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:
Myles Heffernan Sr.
MPHRC Licensee
APPELLANT
AND:
Derek Quinn
Senior Judge
RESPONDENT
PRESENT

A panel consisting of Commissioners Glenn Rankin {Chair), Nova Scotia, Roger DesRoches, Prince Edward
Island, Sam Hodgin, New Brunswick, Robert McSorley, New Brunswick, and Cam McPhee, Prince Edward

Island convened 1o hear this appeal. As Chair, Mr. Rankin votes only in the event of a tie.

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

The Appsilant 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 Harness Racing 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 Derek Quinn testified that he was the Senior Judge officiating at Red Shores Summerside on
July 14, 2026, together with Associate Judges Dyian Allain and Gary Devine. Race 4 was a two «year-old
trotting filly stake. During the race, the Judges observed that the Appellant appeared to travel inside the pylons
while negotiating the final tumn.

Judge Quinn testified that, immediately following the race, the Appellant advised the Starter that he wished the
Judges to review the racing action past the three-quarter pole and into the final turn. The Judges posted the
Inquiry sign and reviewed the available video before declaring the race official.

The Respondent explained that the Judges reviewed the pan camera and the available backstretch camera
angle. Their review confirmed that the Appellant had fravelled inside two consecutive pylons. The Appellant
was subsequently found in violation of Rule 332(1) and assessed the prescribed monetary penalty of 350,

Judge Quinn further testified that the Judges also considered whether the actions of driver Mark Camphell
constituted interference. Although the racing became close as Mr, Campbell moved toward the inside, the
Judges did not find sufficient evidence to warrant a placing or alteration of the official order of finish,

The Respondent maintained that the available camera angles did not establish that Mr. Campbell had taken
away sufficient racing room fo justify an interference call. He stated that the Judges reviewed the incident
carefully and concluded that the official result should stand.

THE WITNESS

The Respondent called Mark Campbell as a witness. Mr. Campbell was the driver of the horse that won Race
4,

Mr. Campbell testified that he advanced first-over approaching the three-quarter pole and began to clear the
Appellant's horse. He stated that, from his perspective, there was sufficient racing room and that he did not
force the Appellant into the pylons.



Mr. Campbell testified that there was no contact between the horses, sulkies or wheels. He stated that his’
horse moved forward quickly when asked and that the Appellant's horse appeared to come back on after he
crossed over. He noted that such changes in momentum can occur with young two-year-old trotters.

iMr. Campbell maintained that he had adequate room while crossing over and denied interfering with the
Appellant.

THE APPELLANT

Mr. Heffernan did not dispute that his horse travelled inside two consecutive pylons. His position was that he
did so only because Mr. Campbell moved down toward him befare being sufficiently clear, leaving him without
adequate racing room.

The Appellant testified that as Mr. Campbell advanced on the outside and crossed toward the pylons, he was
required to take hold of his horse to avold contact. He maintained that if he had remained on his otiginal
course, the front legs of his horse could have been struck and a serious incident could have occurred.

Mr. Hefiernan stated that his decision to move inside the pylons was made for safety. He argued that he was
faced with either allowing Mr. Campbell to cross over or risking being knocked down, He submitted that the
pylon violation was therefore a direct result of the racing room being taken away from him.

The Appellant also argued that his horse lost momentum when he was required to take hold entering the final
turn. He referred the Panel to the video replay and submitted that his horse lost several fest at the point Mr.
Campbell crossed over and was unable to fully regain that momentum before the finish.

Mr. Heffernan further relied on the manner in which his horse raced throughout the remainder of the mile. He
stated that the horse did not ordinarily bear in toward the pylons and remained straight during other portions of
the race, inciuding the stretch, In his view, this supported his position that the moverment inside the pylons
resulted from the actions of the outside horse rather than from his own horse bearing inward.

The Appellant requested that the Panel find that he had been interfered with, overtumn the pylon ruling, and
address the Judges' decision not to alter the official erder of finish,

DECISION OF THE APPEAL PANEL

The Appeal Panel carefully considered the svidence presented by the Appellant, the Respondent, and the
withess, together with the documentary evidence and the available video replay.

The Pansl accepts that the Appellant’s horse travelled inside two consecutive pylons. The issue before the
Panel was whether the evidence established that the Appellant was forced into the pylons by interference and
whether the Judges erred in allowing the official order of finish to stand.

The function of the Appeal Panel is not to substitute its own opinion for that of the Judges simply because
differing conclusions may reasonably be drawn from the evidence. Rather, the Panel must determine whether
there is sufficient basis to interfere with the Judges' decision.

After reviewing all of the evidence before it, the majority of the Appeal Panel was not satisfied that sufficient
grounds existed to overturn the Judges’ ruling. While the Panel acknowledged the Appellant's position that he
was forced inside the pylons, the evidence before the Appeal Panel did not establish that the Judges
committed a reviewable error in determining that no placing for interference was warranted.

Accordingly, by majority decision, the Appeal Panel denies the appeal and affirms the ruling of the
Judges. The finding that the Appellant violated Rule 332(1} and the prescribed monetary penalty of $50
remain in effect.

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

%he Appeal Pgnel,

Derek Folland
Director of Racing - MPHRC



