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ROAP Interference Survey Report

The ROAP Interference Survey was conducted in late fall of 2018. The goal of the survey was to
get a better understanding of stakeholders’ preferences as to how races should be adjudicated
in North America. There are two philosophies with regards to interference, Category 1 and
Category 2. Currently North America adjudicates under the Category 2 philosophy. All other
major international racing jurisdictions adjudicate under the Category 1 philosophy.

The Category 2 philosophy states the stewards may disqualify if, in their professional opinion, the
foul altered the finish of the race, regardless of whether that foul was accidental, willful, or the
result of careless riding. Some also describe it as costing a horse the opportunity for a better
placing.

The Category 1 philosophy demotes or changes the placings only if the horse that caused the
interference improved his position because of that interference. The overall placings of the horse
that was interfered with is not necessarily taken into account, but rather how they finished
relative to each other. There is an additional part of the Category 1 philosophy that states, in
cases of dangerous riding, the horse can be disqualified.

Note that the term disqualified is used in North America when a horse’s placing has changed as
a result of a steward’s decision. Internationally, the term used is demotion and the term
disqualified is used only when a horse is taken completely out of the race.

Overall the survey received a good response. Some limitations to keep in mind when reviewing
results of the video analysis are that these are preferences based solely on watching the films
provided. Order of finish and margins were not provided, and jockey/starter interviews were not
available for review. The films were only a brief view of the incident itself, not the entire race.




The survey received 579 total responses broken down by the following responders:

Q2 What is your primary position in the racing industry (check only one):

Other
6% (35)

Steward

Racing Commission 15% (86)

Staff

Trainer Racing Official
1% (8) 59 (27) 59 (31)
Horse Breeder
2% (11) /‘
Horse Owner
13% (76) T Fan
Track Management 16% (95)
2% (14)
Media
2% (13) j
Handicapper
29% (170)

Before any data was reviewed, responses from outside of North America were removed, which
left a total of 554 responses:

Q2 What is your primary position in the racing industry (check only one):

Other

6% (32} Steward

Racing Commission 13% (74)

Staff

Trainer
1% (8) 595 (26)

Horse Breaeder

Racing Official
5% (28)

2% (10)
Horse Owner ——— Fan
13% (73) 7% (94)
Track Management
3% (14)

Media
2% (13)

Handicapper
31% (170)




The largest groups to respond were handicappers at 170 and the stewards at 74. The other
category included individuals who also identified as bettors, industry professionals, ADW

employee, former commissioners, track management, and horsemen. The other category group
was not segmented into applicable categories.

In response to “should there be a uniform interference rule for all jurisdictions,” 84% indicated
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FILM ANALYSIS

The survey was designed to enable responders to view four race films (two with incidents in the
stretch, one with an incident in the turn with a clear winner, and one with an incident out of the
gates). After reviewing the four films, responders were asked which rule language they preferred.
Additionally, responders were allowed to add personal comments to each question, which
resulted in more than 1,800 individual comments.

When looking at the responses to the films, the following results were observed. The two races
with incidents in the stretch received mixed results (Q4, Q5). Both races under Category 1 would

have resulted in no change and under Category 2 would have been a demotion/disqualification.
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Question 5: Incident in Stretch

1004%

80%

B0% 52% 48%

20%

0%
Leave the placings unaltered Disqualify the winner {(#2) and
place behind the horse involved
in the incident (#1)




The third race (Q6) was an incident in the turn where the interferer won by a large margin. Under
the Category 1 philosophy the placings would remain unaltered but under Category 2 it would
depend on the wording in the individual state rule. Since the interfered horse crossed the wire in
third approximately 5 lengths from the second-place horse, the final results could be different in
individual state jurisdictions. Under Category 2, the stewards would need to determine if the
incident altered the finish (or cost the horse a placing). The responders to the survey question
preferred to leave the results alone 62% to 38%.

Question 6: Incident in Turn with clear winner
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The fourth race (Q7) was an incident involving the start. Under category 1 there would be no
change and under category 2 the results would also most likely remain unaltered, again
depending on the wording in the individual jurisdiction. The respondents for this question

indicated a preference to leave the results the same 63% to 37%.

Question 7: Incident coming out of gate
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In terms of responder’s preference to the actual wording of the rule language (note only 538

responded to this question), 57% responded a Category 2 preference with 29% favoring Category
1, and 14% preferring a foul is a foul philosophy.
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SEGMENTATION of RESULTS

Note: all remaining graphs are in percentages

Interestingly, when controlling for the selection of the rule philosophies (including a foul is a foul),
the responses to film questions held steady. This could indicate a need for more education with
regards to the interpretation of rule language and its applications. Additionally, more education
may be needed on what is considered a foul (how it’s defined) in general.

Controlling for responders who indicated they preferred the “foul is a foul” rule language (75
total responders), they indicated the following preferences with respect to the film analysis.

"Foul is Foul" responders (n=75)
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Controlling for responders who indicated they preferred the Category 2 rule language (306 total
responders), they indicated the follow preferences with respect to the film analysis.

"Category 2" responders (n=306)
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Controlling for responders who indicated they preferred the Category 1 rule language (157 total
responders), they indicated the follow preferences with respect to the film analysis.

"Category 1" responders (n=157)
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SUPPLEMENTAL REVIEWS

The supplemental reviews below account for 240 responders. The remaining responders not
included in the supplement indicated they were Fans, Other, Track Management, Media, and
Commission/staff.

Filtered to Steward and Category responses only

Total responders: 72 (Note: there were only three ‘Foul is a Foul’ responders, who are not included in
charts below.)

"Steward" and "Category 2" responders (n=61)
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"Steward" and "Category 1" responders (n=9)
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Filtered to Handicapper and Category responses only

Total responders: 163
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"Handicapper" and "Category 2" responders (n=80)
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"Handicapper" and "Category 1" responders (n=58)
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Filtered to Owner/Breeder/Trainer responders only

Total responses: 109 (Owner, 73; Breeder, 10; Trainer, 26)

"O/B/T" and "Foul is Foul" responders (n=21)
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LEGAL PROVISIONS: PLEASE READ CAREFULLY.

The contents, education, information and opinions contained in these educational materials
(“Materials”) are being provided by the Racing Officials Accreditation Program (“ROAP”) for
educational and information purposes only, and shall not be construed as legal advice or as an
offer to perform legal services on any subject matter. While the authors take great care to
review the content of the Materials, ROAP makes no warranty, express or implied, as to the
accuracy or completeness of the content contained therein. The reader of these Materials uses
them at his or her own risk, and ROAP shall not be responsible for any errors, omissions, or
inaccuracies therein, whether arising through negligence or otherwise. Reliance on any content
contained in the Materials is strictly at the reader’s own risk. The content of the Materials
contains general information and may not reflect current legal, safety, technological or
scientific developments or information. The Materials are not guaranteed to be correct,
compete or current.

The contents, education, information and opinions contained in the Materials are intended to
support the duties of racing officials at racetracks conducting live horse races. All products
referenced in the Materials are produced or supplied by third parties and any references to
such products shall not be construed as advertisements, endorsements or sponsorships.

THE MATERIALS ARE PROVIDED ON AN “AS IS” BASIS, WITHOUT WARRANTIES OF ANY KIND
EXPRESS OR IMPLIED. THE READER USES THE MATERIALS AT HIS OR HER OWN RISK. ROAP
EXPRESSLY DISCLAIMS ALL WARRANTIES, WHETHER EXPRESS OR IMPLIED, INCLUDING ANY
IMPLIED WARRANTIES OF MERCHANTABILITY, FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR PURPOSE, AND
ANY WARRANTIES OF NON-INFRINGEMENT WITH RESPECT TO THE MATERIALS. IN NO EVENT
SHALL ROAP, ITS AFFILIATES EMPLOYEES, DIRECTORS, OFFICERS, EQUITY OWNERS OR AGENTS
BE LIABLE FOR ANY DAMAGES WHATSOEVER (INCLUDING, WITHOUT LIMITATION, LOST
PROFITS, DIRECT, INDIRECT, INCIDENTAL, SPECIAL, PUNITIVE OR CONSEQUENTIAL DAMAGES)
RESULTING FROM USE OF THE MATERIALS, INCLUDING WITHOUT LIMITATION ANY (I) ERRORS,
MISTAKES OR INACCURACIES OF CONTENT, (I1) PERSONAL INJURY OR PROPERTY DAMAGE, OF
ANY NATURE WHATSOEVER, RESULTING FROM ANY READER’S ACCESS TO AND USE OF THE
MATERIALS, OR (1ll) ANY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS IN ANY OF THE MATERIALS OR FOR ANY LOSS
OR DAMAGE OF ANY KIND INCURRED AS A RESULT OF THE USE OF ANY MATERIALS, WHETHER
BASED ON WARRANTY, CONTRACT, TORT OR ANY OTHER LEGAL THEORY. THE FOREGOING
LIMITATION OF LIABILITY SHALL APPLY TO THE FULLEST EXTENT PERMITTED BY LAW IN THE
APPLICABLE JURISDICTION. IF ANY PART OF THIS LIMITATION OF LIABILITY IS INVALID, ILLEGAL
OR UNENFORCEABLE, THEN THE AGGREGATE LIABILITY OF ROAP AND ITS AFFILIATES UNDER
SUCH CIRCUMSTANCES TO THE READER OR TO ANYONE ELSE WILL NOT EXCEED ONE HUNDRED
DOLLARS.
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