
horsemen and commissions, not the RMTC.  
• What are the benefits of the proposed change? Increased safety factor for the horsemen, 
increased case defensibility for the commissions.  
• What are the possible drawbacks of the proposed change? None known 
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• Identify possible fiscal impact of the recommended change. This may decrease litigation costs to 
commissions.  
 

D. Industry Support 
Please identify any affected stakeholder groups that expressed support or opposition. 
 

This was passed unanimously by RMTC board members.  
 

E. Proposed Model Rule language 
Attach the model rule language you are proposing.  
 

Substance Threshold Reason for Threshold 
Morphine 30 ng/ml total morphine in urine Feed Contaminant 
 

F. Similar State Rules 
Do any racing jurisdictions currently have a version of this rule in effect? 
 
Many international jurisdictions have adopted this as a screening limit 
 

G. Review and Identification of affected Model Rules 
Review the RCI Model Rules and identify any other Model Rules this change would affect and 
submit proposed amendments to those rules to comply with changes that would be made by this 
proposal.  
 
None.  
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Agenda Item 10 

Old Business 

 

 

Interference (carryover item) 
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RCI MODEL RULES COMMITTEE 
PETITION FOR NEW RULE OR CHANGE TO EXISTING 

RULE 

 
PRESENTATION ITEM ONLY 

Your Contact Information: 
 

Name:  Cathy O’Meara 

Organization:  ROAP 

Address:  821 Corporate Drive, Lexington, KY 40503 

Phone(s):  859-224-2702 

Fax #:  859-296-3033 

E-mail Address:  comeara@jockeyclub.com or contactus@horseracingofficials.com  

 

A. Brief Description of the Issue 

 

Internationally there are two categories of interference. These two philosophies outline 

methods of adjudicating interference infractions to determine the final placings in a race. 

Historically, North America, South America, France and Germany have subscribed to a 

Category 2 philosophy and all other major racing countries, the Category 1 philosophy.  At the 

most recent IFHA meetings in Paris, (per press release) “The Executive Council of the 

International Federation of Horseracing Authorities (IFHA) unanimously approved a change 

to its International Agreement on Breeding, Racing and Wagering (IABRW), as recommended 

by its International Harmonisation of Raceday Rules Committee  (IHRRC), to establish a 

model interference rule.” This model interference rule subscribes to the Category 1 

philosophy.  

 

The adjudication of interference infractions has always been at the forefront for ROAP and 

specifically a ROAP Point of Emphasis in recent years. While it is premature to submit the 

specific rule language to the ARCI Model Rules for consideration, ROAP would like to extend 

the dialog beyond the stewards and provide an informational presentation to the regulators on 

the two philosophies.   

 

B. Discussion of the Issue and Problem 

Presentation provided during the meeting 

Please submit this petition via email to rules@arci.com. Submissions received within 45 days 

of the next committee meeting will only be considered at that meeting at the discretion of the 

President or Chair of the Model Rules Committee. Printed petitions should be sent to: 

Racing Commissioners International  

1510 Newtown Pike, Suite 210 

Lexington, KY 40511  

Phone: 859/224-7070 

Page 134 of 144

mailto:comeara@jockeyclub.com
mailto:contactus@horseracingofficials.com
mailto:rules@arci.com


Page 2 of 2  

 

C. Possible Solutions and Impact 

Presentation provided during the meeting 

 

D. Please identify any affected stakeholder groups that expressed support or opposition. 

(These stakeholders may include the racetracks, breed registries, owners, trainers, jockeys, 

veterinarians, or others.) 

This topic is for informational and discussion purposes only 

 

E. Attach the model rule language you are proposing. Please show new language with 

underlined text. If you are proposing that current model rule language be eliminated, 

please strikeout the language to be deleted. 

There are no rule proposals at this time  

 

F. Do any racing jurisdictions currently have a version of this rule in effect? If yes, please 

attach copies of those rules. 

Not applicable at this time 

 

G. Review the RCI Model Rules and identify any other Model Rules this change would 

affect and submit proposed amendments to those rules to comply with changes that would 

be made by this proposal. 

Not applicable at this time 

 
 
 

FILING THIS REQUEST WITH RCI DOES NOT GUARANTEE YOUR PROPOSAL WILL BE 

CONSIDERED BY THE MODEL RULES COMMITTEE. IF YOU HAVE OPPOSITION FROM AN 

INTERESTED PARTY, YOU ARE STRONGLY ENCOURAGED TO TRY TO  REACH  CONSENSUS 

PRIOR TO FILING THIS FORM. 
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CATEGORY 1 PROTEST/OBJECTION PRINCIPLE -  
IABRW MODEL RULE 

Aim 

1. This paper asks the Technical Advisory Committee (“TAC”) to;- 

1.1 consider a Model Rule drafted by the International Harmonisation of Raceday 
Rules Committee (“IHRRC”) in respect of the Category 1 protest/objection 
principle, and 

1.2 recommend to the IFHA Executive Council that the Model Rule be included in 
the International Agreement on Breeding, Racing & Wagering. 

Background 

2. The IHRRC was formed in 2007 due to the IFHA recognizing that the increased 
coverage of horseracing around the world had accelerated international betting which 
highlighted the problem of different Rules and the interpretation of those Rules being 
difficult for punters and racing fans to comprehend and accept. 

3. The Committee’s terms of reference are:- 

• To identify those Rules, in consultation with the Executive Council of the IFHA, 
where a common approach would most benefit racing internationally 

• To encourage the harmonisation of raceday Rules and regulations amongst 
member countries so as to promote the internationalization of racing 

• To draft proposed articles in respect of those Rules, for approval by the 
Executive Council and subsequent inclusion in the International Agreement on 
Breeding, Racing and Wagering 

• To draft proposals, taking into account fairness, integrity, safety and welfare of 
horse and rider, commercial factors and the confidence of the betting public 

It has been a priority issue for the Committee since its inception to achieve 
harmonisation across all major racing jurisdictions in respect of the Category 1 protest 
/objection principle.   

4. Broadly speaking, the protest/objection Rules in most IFHA member countries fall into 
two categories:- 

• Category 1: Countries whose Rules provide, in general terms, that if a horse 
which causes interference finishes in front of the horse interfered with but 
irrespective of the incident(s) the sufferer would not have finished ahead of the 
horse causing the interference, the placings as semaphored by the Judge remain 
unaltered. 

• Category 2:  Countries whose Rules provide that if the interferer is guilty of 
causing interference and such interference has affected the result of the race 
then the interferer is placed behind the sufferer irrespective of whether the 
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sufferer would have finished in front of the interferer had the incident(s) not 
occurred. 

5. At present Britain and Ireland together with the majority of member countries within 
the Asian Racing Federation operate under the Category 1 principle.  Prominent racing 
jurisdictions operating under the Category 2 principle include France, Germany, South 
America and the United States of America. 

6. The Committee’s stated position is that harmonisation should be achieved through all 
major racing jurisdictions under the IFHA umbrella adopting the Category 1 principle.  
The Committee arrived at this position due to the ever-increasing globalisation of racing 
in respect of horses campaigning internationally and punters betting into commingled 
wagering pools.  The establishment and acceptance of the Model Rule will greatly assist 
connections of horses and punters in being confident that protest/objection principles 
will be consistently applied irrespective of the jurisdiction in which a particular race is 
conducted. 

7. Further, the Category 1 principle negates horses being relegated behind horses which 
may have been interfered with but regardless would not have finished in front of the 
interferer, the result being the relegation of a horse which is most deserving of the 
placing attained at the end of the race. One example of the general industry and public 
dissatisfaction with the Category 2 principle is Dar Re Mi being relegated from first to 
fifth in the 2009 Qatar Prix Vermeille. This result would not have eventuated under the 
Category 1 principle as the winner caused minimal interference to a horse which 
irrespective would not have finished in front of the winner. 

Japan Racing Association Experience 

8. Having discussed the universal adoption of the Category 1 principle at every meeting 
since its inception, the Committee was instrumental in the Japan Racing Association 
adopting the Category 1 protest/objection principle from Category 2 in 1 January, 2013. 

9. It is noteworthy that since the Japan Racing Association adopted the Category 1 
protest/objection principle, the overall number of Stewards’ Inquiries, Demotions and 
Disqualifications has all decreased significantly. 

 Category 2 Principle 

2011/2012 (2 years) 

Category 1 Principle 

2013/2016 (4 years) 

# of Races Conducted 7092 13,813 

# of Stewards’ Inquiries 328 76 

# of Demotions 33 6 

# of Disqualifications 8 0 

 

 

IHRRC Resolution, 2016 & 2017 Meetings 
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10. At the meetings conducted in Hong Kong on 9 December 2016 and in Washington, DC 
on Friday, 19 May 2017, the Committee noted the following comments made by 
prominent racing identities during recent years in respect of the need to harmonize 
interference Rules amongst major racing jurisdictions:- 

 
Baron Edouard de Rothschild, President, France Galop, 1 October 2016:- 
 
“But globalization entails duties for Horseracing Authorities and I will 
mention some of those:- 
 

• The harmonization of rules, particularly in the area of 
racing interferences. Progress has been made but, on 
the European level in particular, not enough has been 
achieved.” (Emphasis added) 

 
HRH Princess Haya Bint Al Hussain, IFHA Conference, 3 October 2016:-  
 
“And does this snapshot of global sports not underline the fact that the FEI 
and the IFHA have two of the best track records in integrity today of any 
other global sports organization?  I think that is highly relevant.  And I truly 
believe for racing it is a game changer.  Racing since the dawn of time is 
the most spectacular spectator sport.  And there is a whole section of new 
fans looking for excitement.  But none of this comes without effort.  England, 
France, Ireland, America and Australia need absolutely to create unity to 
tackle issues like the harmonization of raceday rules.  As President 
Romanet has already said, how do you expect your racing public, betting 
audiences and the hope of new audience if regulations remain confusing 
to even jockeys and trainers who compete internationally?” (Emphasis 
added) 
 
IFHA Vice-Chairman Winfried Engelbrecht-Bresges, IFHA Conference, 
Monday, 5 October 2015:- 

 
“…it was really that the Harmonisation of Raceday Rules is one of the 
raison d'être of the Federation……  We think it is even more important 
going forward because with the globalization of racing, with more 
international, travel of horses and especially with wagering now on these 
events on a global basis, we think it is very important that one has common 
rules that our fans can expect a common interpretation of rules because in 
the end in a way it comes back to customer centricity because we know that 
the revenues of racing are generated by 70, 80% via wagering and if we are 
not in a way providing the same rules, we think it would be detrimental to 
the impact of our expansion.  Under this in a way strategic objective, it is 
very clear that we would like to achieve greater uniformity of the raceday 
rules and to support international development of our fan base, to reduce 
the risk of controversy which we always would have, so we think clearly it 
would not be eliminated, but I think we want to in a way really set the basis 
for simulcast and commingling arrangements which I think now are key for 
the development of the sport.  Looking at therefore our key targets, one in 
a way, that is we know it is a very challenging target, is to get to a uniform 
protest rule in all countries with Part 1 races.  If one looks at therefore how 
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we have and want to tackle this, we have Harmonisation Committee of 
Raceday Rules which is chaired by Kim Kelly who is the Chief Stipe of The 
Hong Kong Jockey Club.  But especially in the Asian region we have on a 
very regular basis, we have meetings in a way where we try in a way to 
advocate and harmonise our rules there.  We have gone really out of the 
way to share our vision how we want to do this and especially we had, for 
the first time ever, the Committee was able to address a large number of 
United States delegates at the Pan American Conference where there was 
an advocation that we should follow the Category 1 philosophy than the 
Category 2 philosophy.  To be realistic, we know that’s a very, very 
challenging target, but I think if you look at a five-year plan, we think it is 
something we should really focus on.” (Emphasis added) 

  
Mr Louis Romanet, IFHA Chairman, in reply to Mr Engelbrecht-Bresges’ 
comments above:- 

 
“Third, we must come together to harmonise the most basic rules 
throughout the world.  I fully realise the start can be seen daunting when 
considering the scope of countries involved and the fundamental different 
philosophies at play.  But I assure you owners, trainers, bettors and fans 
I’ve never been more aware of our differences.  You need only to read social 
media after the running of the Beverley D, St Leger and Irish Champion 
Stakes.  And I have never been more vocal in the ask for harmonisation in 
areas such as interference.  If we are going to push racing as truly global, 
we must come together for this purpose and I look forward to the next 
meeting of the Committee for the Harmonisation of Raceday Rules and 
International Stewards’ Conference where I hope this is a major topic for 
discussion.  We do not have the power to enforce uniform rules around the 
world as we do not directly organize international events, but we must 
increase the pressure on the racing authorities concerned as it is also for 
safety issue.” (Emphasis added) 
 
Mr Romanet, IFHA Conference, 3 October 2016:- 

 
“It is necessary for racing rules to be in greater synchronization, 
specifically for interference as our Chairman mentioned at the dinner on 
Saturday.  It is not only confusing for Jockeys and Trainers who are 
competing internationally but I foresee a day when a major international 
race is available to a worldwide betting audience and a disqualification is 
made or not made and an entire betting nation is permanently alienated 
to another country’s product.  In the world of commingled global pools 
that is a scenario that we cannot risk and must continue to bring our rules 
in closer alliance”. (Emphasis added) 
  

11. Having reached the conclusion that harmonisation should be based upon the Category 
1 protest/objection principle and having regard to the aforementioned noteworthy 
comments, the Committee resolved unanimously to recommend that a Model Rule 
should be formulated as a means of advancing progress towards adoption all major 
racing jurisdictions of the Category 1 principle. 

Model Rule  
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12. The Committee unanimously agreed upon the following wording for the Model Rule in 
respect of the Category 1 protest/objection principle:- 

“If, in the opinion of the Staging Authority’s relevant judicial body, a horse or its 
rider causes interference and finishes in front of the horse interfered with but 
irrespective of the incident(s) the sufferer would not have finished ahead of the horse 
causing the interference, the judge’s placings will remain unaltered. 

If, in the opinion of the Staging Authority’s relevant judicial body, a horse or its rider 
causes interference and finishes in front of the horse interfered with and if not for 
the incident(s) the sufferer would have finished ahead of the horse causing the 
interference, the interferer will be placed immediately behind the sufferer.” 

Racing Authorities may, within their Rules, provide for the disqualification of a horse 
from a race in circumstances in which the Staging Authority’s relevant judicial body 
deems that the rider has ridden in a dangerous manner. 

13. The Committee will note that contained within the Model Rule is a provision for the 
disqualification of a horse from a race if the rider has ridden dangerously, irrespective 
of whether the horse which was interfered with would have finished in front of the 
interferer whose rider had been found to have ridden in a dangerous manner.    

14. The Committee may consider whether Article 32 (Running of the Race) would be the 
appropriate place to insert the Model Rule in the IABRW. 

Action 

15. The International Harmonisation of Raceday Rules Committee proposes to submit the 
Model Rule for consideration by the Technical Advisory Committee with a 
recommendation then being formulated for consideration by the IFHA Executive 
Council. 

 
 

 Kim Kelly 
 Chairman 
 IFHA International Harmonisation of Raceday Rules Committee 

 
 
KK/ml 
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2019 ARCI Conference on 

Animal Welfare & Racing Integrity 

April 2-5, 2019 

Arcadia, California USA 
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RCI Model Rules Committee  
Petition for new rule or change to existing rule 

Contact Information:   
Dr. Dionne Benson, RMTC, 821 Corporate Drive, Lexington KY 40503, 859-224-2844 

A. Brief Description of the Issue
Regulatory veterinarian access to medical records for horses can be important in reviewing
whether a horse is sound for racing. When horses ship into a track within days of a race, often that
information is not available to veterinarians making decisions on race day. The existing rule was
reviewed by an RMTC subcommittee including representatives of AAEP, HBPA, Regulatory
Veterinarians, Jockeys’ Guild, NTRA, racetracks and regulators.

B. Discussion of the Issue and Problem
Provide background on the issue to build context.  Address the following:
• What specific problems or concerns are involved in this issue? This involves the health and
welfare of racehorses. By ensuring regulatory veterinarian access to health records for horses
shipping into their jurisdiction, regulatory veterinarians are better equipped to determine the
soundness of horses for racing or training.
• Who does the issue affect? Veterinarians, trainers, owners, and horses on commission regulated
properties.
• What existing model rules relate to this issue? ARCI-001-010 Terms, ARCI-008-020 Trainers
• Provide relevant quantitative or statistical information if possible.

C. Possible Solutions and Impact
Provide possible recommendations to solve the problem. Include details on each proposed
solution such as
• What solution does this proposal provide? Proposed rule language provides the regulatory
veterinarian the ability to request information on horses that ship into the relevant racing
jurisdiction allowing them to make better informed decisions on racing soundness.
• How will the solution fix the problem? Allowing Veterinary Medical Record access to regulatory
veterinarians enables dialogue between the private practice veterinarian and the regulatory
veterinarian and provides a greater picture of overall horse health.
• How will the change affect any entities or stakeholders? This will require private veterinarians
and trainers to make these records available upon request of a regulatory veterinarian.
• How will you or your organization be affected by the proposed change? RMTC will not benefit
directly – but we believe this will enhance the health and welfare of the horse.
• What are the benefits of the proposed change? By having additional information about the health
of a horse, regulatory veterinarians are better able to evaluate horses for racing and training
soundness.
• What are the possible drawbacks of the proposed change? It may require management of paper
records by the veterinarians and regulatory authorities. The paper records process may soon be
relieved by a pilot electronic records program currently being developed by The Jockey Club in
conjunction with the California Horse Racing Board.
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• Identify possible fiscal impact of the recommended change. The main fiscal impact will be in 
regulatory veterinarian time resources.   
 
 

D. Industry Support 
Please identify any affected stakeholder groups that expressed support or opposition. 
The RMTC board passed the proposed model rule for ARCI submission with a supermajority of 
17, 1 abstention (The Hambletonian Society), and 2 opposed (HBPA and AAEP).   
The Arabian Jockey Club member voted in the affirmative stating “This is fair and necessary.” 
The AAEP representative opposed requesting RMTC “Define iv. on 14-day reporting” 
The ARCI member voted in favor stating “I am voting in the affirmative to advance this to RCI” 
 

 
E. Proposed Model Rule language 

Attach the model rule language you are proposing.  
 

ARCI-001-010 Terms:  
Relevant Regulatory Authority: The Relevant Regulatory Authority is the Regulatory Authority 
under which the horse is entered to race or scheduled to work off the Veterinarian’s List.   
14-day Record: The 14-day Record shall include the following information regarding treatments:  
 i.  the name of the horse treated;  

ii.  any medication, drug, substance, or procedure administered or prescribed by a 
veterinarian within 14 days prior to working off the vets list or racing 

iii.  the date and time of treatment; and 
iv.  any other information requested by the official veterinarian or Regulatory 

Authority designee. 
The 14-day Record is confidential to the extent allowed by law. 

 
ARCI-008-020 Trainers 
C. Other Responsibilities 
 
18)  Records for Horses Shipping to the Track:  

If a horse is not stabled at a facility under the jurisdiction of the Relevant Racing Authority for the 
full 14 days prior to a race or working off the Veterinarian’s List, the trainer must make available 
to the official veterinarian or other Regulatory Authority designee, upon request, the 14-Day 
Record.  
Failure to provide accurate and complete records as requested shall result in disciplinary action. 
 
 

F. Similar State Rules 
Do any racing jurisdictions currently have a version of this rule in effect? 
 
None that we are aware of 
 

G. Review and Identification of affected Model Rules 
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Review the RCI Model Rules and identify any other Model Rules this change would affect and 
submit proposed amendments to those rules to comply with changes that would be made by this 
proposal. None known 
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