IN THE MATTER OF AN APPEAL UNDER THE ENABLING LEGISLATION OF THE LEGISLATURES OF
PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND, NOVA SCOTIA, AND NEW BRUNSWICK ESTABLISHING A MARITIME
PROVINCES HARNESS RACING COMMISSION AND UNDER THE RULES AND REGULATIONS OF THE
MARITIME PROVINCES HARNESS RACING COMMISSION

Appeal Heard on August 4, 2026

BETWEEN:
Paul Langille
MPHRC Licensee
APPELLANT
AND:
Danny MacKinnon
Senior Judge
RESPONDENT
PRESENT

A panel consisting of Commissioners Glenn Rankin (Chair), Nova Scotia, Roger DesRoches, Prince Edward
Island, Cam McPhee, Prince Edwand Island, Sam Hodgin, New Brnswick, and Robert McSorley, New
Brunswick convened to hear this appeal. As Chair, Mr. Rankin votes only in the event of a tie.

Director of Racing Derck Folland and Financial Officer and Administrative Assistant Julie MacDonald
appeared for the Commission Administration.

The Appellant represented himself.
The Respondent represented himself.

The appeal was conducted pursuant to Section 7.3 of the Rules of Standardbred Racing as adopted by the
Maritime Provinces Harmess Racing Commission.

The appeal arose from Race 6 at Invemess Raceway on June 28, 2026. The Appellant appealed the Judges'
finding that he failed to set and maintain a pace comparable to class contrary to Rule 303(13). The penalty
assessed was 5% of the purse, subject to the maximum prescribed fine of $500.

The Judges' hearing was held on July 2, 2026. The Notice of Intent to Appeal was filed on July 4, 2026, and the
Appeal Form was filed on July 10, 2026. The Chair confirmed that the filing requirements had been met and
that the appeal was properly before the Commission. '

The Chair reviewed the procedure to be followed during the hearing and confirmed that neither party objected
to the composition of the Appeal Panel.

THE RESPONDENT

Senior Judge Danny MacKinnon testified that he was the Senior Judge officiating at Invemess Raceway on
June 28, 2026, together with Associate Judge Danny Dowie and Video Judge Craig Mills,

Judge MacKinnon reviewed the video replay of Race 6 with the Appeal Panel. He testified that after a horse
made a break in the first turn, the Appellant obtained the lead. The first quarter was timed in 30.1 and the half
in 1:01. The race was completed with a back half of approximately 57.4. '

The Respondent testified that the Judges considered the 1:01 half too slow for the class. In reaching their
decision, the Judges compared the fractions with other divisions conducted under similar conditions on the
same race card, including other three-year-old colt divisions and two-year-old filly divisions.



Judge MacKinnon stated that the Judges verified the timing of the race and remained unanimous that the pace
established by the Appellant was not comparable to the class in which he was racing, The Judges therefore
applied Rule 303(13)}, which requires a driver to set and maintain a pace comparable to class, considering the
horse's ability, track conditions, weather and the circumstances confronted in the race.

The Respondent further testified that the break in the first tum did not relieve the Appellant of his responsibility
once he obtained the lead. In the Judges' view, after assuming control of the race, the Appellant was responsible
for maintaining an appropriate pace. Following the Judges' hearing, the original finding and the $500 penalty
were confirmed.

THE APPELLANT

Mr. Langille testified that the break in the first tum significantly changed the complexion of the race. He stated
that prior to the break he was considering whether to continue forward or take back and find a position. Once
the other horse broke, he was effectively handed the lead.

The Appellant acknowledged that the mile was slow but maintained that the fractions were not overly slow. He
noted that his slowest quarter was 30.4 and stated that the pace stayed fairly consistent through the first five-
eighths of the mile. He further stated that there was no confusion in the race and that the other horses remamed
behind him without making a challenge.

Mr. Langille stated that his horse finished the final quarter in approximately 28 seconds and that the other
homses had an opportunity to challenge him. In his view, he did not steal the race. He said the race developed in
his favour after the horse made a break in the first turn.

The Appellant also explained that it can be difficult to judge speed on a smaller track. He stated that he did not
think he was going a 1:01 half and believed he was travelling faster at the time.

When asked what he would consider a slow half in thatrace, Mr. Langille stated that every race is different and
suggested that a half in approximately 1:02 or slower would be too slow. He maintained that the fractions he set
were reasonable based on how the race developed.

In his final submission, Mr. Langille reiterated that the first-tumn break changed the race, that he inherited the
lead, and that no other driver challenged him. He requested that the Appeal Panel overtarn the Judges' ruling.

DECISIOGN OF THE APPEAL PANEL

The Appeal Panel carefully considered the evidence presented by the Appellant and the Respondent, together
with the documentary evidence, official chart, race program and video replay.

The Panel accepted that the first-tumn break changed the manner in which the Appellant obtained the lead.
However, once the Appelltant assumed control of the race, Rule 303(13) required him to set and maintain a pace
comparable to the class, taking info account the horse's ability, track conditions, weather and the circumstances
of the race.

After reviewing the race and the evidence, the Appeal Panel found that the Judges properly applied Rule
303(13). The Panel found that the first-tum break and the fact that no other driver challenged the Appellant did
not remove his responsibility to maintain a pace comparable to class.

Accordingly, by unanimous decision, the Appeal Panel denies the appeal and affirms the ruling of the
Judges. The finding that the Appellant viclated Rule 303(13) and the monetary penalty of $500 remain in
effect.

The Chair thanked both parties for the respectful and professional manner in which they conducted themselves
throughout the hearing.

For the Appeal Panel,
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Derek Folland
Director of Racing - MPHRC



