STATE OF CALIFORNIA EDMUND G. BROWN JR., GOVERNOR

CALIFORNIA HORSE RACING BOARD
1010 HURLEY WAY, SUITE 300
SACRAMENTO, CA 95825

(916) 263-6000

FAX (916) 263-6042

REGULAR MEETING

of the California Horse Racing Board will be held on Thursday, October 18, 2012,
commencing at 9:30 a.m., in the Baldwin Terrace Room at the Santa Anita Park Race
Track, 285 West Huntington Drive, Arcadia, California. The audio portion only of the

California Horse Racing Board regular meeting will be available online through a link at the
CHRB website (www.chrb.ca.gov) under “Webcasts.”

AGENDA

Action Items:

1. Approval of the minutes of September 20, 2012.

2. Public Comment: Communications, reports, requests for future actions of the Board.

Note: Persons addressing the Board under this item will be restricted to three (3) minutes
for their presentations.

3. Discussion and action by the Board regarding the distribution of race day charity

proceeds of the Del Mar Thoroughbred Club in the amount of $149,232 to 16
beneficiaries.

4. Public hearing and action by the Board regarding the proposed addition of CHRB Rule
1927.1, Tampering with Smoke Detectors Prohibited, to include penalties relative to
tampering with fire safety equipment i.e. smoke detectors. (Note: This concludes the 45-
day public comment period. The Board may adopt the proposal as presented.)

5. Discussion and action by the Board regarding the proposed amendment to CHRB Rule
1843.2, Classification of Drug Substances, to update the California Horse Racing Board’s
Penalty Categories Listing by Classification, to add and/or reclassify specified drug
substances.

6.  Discussion and action by the Board regarding the proposed amendment to CHRB Rule
1845, Authorized Bleeder Medication, to implement the Racing Commissioners
International (RCI) recommended model rule recommendations.

7.  Discussion and action by the Board regarding the 2013 allocated race dates to Pacific
Racing Association at Golden Gate Fields and the Humboldt County Fair at Ferndale
and the overlap and host fee revenues associated with these 2013 race meetings.



10.

11.

12

13.

Discussion and action by the Board on the Application for License to Conduct a Horse
Racing Meeting of the Los Angeles Turf Club (T) at Santa Anita Park Race Track,
commencing December 26, 2012 through April 21, 2013, inclusive.

Discussion and action by the Board on the Application for License to Conduct a Horse
Racing Meeting of the Pacific Racing Association (T) at Golden Gate Fields,
commencing December 26, 2012 through June 18, 2013, inclusive.

Discussion and action by the Board on the Application for License to Conduct a Horse
Racing Meeting of Watch and Wager LLC (H) at Cal Expo, commencing December 26,
2012 through May 25, 2013, inclusive.

Discussion and action by the Board on the Application for License to Conduct a Horse
Racing Meeting of the Los Alamitos Quarter Horse Racing Association (Q) at Los
Alamitos Race Course, commencing December 28, 2012 through December 22, 2013,
inclusive.

Discussion by the Board regarding the presentation from Betfair U.S., LLC, and its
plans for exchange wagering in California.

Closed Session: For the purpose of receiving advice from counsel, considering pending
litigation, reaching decisions on administrative licensing and disciplinary hearings, and
personnel matters, as authorized by section 11126 of the Government Code.

A. The Board may convene a Closed Session to confer with and receive advice from its legal
counsel regarding the pending litigation described in the attachment to this agenda
captioned "Pending Litigation," as authorized by Government Code section 11126(e).

B. The Board may convene a Closed Session to confer with and receive advice from its legal
counsel regarding the pending administrative licensing or disciplinary matters described
in the attachment to this agenda captioned “Pending Administrative Adjudications,” as
authorized by Government Code section 11126(e).

C. The Board may convene a Closed Session for the purposes of considering personnel
matters as authorized by Government Code section 11126, (a).

Additional information regarding this meeting may be obtained from the CHRB Administrative
Office, 1010 Hurley Way, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95825; telephone (916) 263-6000; fax (916)
263-6042. This notice is located on the CHRB website at www.chrb.ca.gov. *Information for
requesting disability related accommodation for persons with a disability who require aid or
services in order to participate in this public meeting, should contact Jacqueline Wagner.
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SUPERIOR COURT LITIGATION

A. Patrick Gleason vs. Anne Glasscock and the California Horse Racing Board
Superior Court of California, County of Sacramento, Case No. 34-2010-00076781

B. Jeff Mullins vs. CHRB, et al
Superior Court of California, County of San Diego, Case No. 37-2010-00092212

C. San Luis Rey Racing, Inc., vs. CHRB, et al
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Superior Court of California, County of Sacramento, Case No. 34-2011-800001021

E. Morteza Atashkar vs. CHRB
Superior Court of California, County of Sacramento, Case No. 34-2008-00024426
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PROCEEDINGS of the Regular Meeting of the California Horse Racing Board held at the

Sheraton Fairplex Conference Center, 601 West McKinley Avenue, Pomona, California, on
September 20, 2012.

Present: Keith Brackpool, Chairman
Steve Beneto, Member
Jesse H. Choper, Member
Bo Derek, Member
Richard Rosenberg, Member
Chuck Winner, Member
Robert Miller, General Counsel

MINUTES

Chairman Brackpool asked for approval of the minutes of the Regular Meeting of August 23,

2012. Commissioner Rosenberg motioned to approve the minutes. Vice-Chairman Israel

seconded the motion, which was unanimously carried.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Chairman Brackpool stated there were no cards submitted by persons who wished to speak

during the public comment period.

REPORT FROM THE MEDICATION AND TRACK SAFETY COMMITTEE.

Commissioner Derek stated the Medication and Track Safety Committee (committee) met on
August 24, 2012. The committee discussed a numbér of items related to equine health, track
safety and racing integrity. The committee endorsed a proposal to tighten procedures for the race
day administration of Lasix. The proposal was based on an Association of Racing
Commissioners International (RCI) Model Rule. Under the proposal Lasix would be the only

authorized bleeder medication, which would eliminate estrogens. In addition, private practice
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veterinarians would no longer be allowed to administer the medication on race day.
Commissioner Dgrek added the program should reduce the cost to owners for Lasix
adn1injstiati0n. "The committee also heard proposals to establish strict requirements for the
renovation of dirt and synthetic track, as well as safety standards for all racing surfaces. The
proposals were referred to the Medication and Track Safety Advisory Committee for further
discussion. The committee heard a report from Dr. Sue Stover of UC Davis regarding progress
in the development of a comprehensive program for continuing education of trainers and
veterinarians as part of the CHRB-UC Davis Racing Injury Prevention Program. The continuing

education program would be web based and available to all licensees.

DISCUSSION AND ACTION BY THE BOARD REGARDING BREEDERS’ CUP RACES
TO LIMIT AUTHORIZED BLEEDER MEDICATION TO FUROSEMIDE
ADMINISTERED BY CHRB LICENSED VETERINARIANS APPROVED BY THE

BREEDERS’ CUP AND WHO ARE NOT OTHERWISE ATTENDING HORSES
COMPETING IN THE BREEDERS’ CUP RACES.

Commissioner Derek stated the purpose of the item was to reaffirm the Breeders’ Cup race
conditions as set forth in the Los Angeles Turf Club (LATC) fall license application. The
conditions were: 1) No horse on the CHRB authorized bleeder medication list would be allowed
to enter or start in a two year old Breeders” Cup championship race as a condition of the race; 2)
Only CHRB liéensed veterinarians approved by the Breeders’ Cup would be allowed to
administer CHRB authorized bleeder medication to horses entered in Breeders’ Cup
championship réces; 3) The Breeders’ Cup reserved the right to limit authorized bleeder
medication to furosemide (Lasix/Salix) only in Breeders’ Cup championship races. Chairman
Brackpool stated various letters of support were received from the Breeders’ Cup and LATC.

The item before the Board was a reaffirmation of the Breeders’ Cup conditions as set forth in the

1=2
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LATC application for license to operate a race meeting, which was approved by the Board at its

August 2012 Regular Meeting. Commissioner Choper motioned to reaffirm the Breeders’ Cup

conditions. Commissioner Winner seconded the motion, which was unanimously carried.

DISCUSSION AND ACTION BY THE BOARD REGARDING THE PROPOSED
AMENDMENT TO CHRB RULE 1658, VESTING OF TITLE TO CLAIMED HORSE,
WHICH ALLOWS A CLAIM TO BE VOID IF A CLAIMED HORSE SUFFERS A

FATALITY DURING THE RUNNING OF THE RACE OR BEFORE IT IS RETURNED TO
BE UNSADDLED.

Commissioner Derek stated for about a year and a half thre Medication and Track Safety
Committee (committee) had been discussing various proposals regarding the amendment of
Board-Rule 1658, Vesting of Title to Claimed Horse. At the August 24, 2012 committee
meeting a discussion was held regarding the procedural problems of when a horse must be
euthanized, and when such an action would void a claim. - During the rﬁeeting it was suggested
that claims be voided for horses put on the veterinarian’s list after racing. It was a standard
procedure that was familiar to the veterinarians and stewards. Commissioner Derek stated the
committee recommended the Board put the propos-ed amendment to Rule 1658 out for a 45-day
_publi-c comment period. Commissioner Winner said the committee spent a significant amount of
time working to arrive at a rule that would protect the horse and jockeys. The objective of
claiming races ought not to be to find buyers for compromised horsés, but instead to find the
level at which horses could run and be competitive. The committee recognized that the proposed
amendment was controversial, but it wanted to do the right thing for the horses and riders.
Commissioner Winner stated he supported the committee’s recommendation that the proposed
amendment to Rule 1658 be put out for a 45-day public comment period. The committee and the

Board’s Equine Medical Director would be available to participate in discussions, take
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recommendations and to try to find the best solution. Commissioner Winner motioned to put the
proposed amendment to Rule 1658 out for a 45-day public comment period. Commissioner
Rosenberg said he did not agree with the concept of putting a flawed proposal out for comment.
The purpose of the 45-day public comment period was to vet language that the majority of the
Board favored. He stated he opposed the language and he believed the original regulation should‘
be reinstated. The statistics supplied by the Board’s Equine Medical Director indicated under
two percent of horses claimed were placed on the vetérinarian’s list as unsound or lame.
Commissioner Rosenberg said he wondered what percentage of horses not claimed was also put
on the veterinarian’s list. The rule was not terrible, it was just impractical. Commissioner Derek
stated it was the best language the committee could agree on. The comment period would
provide an opportunity for additional input. Commissioner Beneto said he was not in favor of
the proposed amendment. The rule would give the claimant two shots. If the horse was sound it
would be claimed, if it came up lame he would ;give it back to the original owner. Under the
traditional élaiming rules if one put a claim in the box, one owned the horse; period. Horses
broke down for many reasons. Commissioner Derek stated compromised horses were sometimes
intentionally entered in claiming races. Chairman Brackpool said the proposal to amend Rule
1658 arose from an incident wherein a trainer celebrated because he had a horse claimed, but the
horse sadly did not make it around the track and was euthanized. The purpose of the amendment
was to remove the incentive for such behavior and to promote the integrity of the sport.
Commissioner Beneto stated he believed the proposal would increase litigation and create
confusion in the claiming process. Commissioner Winner said the committee did not believe the
proposed regulation was flawed. The veterinarians who participated in the discussions believed

the proposal was the best approach. In recommending that the proposed amendment be put out

1-4



Proceedings of the Regular Meeting of September 20, 2012 5

for a 45-day public comment period the committee recognized that it was controversial, but that
did not make it flawed. In the committee’s view the proposal was the right approach. The
committee was trying to protect the integrity of horse racing as well as the horse and rider. It
was also trying to prevent trainers from entering damaged horses in claiming races. Those who
were familiar wifih horse racing understood that claiming required the buyer to be aware,. which
was fine unless one was the jockey on the horse that broke down, or a jockey on another horse
that went down because of the compromised horse. The committee looked at a lot of options,
and it believed that the proposal before the Board was the best — recognizing the controversial
nature of the issue. Commissioner Choper stated he believed the proposed amendment was
improved with regards to clarity. The proposal should be put out for the 45-day comment period.
Vice-Chairman Israel said the heart of the proposal was morality, which was a difficult thing to
legislate. On the other hand, horse racing was a business that had thrived for a long time under
the old regulation. He stated he believed the industry would be better served if the proposal was
sent back to the committee for further input from the industry. The current regulation should
stay in place while interested parties submitted comments that would result in refining the rule so
it could be changed once and for all. Vice-Chairman Israel said the Board had not reached a
consensus on the issue and he would like to see it move closer to unanimity because claiming
was a crucial part of the industry. Darrell Haire of the Jockeys’ Guil(i (Guild) stated his
organization supported the proposed amendment to Rule 1658. The Guild believed it was an
issue of safety, as somé trainers ran horses that were compromised. Commissioner Rosenberg
said the heart of the issue was that some trainers might try to enter horses that were damaged.
He stated that was a vague term which could be defined in several ways. A horse that was

obviously lame would be scratched by the veterinarians prior to the race. Horses were examined
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twice. The term could mean the horse had hidden defects. An example would be a horse that
had a break showing on an x-ray, but was not lame. The trainer might try to enter the horse in a
claimiﬁg race. Commissioner Rosenberg spoke about one of his horses that had a sore ankle, but
the x-ray showed nothing. After ten days the horse went back to Santa Anita and jogged. It was
sound. However, the ﬁrst time the horse worked it broke down. The horse was damaged
because it broke down in the same area, yet the veterinarians did not identify the problem. He
stated he believed the idea was impossible to define, and he agreed with Vice-Chairman Israel.
The proposed amendment should be sent back to the committee. Commissioner Derek stated the
issue had been in committee for over a year. Comment was heard from all interested parties and
the statistics examined. The proposed amendment would affect approximately 30 to 33 horses a
year, which was a small number for the potential integrity of the sport. Commissioner Choper
said there were few trainers who would deliberately enter a compromised horse hoping it would
be claimed. The perception amongst the racing public was different. When a horse had a big
drop in class the perception was that something was wrong. The public might not know the
horse was going to break down, but it would think it was in bad shape. Commissioner Choper
asked what would happen if the proposal was not put out for public comment. Chairman
Brackpool stated it would be sent back to the committee. Commissioner Choper said he believed
the committee had thoroughly examined the issue, and it was time to send the proposal out for
public comment. Vice-Chairman Israel stated the proposal was to prevent a few miscreants from
using masking agents to try to hide the lameness in a horse from veterinarians so the horse could
race. They were rolling the dice in the hope the horse would be claimed. If that happened and
the horse broke down on the track, it became a big deal. The Board had to find a way to regulate

the issue in a way that did not impede any trainer who dropped a horse in class only to have it
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come up lame in the middle of the race for no reason. There had to be a happy medium.
Chairman Brackpool stated the committee started off trying to take care of the perception of a
specific issue. There were language problems, and then the language was tightened up a bit.
However, it appeared the proposal was starting to affecfz what claiming was all about. One of the
basic tena.'nts_of claiming was: buyers beware. On the other hand, jockey safety was a big
component of the Board’s focus. Chairman Brackpool added thét the California Thoroughbred
Trainers suggested a completely different approach to claiming, which was worthy of debate.
The approach was interesting and i‘; deserved a separate discussion. Another suggestion was
made by Vice-Chairman Israel who advised that a claim could be voided if the horse were no
longer alive by a certain time after the race in which it ran. That would resolve any conflict over
whether the horse left the frack before dying. Co1n1nission¢r Beneto said the proposed
amendment would not prevent a trainer from running a compromiscd horse. Vice-Chairman
[srael stated such trainers might be reluctant if they thought they might be stuck with significant
veterinary fees because the horse was returned. Some trainers might think it would be better to
wait to run a horse, or not run it at all. The regulation might cause people to think twice.
Commissioner Winner said he agreed there were trainers who would risk entering a
compromised horse. Or, they might try selling the horse in a private sale for less money, or
retire the horse. He added the committee held extensive discussions regarding the regulation. It
listened to veterinarians. It listened to researchers from UC Davis who explained that horses that
broke down typically had a prior injury in the same place as the break. The committee evaluated
many different options and concluded the proposed amendment was the best. Commissioner
Winner stated he did not believe that spending more time on the issue would result in a better

text. He added that just because one voted to send a proposed regulation out for public notice, it



Proceedings of the Regular Meeting of September 20, 2012 8

did not mean one had to vote to adopt the proposal. Commissioner Derek said the proposed

amendment was the one the veterinarians and racing officials were most comfortable with. They -

believed it had language that would alleviate a lot of risk of litigation. Commissioner Derek
seconded the motion to put the proposed amendment to Rule 1658 out for a 45-day public

comment period. The motion was carried with Commissioner Rosenberg voting “no”.

DISCUSSION AND ACTION BY THE BOARD REGARDING THE PROPOSED
AMENDMENT TO THE CALIFORNIA HORSE RACING BOARD’S DEFINED
CONTRIBUTION RETIREMENT PLAN FOR CALIFORNIA LICENSED JOCKEYS
(PLAN) TO UPDATE THE LIFE EXPECTANCY TABLE INCLUDED IN THE PLAN.

Robert Miller, CHRB General Counsel, stated the proposed amendment to the CHRB Defined
Contribution Retirement Plan for California Licensed Jockeys (Plan) was for the purposes of
updating the Plan’s life expectancy table. The amendment was proposed by the Jockeys’ Guild
(Guild). The Guild and Board staff believed the Plan’s current life expectancy table was
unrealistic. The life expectancy table was what determined the payouts, which made it important
to have a realistic table. Darrell Haire of the Guild stated the Plan was working well, but the
existing table was stretching payments over a long period of time. That meant ifa jockey retired
at 50, he could receive distributions for over 46 years. The proposed life expectancy table would
provide distributions for 34 years. Commissioner Choper commented that if the Plan understated
its capacity to cover the earlier, larger payments, it should appear before the Board before there
was a crisis. Mr. Miller stated that was the obligation of the trustees. Commissioner Derek
motioned to approve the proposed amendment to the Plan. Vice-Chairman Israel seconded the

motion, which was unanimously carried.
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REPORT FROM THE PARI-MUTUEL OPERATIONS COMMITTEE.

Commissioner Choper stated the Pari-Mutuel Operations Committee (committee) met on
September 19, 2012. The committee discussed a dispute between Golden Bear Racing
Association and Los Alamitos Quarter Horse Racing Association over funds derived from the
advance deposit wagering (ADW) takeout. The parties spent over two hours discussing the
issues, and each side strongly presented its respective position. Commissioner Choper said the
issue came down to what the statute intended; however, the statute was less than cleai. The
discussions led to a compromise proposal which had to be vetted by others. That would not be
completed until the near future. Commissioner Choper commented he hoped the compromise
would work and the issue would not be back before the Board. Chairman Brackpool asked if the
committee discussed no show wagering when there were still five horses in a field.
Commissioner Choper said the committee did not discuss the issue. Chairman Brackpool stated:

he would like to see the issue on a future agenda as it was a subject on which the Board needed

to be very firm.

DISCUSSION AND ACTION BY THE BOARD REGARDING THE ALLOCATION OF
NORTHERN CALIFORNIA RACE DATES AND RELATED ISSUES FOR 2013.

Chairrhan Brackpool stated at the August 2012 Regular Board Meeting the parties told the Board
they were approaching a consensus on the proposed 2013 Northern California Race Dates, but
there were a few issues still to be resolved. He asked the parties to summarize where they were
with regards to the disputed issues. Chris Korby of California Authority of Racing Fairs (CARF)
said all the 2013 Northern California race dates were agreed on, with the possible exception of
two weeks in August when the Humboldt County Fair (HCF) would run concurrently with

Golden Gate Fields (GGF). Chairman Brackpool stated the issue could be summarized by
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saying the parties were not arguing over thé race dates, they were disagreeing over the monetary
value of those dates. Mr. Korby said that based on past solutions it was a combination of both.
Lou Raffetto of Thoroughbred Owners of California (TOC) stated his organization worked hard
to do what it could for Northern California racing. The TOC Board voted to support GGF to run
the additional days because of its loss of revenue in the previous year. In 2011 TOC subsidized
HCF with $59,000 from the arréngement with Del Mar Thoroughbred Club (DMTC) and an
additional $23,000 from previous legislation. Mr. Raffetto said the TOC would work with the
parties to bring the 2013 Northern California race dates issue to a resolution, but it also wanted to

do whatever it could to support GGF so it could survive. Jim Morgan, counsel to HCF, stated

other CARF race meetings were without overlap. They had access to all commissions and the -

revenues generated by running without competition. The HCF meeting was small. It ‘was told
and peréuaded that the thoroughbred industry as a whole made additional revenue when GGI
overlapped HCF. The 2012 race dates were the result of a brokered compromise that worked for
. everyone. The TOC, GGF and DMTC recognized increases in revenues when GGF raced an
overlap with HCF. As a result they participated in providing HCF with a lump sum in lieu of a
percentage of the host fee commissions. The total amount received from the three parties by
HCF was $155,000. That allowed HCF to have sustaining revenues. Mr. Morgan stated HCF
did not agree the funds were a subsidy; instead, HCF believed the funds were lrevenue sharing
that replaced tﬁe revenue the other race meetings and the CARF meeting received as a result of
no overlap. He said HCF contended that if it could not prosper by having half of its meeting
without overlap as it did in 2010, it could not survive having no overlap and no revenue sharing
as in 2011. HCF thoughf the permanent solution was a similar revenue sharing arrangement

based on the enhanced revenues to the entire industry which resulted when GGF overlapped the

1-10



Proceedings of the Regular Meeting of September 20, 2012 11

HCF weekends. In 2013 GGF wanted to also overlap HCF on Wednesdays and Thursdays.
HCF could not survive if that were Ito occur because it would not have horses. Unlike any other
meeting, HCF was double overlapped by the Stronach group due to Portland Meadows in the
north and GGF in the south. HCF used to rely on up to 60 horses from Oregon. In 2012 HCF
only had two horses from Oregon because of the Portland Meadows overlap. Mr. Morgan
reiterated that HCF believed the 2011 agreement was a win-win for the industry because it
allowed HCF to have sustaining revenues. If, in 2013, HCF Had overlap it would again need
access to such revenues, and it believed it could reach an agreement with the help of the Board.
Commissioner Choper asked if HCF had tried to broker an agreement. Mr. Morgan’ stated ﬁCF
sent written communications to the principles but had not received a response. Chairman
Brackpool commented that the parties did not hesitate to give him their positions. It seemed they
were loath to talk to each other. Joe Morris of GGF stated the parties were holding discussions
regarding the Northern California racing model, which needed to be fixed. In June of 2012
GGF, the TOC and CARF held meetings, and also had subsequent conference calls to talk about
the schedules. The deal brokered in 2011 did not work well for GGF. The compromise was a
one-year situation that came about because the state took the subsidies from all the fairs. For
HCF that meant a loss of $180,000. The industry agreed to work together so HCF would have
time to develop a way to run the fair without the industry subsidy. Commissioner Choper asked
if the state subsidy would be missing in 2013. Mr. Morris said HCF would not receive funds
from the state. Vice~Chairman [srael stated it seemed the dispute was between CARF and HCF.
He said CARF represented all the other fairs when they applied for race dates, and if HCF was
overruled by the Board and could not generate enthusiasm within CARF, it was not the Board’s

responsibility to fix that. Mr. Morgan stated the problem arose when GGF expanded its meeting
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to overlap with HCF. He added every fair relied on its days without overlap. Mr. Korby said
there was a long history in Northern California of overlapping race dates. He added Bay
Meadows overlapped HCF for many years, and prior to that there were fair meetings that
oveﬂappéd HCF. The problem was worked through with a combination of date changes and
some brokered arrangements worked out on an ad hoc basis. A long-term solution was needed.
Chainﬁan Brackpool stated in 2011 he brokered a compromise between the parties, but on the
condition that HCF return to the Board and demonstrate that it was on the path of a self-
sustaining model. He commented that looking at the HCF application he could not tell if HCF
raised $45,000 or $100,000 in local Sponsprships. Mr. Morris said HCF raised $126,000.
Chairman Brackpool stated that was a good start. With the Board’s consent he would be
prepared to broker a resolution for 2013 with the understanding that it would be on a‘slidilig
scale from where HCF was last year. That would mean HCF had to take less from the industry
and provide more of its own sustenance. Commissioner Beneto asked why GGF was
overlapping HCF. Mr. Korby stated thel primary reason was that the GGF meeting was a
continuation a Bay Area track running in the same calendar slot as Bay Meadows.
Commissioner Beneto asked if HCF was being treated fairly. Mr. Korby said HCF was being
treated the same as any other track with regards to advance deposit wagering revenues. He
added HCF also received a 1.75 percent distribution from any northern track running
concurrently. Commissioner Beneto said he understood GGF paid HCF over $50,000. He asked
what HCF wanted out of the current negotiations. Mr. Morgan stated HCF wanted the same
revenue shariﬁg-the industry received when GGF overlapped HCF. Otherwise, HCF had no
access to host commissions. Mr. Morgan cited precedent involving Cal Expo, the San Joaquin

County Fair and the Big Fresno Fair. He added all HCF wanted was an equitable share.
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Commissioner Choper said Chairman Brackpool was willing to broker another compromise. He
added the current discussion might provide a little more information, but it could be
counterproductive to the mediation. The condition that HCF find a way to be self-sustaining was
necessary so the parties would not return to the ‘Board every year. Commissioner Choper stated
the parties should go ahead and meet with Chairman Brackpool. Vice-Chairman Israel
motioned to approve the 2013 Northern California racing calendar with the condition that the
GGF and HCF race dates in question and the distribution of é percentage of host fees be left for
negotiation. Chairman Brackpool stated the motion would allow the parties to start planning for

2013, but if the parties could not reach an agreement, the Board would provide a solution as to

who would host the dates in question at a future Regular Meeting. Mr. Morgan said HCF would

return to the Board with a plan that would solve the problem, and in the mean time something
could be crafted that would prevent the issue from returning. Chairman Brackpool stated there
was little the Board could do regarding Portland Meadows, but it could try to bring a sense of
equity and a continuing path to sustainability for HCF. He said he would work with the parties
to reach a compromise, or the Board would make a decision regarding host détes at a future
Regular Meeting. Chairman Brackpool stated the motion would approve the 2013 Northern
California racing calendar with two conditions. The parties would try to reach a consensﬁs
compromise, and if that were not possible, the Board would make a ruling on the Wednesdays

and Thursdays in question, and it would decide the host issue. Commissioner Beneto seconded

the motion, which was unanimously carried.
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DISCUSSION AND ACTION BY THE BOARD ON THE APPLICATION TO CONDUCT
A HORSE RACING MEETING OF THE HOLLYWOOD PARK FALL RACING
ASSOCIATION, LLC AT BETFAIR HOLLYWOOD PARK RACE TRACK,
COMMENCING NOVEMBER 5, 2012 THROUGH DECEMBER 24, 2012.

Dyan Grealish of Betfair Hollywood Park Race Track (BHPRT) stated her organization was
working with TVG-Betfair on initiatives with an emphasis on the Latino market. The initiatives
were based on a segmentation profile of BHPRT’s current customers. The profile demonstrated
that BHPRT skewed approximately 40 percent té the Latino marketplace. The initiatives were
designed to grow that penetration and to drive more wagering from the sector. One initiative
was Fiesta Fridays where special Mexican restaurant menus and specials on beverages would be
offered. Ms. Grealish stated another initiative with TVG-Betfair would be a Pick 6 Saturday
with a lot of television coverage from TVG. If the pool hit $200,000 happy hour would open
with $1.00 beers and sodas and hot dogs for an hour. Free past performances would be added to
the Saturday racing.program in an effort to create customer value at the live_ meeting. BHPRT
would pay a premium to Equibase to offer the free past performances, which would only be
available on the on-track program. As an additional inducement to play the Pick 6 wager a free
Prius would be awarded if there was a single winning ticket. Commissioner Winner stated he
was very pleased with the BHPRT plan. He said he raised some issues in a discussion with Ms.
Grealish. One of them was whether there was any research that indicated how the Latino
community wagered. Was there any evidence that focusing promotions on the Latino
| community would result in an increase in the handle? Ms. Grealish said BHPRT used a vendor
called Ethnic Technologies who was able to provide a lot of data. In addition, the BHPRT
database administrator tracked wagers from the past five years. BHPRT had almost 38,000
Hispanic Gold Club card members. Of that number 1,800 were tracking wagers. That meant

BHPRT needed to provide an incentive for more Gold Card club members to wager. BHPRT

1-14



Proceedings of the Regular Meeting of September 20, 2012 15

noticed that when it held a drawing of any type there was a lift in sign-ups- of Gold Card
members. BHPRT was offering a drawing for a voucher on its Fiesta Fridays,' and it was hosting
Spanish-language handicapping seminars. Commissioner Winner said he and Ms. Grealish also
discussed the appearance of an overemphasis on print advertising. He asked what BHPRT
thought about that. Ms. Grealish stated she consulted the vendor who recommended the print
buy. The vendor informed her that if it were Santa Anita, the target audience would be more
representative of the general population. However, because BHPRT skewéd to a Hispanic
market there was more of a propensity for the 45-year old male to read a newspaper. In addition
the vendor pointed to a study that indicated 70 percent of the market believed print ads were
more trustworthy than radio or newspaper advertisements. Commissioner Winner said BHPRT
was reducing the number of concerts. He asked if the remaining concerts would appeal to the
Latino community. Ms. Grealish stated BHPRT was still working on its plan, but it was going to
contact a vendor who worked on Latino entertainment for BHPRT in the past. Commissioner
Winner asked if BHPRT was talking to any Mexican or Central American jockeys for
promotional appearances. Ms. Grealish said BHPRT was talking to some jockeys, but it would
be premature to make aﬁy announcements. Chairmé.n Brackpool asked if the fall 2011 meeting
had an under or over payment. Bernie Thurman of BHPRT said there was a slight underpayment
of about $133,000 which was being carried forward to the fall 2012 meeting. Eual Wyatt of
BHPRT stated there was a misunderstanding regarding the BHPRT ambulance service. He said
BHPRT did not have two life support units as reported in the application for license. It actually
had one life support unit that was manned by two paramedics. Chairman Brackpool motioned to

approve the application for license to operate a race meeting of BHPRT. Vice-Chairman Israel

seconded the motion, which was unanimously carried.
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PUBLIC HEARING AND ACTION BY THE BOARD REGARDING THE PROPOSED
ADDITION OF ARTICLE 27, EXCHANGE WAGERING AND THE FOLLOWING
PROPOSED CHRB RULES GOVERNING EXCHANGE WAGERING IN
CALIFORNIA: CHRB RULE 2086, DEFINITIONS; 2086.1, AUTHORIZATION FOR
EXCHANGE WAGERING; 2086.5, APPLICATION FOR LICENSE TO OPERATE
EXCHANGE WAGERING; 2086.6, OPERATING PLAN; 2086.7, EXCHANGE
WAGERING DATA; 2086.8, MONITORING SYSTEMS AND NOTIFICATION; 2086.9,
FINANCIAL AND INTEGRITY SECURITY AUDITS REQUIRED; 2087, SUSPENDING
MARKETS; 2087.5, ANTEPOST MARKET; 2087.6, CANCELLATION OF MATCHED

WAGERS; 2088, DECLARED ENTRIES; 2088.6, CANCELLATION OF UNMATCHED

WAGERS; 2089, ERROR IN PAYMENTS OF EXCHANGES WAGERS; 2089.5,
REQUIREMENTS TO ESTABLISH AN EXCHANGE WAGERING ACCOUNT; 2089.6,
DEPOSITS TO AN EXCHANGE WAGERING ACCOUNT; 2090, POSTING CREDITS
FOR WINNINGS FROM EXCHANGE WAGERS; 2090.5, DEBITS TO AN EXCHANGE
WAGERING ACCOUNT; 2090.6, WITHDRAWALS BY ACCOUNT HOLDER; 2091,
CLOSING AN INACTIVE EXCHANGE WAGERING ACCOUNT; 2091.5,
SUSPENDING AN EXCHANGE WAGERING ACCOUNT; 2091.6, POWERS OF THE
BOARD TO REVIEW AND AUDIT RECORDS; 2092, EXCHANGE WAGERS PLACED
AFTER THE START OF A RACE; 2092.5, PROHIBITIONS ON WAGERS TO LAY A
HORSE TO LOSE; 2092.6, SUSPENSION OF OCCUPATIONAL LICENSE AND RULE
2093, CERTAIN PRACTICES RELATED TO EXCHANGE WAGERING.

Commissioner Rosenberg said the Exchange Wagering Ad Hoc Committee (committee) met on
August 22, 2012 to discuss the proposed exchange wagering regﬁlations. The committee
directed interested parties to submit specific rule changes to staff not later than close of business
on August 31, 2012. The specific rule changes would be vetted and if accepted they would be
incorporated into the current regulations. The Board would then accept or reject the
recommended changes and initiate a public comment period. Commissioner Rosenberg said the
committee believed the changes were min(;r and that they qualified for a 15-day public comment
period. Vice-Chairman Israel stated the one exception was Rule 2092.5, Prohibitions on Wagers
to Lay a Horse to Lose. There were two versions of the regulation. The first version, or version
“A”, stipulated a number of persons who could not lay a horse to lose. They included the trainer
of the horse, assistant trainer, or substitute trainer; the owner of the horse; the authorized agent

who represented the owner; the jockey or driver who rode or drove the horse; the jockey agent
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who represented the jockey; the valet who attended the jockey; any stable employees of the
trainer; the veterinarian or assistant to the veterinarian who attended the horse; as well as others
who might have knowledge about the horse.  Vice-Chairman Israel said Commissioner
Rosenberg favored version “A”. The alternative version, or version “B”, would stipulate that no
member of the Board, or any person who held a valid CHRB occupational license, or any
employee or contract employee of the Board, could place an exchange wager to lay a horse to
lose. Commissioner Beneto asked if the spouse of a licensee could place such a wager. Vice-
Chairman Israel said the regulation prohibited any of the persons listed from instructing another
person to make such a wager on their behalf. Carlo Fisco of the California Thoroughbred
Trainers (CTT) stated the CTT had some ongoing concerns about the regulations that it would
forward during the 15-day public comment period. He added that the ongoing process had
greatly reduced the number of the CTT’s concerns. Richard Specter, on behalf of the Los
Angeles Turf Club (LATC) and Pacific Racing Association (PRA), stated his organization
previously submitted comments regarding the act in general. He said he would address Rule
‘2086, Definitions, and Rule 2089.5, Requirements to Establish an Exchange Wagering Account.
As the regulations were presently written they prevented anyone but residents of California and
New Jersey from placing an exchange wager at a racetrack. Mr. Specter said the Board could
not pass regulations that were arbitrary or discriminatory, and the distinction in the proposed
regulations was simply illogical. There was no reason a person could make a traditional pari-
mutuel wager, even though his state of residence did not allow it, but the same person could not
place an exchange wager because his state did not allow it. Mr. Specter stated LATC and PRA
would like the Board to reconsider its comments. Darrell Haire of the J ockéys’ Guild (Guild)

said his organization thanked the Board for modifying Rule 2092.6, Suspension of Occupational
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License, as the Guild requested. He stated the Guild believed the modifications would help
protect licensed personnel from inappropriate discipline. Kevin Bolling of the California
Thoroughbred Horsemen’s Foundation (CTHF) said his organization was disappointed that its
comments were not incorporated in Article 27, Exchange Wagering. Funding for the health and
welfare of backstretch workers and their families was an important issue. He stated the CTHF
would work with the race tracks and trainers organizations to influence the negotiation of
- exchange wagering distributions. John Hindman' of Betfair/TVG said his organization strongly

supported version “A” of Rule 2092.5. In any given month 60 percent of persons who wagered

on Betfair’s exchange wagering platform placed both back wagers and lay wagers. That was

because the exchange allowed account holders to trade and manage risk. Version “A” clearly
prohibited anyone who would have any chance to influence a horse in a race from placing a lay
wager. With regards to on-track wagering, the statute required that exchange wagering be déne
through an account, which would be based on residency. The regulation tracked exactly what
the statute required. Chairman Brackpool stated his understanding of the statute was that one
could only place an exchange wager if one were a resident of California or a resident of a
jurisdiction that allowed exchange wagering. Jacqueline Wagner, CHRB staff, said that was
correct. In proposing the regulation staff complied with the statute, Business and Professions
Code section 19604.5. Chairman Brackpool asked about the comments given by the CTHF.
Vice-Chairman Israel stated the statute required such distributions to be made in accordance with
the agreement negotiated by the exchange provider and the appropriate race track and
horsemen’s organization. Under the statute the Board could not require a distribution; it had to
be negotiated by the parties. Chairman Brackpool said that meant every license application

would need to be mindful of such distributions if the parties wanted the Board’s support. Vice-
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Chairman Israel stated he believed the majority of the proposed regulations were effective and
the right way to proceed. The Board was required to promulgate regulations and that was what it
was doing. With regards to Rule 2092.5, Vice-Chairman Israel stated he supported version “B”.
He supported the regulation because it was absolutely wrong for anyone involved in horse racing
. to wager against a specific horse. Under current pari-mutuel wagering when one placed a wager
one was obviously betting all the other horses would fail, but one was not singling out a specific
horse to lose. Allowing anyone connected with horse racing to place a lay wager raised
questions about the use of inside information. The numbers of persons who would be prohibited
from placing lay wagers was small, and if licensees had to give up that right to hold an
occﬁpational license, it was a small price to pay for the integrity of the sport. Commissioner
Rosenberg stated the legislature enacted the excharige wagering statute. [t was the Board’s job to
promulgate regulations. One of the fundamentals of exchange wagering was backing and laying
horses. To prevent owners, trainers and others from making lay wagers would destroy the
purpose of exchange wagering. Commissioner Rosenberg said Vice-Chairman [srael was
legitimately worried about public perception. The argument was that information about a horse
could be given out. However, to prevent someone from placing a lay wager simply because they
hold an occupational license was absurd. The entire industry — including wagering - was based
on information. Tracks sold tip sheets that gave infonnatioﬁ about the horses. That information
was gathered by people who watched the workouts and talked to people around the backside. To
go with version “B” of Rule 2092.5 would be detrimental. Vice-Chairman Israel stated most
trainers had public stables with multiple owners. It would be very easy for a trainer to provide
an owner with information about a competing horse. That owner couid then take the information

and make a lay wager. That should not happen, and to prevent such actions, every licensee and
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others involved in horse racing should be excluded from laying a horse to lose. Commissioner
Beneto said horse racing television was constantly talking about one horse or another. The
television stations were handicapping for the fans. He asked how that would be handled in light
of exchange wagering. Would the announcer state a horse would not win a race, So place a lay
wager? Vice-Chairman Israel said he did not know how the horse racing television channels
would handle exchange wagering. Chairman Brackpool stated that might be a question for the
éxchange provider ‘When a license application was before the Board. There were no proposed
rules preventing a television broadcaster from saying anything about a horse. Commissioner

Beneto commented the television channels did a good job for the wagering public. They gave

full histories and interviewed trainers. Commissioner Winner said he wanted to make sure Rule .

2087.5, Antepost Market, required a lay wager as well as someone to back the wager. Mr.

Hindman stated the rule used the term “exchange wagering” which by definition included both
backing and laying. That meant the antepost wager would allow both. He commented the wager
worked like a day-of-race wager except for the two factors that determined if the wager was
successful: would the horse run, and would it win-place-or show? Commissioner Winner said
with respect to Rule 2092.5, he supported version “B” as he was concerned about the integrity of
the sport and the perception that some persons might use inside information to gain an
advantage. Exchange wagering could present huge problems so the industry had to be careful
and dilig_ent. When it came to protecting the integrity of the sport, the notion of going to an
extreme was acceptable. Commissioner Choper said the Board could have all the rules in the
world, but if someone wanted to cheat they would cheat. The owners and trainers had enough
public exposure that they could tell someone else to place a wager. Under version “A” of Rule

2092.5 the list of persons prohibited from placing lay wagers was comprehensive enough.

1-20



Proceedings of the Regular Meeting of September 20, 2012 21

Chairman Brackpool thanked everyone involved for the work that went into crafting the
proposed exchange wagering regulations. He stated the Board’s job was to promulgate
regulations. With respect to the two versjmns of Rule 2092.5, Chairman Brackpool said he did
not believe morality could be legislated. The issue of perception was very serious, but under
exchange wagering account holders left clear trails of their actions. Version “A” let more
persons wager, but how and when they wagered would be evident. Chairman Brackpool stated
he would rather see what was going on than encourage people to go into a back alley and make a
transaction. He said for that reason he would vote for version “A” of Rule 2092.5.
Commissioner Winner stated he understood why Chairman Brackpool was in favor of version
“A”, but an electronic trail was after the fact. He said he was not worried about catching those
who cheated; instead, he wanted to prevent cheating in the first place. Having a regulation in
place that prevented licensees from placing lay wagers made it more likely that fewer licensees
would place such wagers. Chairman Brackpool motioned to notice for public comment version
“A” of Rule 2092.5. Commissioner Beneto seconded the motion, which was carried with
Commissioner Winner and Vice-Chairman Israel voting “no”. Commissioner Choper motioned
to notice the proposed changes to the exchange wagering regulations for a 15 day public

comment period. Commissioner Rosenberg seconded the motion, which was unanimously

carried.

MEETING ADJOURNED AT 11:41 A.M.
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A full and complete transcript of the aforesaid proceedings are on file at the office of the
California Horse Racing Board, 1010 Hurley Way, Suite 300, Sacramento, California, and

therefore made a part hereof.

Chairman Executive Director
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STAFF ANALYSIS
DISCUSSION AND ACTON BY THE BOARD REGARDING THE
DISTRIBUTION OF RACE DAY CHARITY PROCEEDS OF THE
DEL MAR THOROUGHBRED CLUB RACING ASSOCIATION IN THE AMOUNT OF
$149,232 TO 16 BENEFICIARIES

Regular Board Meeting

October 18,2012
BACKGROUND

Business and Professions Code section 19550 states the Board shall require each licensed
racing association that conducts 14 or less weeks of racing to designate three racing days, and
each licensed racing association that conducts more than 14 weeks of racing to designate five
racing days during any one meeting, to be conducted as charity days by the licensee for the
purpose of distribution of the net proceeds therefrom to beneficiaries through the distribution
agent. No racing association shall be required to pay to a distributing agent for the purpose of
distribution to beneficiaries more than an amount equal to two-tenths of one percent of the
association’s total on-track handle on live races conducted by the association at the meeting.
Business and Professions Code section 19555 requires that proceeds are to be distributed to
beneficiaries within 12 calendar months after the last day of the meet during which charity days
were conducted. Business and Professions Code section 19556 provides that the distributing
agent shall make the distribution to beneficiaries qualified under this article. At least 20
percent of the distribution shall be made to charities associated with the horse racing industry.
An additional five percent shall be paid to a welfare fund and another five percent shall be paid
to a non- profit corporation, the primary purpose of which is to assist horsemen and backstretch
personnel who are being affected adversely as a result of alcohol or substance abuse. In
addition to the above distributions, a separate 20 percent shall be made to a nonprofit
corporation or trust, the directors or trustees of which shall serve without compensation except
for reimbursement for reasonable expenses, and which has as its sole purpose the accumulation
of endowment funds, the income on which shall be distributed to qualified disabled jockeys.

ANALYSIS

The Del Mar Thoroughbred Club Board of Directors is requesting approval to distribute its race

day charity proceeds generated during the 2011 race meeting. The Del Mar Thoroughbred
Club is distributing $149,232 to designated charities.

Staff notes that approximately 92.6 percent of the proposed race day charity proceeds
distribution will be given to horse racing related organizations. The Del Mar Thoroughbred
Club distribution is $16,074 more than the minimum required by law.

RECOMMENDATION

‘This item is presented for Board discussion and action.
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Del Mar Thoroughbred Club 2011 Charity Day Proceeds
Proposed Percentage Required
Disbursement | By Horse Racing Law
# Nonprofit Organization Amount | Percentage |(from the 2/10 of 1%)| Notes
1 [Permanently Disabled Jockey Fund* 30,000 20% minimum of 20%| d
2 |CA. Center for Equine Health and Performance* 25,000 17% : a
3 [Race Track Chaplaincy/ Southern California* 15,000 10%
4 [Winners Foundation*® 12,500 8% minimum of 5%| ¢
5 |Edwin J. Gregson Foundation* 10,000 7% a
6 |University of Arizona Racetrack Industry Program* 10,000 7% a
7 |CA Thoroughbred Horsemen's Foundation® 7,750 5% minimum of 5%| b
8 |Tranquility Farms* 5,000 3% a
9 |Racing and Medication Testing Consortium* 5,982 4%
10|Grsyson-Jockey Club Research Foundation* 5,000 3%
11{CA Equine Retirement Foundation* 5,000 3%
12|Don Diego Scholarship Fund 5,000 3%
13|CA Thoroughbred Foundation*® 4,000 3%
14|San Diego Hospice 3,000 2%
15|Children's Hospital of San Diego 3,000 2%
16|CA Retirement Management Account (CARMA)* 3,000 2%
Total 149,232 100%
93% minimum of 50%| e
Notes:
20% to charities associated with the horse racing industry
. (B&P 19556 (b))
5% to welfare fund for backstretch personnel (B&P
b 19556 (b))
c 5% to nonprofit organization to assist horsemen and
backstretch personnel affected by alcohol and substance
abuse(B&P 19556 (b))
d 20% to nonprofit organization that benefits qualified
disabled jockeys (B&P 19556 (c)(1))
e overall a minimum of 50% of the charity distribution

should go to horse racing industry related nonprofit
organizations.

* Associations related to horse racing industry

Background information for each organization is attached.




THOROUGHBRED CLUB

October 4, 2012

Ms. Jackie Wagner

Assistant Executive Director
California Horse Racing Board
1010 Hurley Way, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95825

Deér Ms. Wagner:

The Del Mar Thoroughbred Club Board of Directors has allocated charity day proceeds as set
forth below for the California Horse Racing Board's consideration and approval:

Permanently Disabled Jockeys Fund* $30,000
California Center for Equine Health and Performance* 25,000
Race Track Chaplaincy/ Southern California* 15,000
Winners Foundation* 12,500
Edwin J. Gregson Foundation*® 10,000
University of Arizona Racetrack Industry Program* 10,000
California Thoroughbreds Horsemen’s Foundation* 7,750
Racing and Medication Testing Consortium* 5,982
Grayson-Jockey Club Research Foundation* 5,000
California Equine Retirement Foundation * 5,000
Tranquility Farms* 5,000
Don Diego Scholarship Fund 5,000
California Thoroughbred Foundation* _ 4,000
San Diego Hospice ; 3,000
Children’s Hospital of San Dieg 3,000
California Retirement Management Account (CARMA)* 3,000
TOTAL:  $149232
Equine Related Charities* $138,232
Non - Equine Related $11,000
Percentage of Equine Related Charities 92.6%

Attached please find a schedule describing the charitable organizations listed above. Thank you
for your attention to this matter. If you need further information please contact Josh Rubinstein or me.

P.O. Box 700 « Del Mar, CA 92014-0700 « 838-735-1141
hitp://www.delmarracing.com
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Del Mar Thoroughbred Club
Charitable Organization Descriptions

Permanently Disabled Jockeys Fund — Founded in 2006, it is a collaborative effort of many
leaders in the horse racing industry, including racetracks, jockeys, horsemen and others, It is a
public charity that currently provides financial assistance to approximately 60 former jockeys
who have suffered catastrophic on-track injuries. It recently was the winner of the National Turf
Writers and Broadcasters prestigious Joe Palmer Award for its exceptional work. Nancy LaSala is
the group’s president. (Contact phone: 630-595-7660; www.pdjf.org/)

California Center for Equine Health and Performance — The Center for Equine Health (CEH)
was established at University of California Davis School of Veterinary Medicine in 1973. The
primary purpose of CEH isto serve as an administrative and academic umbrella for research into
means and methods of improving equine health and performance. In conjunction with this, it
produces a series of publications that disseminate its findings and pertinent information.
Additionally, it serves as the West Coast’s quarantine and treatment station for the potentially
devastating venereal disease contagious equine metritis. The center is headed by the renown

veterinarian Gregory L. Ferraro (Contact phone: 530-752-6433; glferraro@ucdavis.edu)
www.vetmed.ucdavis.edu/ceh/

Winners Foundation — The Winners Foundation was founded in 1984 as a non-profit
organization to provide information, support and referral sources to employees and family
members of the California horse racing community who are being adversely. affected as a result
of alcohol and/or substance abuse. There is no charge to anyone seeking aid through the group,
which has aided and guided thousands of individuals since its inception. It is currently headed by
Bob Fletcher, (Contact phone: 626-945-0880; http://winnersfoundation.org/)

Edwin J. Gregson Foundation — The foundation has a primary goal of benefitting and
enhancing the quality of life of California’s backstretch workers and their families. It was
originally founded by the California Thoroughbred Trainers (CTT) in 1998 and renamed in
memory of veteran trainer and past CTT president Edwin J. Gregson, who was the driving force
behind its start. Notable among its benefits are the college scholarships it provides annually to
family members of backstretch workers. Jenine Sahadi currently heads the foundation. {Contact
phone: 626-447-2145; www.gregsonfoundation.com)

University of Arizona Racetrack Industry Program — The program, which was established as
part of the University of Arizona’s Animal Science Department in 1974, was the first of its kind
to train young men and women to become future leaders in the racing industry. Since its inception
it has produced more than 500 graduates for the pari-mutuel industry in areas of expertise ranging
from the frontside to the backside. It also hosts the largest gathering of racetrack executives and
leaders annually at it “RTIP Symposium” in Tucson in December. Doug Reed is the director of
the program. {Contact phone: 520-621-5660; http://ag.arizona.edu/rtip/)

Race Track Chaplaincy / Southern California(RTCA/SC) — The RTCA/SC is a nonprofit
organization that was established in 1971, dedicated to providing excellence for the spiritual,
emotional, physical and social/educational needs of horse racing's workers. RTCA Southern
California is an affiliate of Race Track Chaplaincy of America, which has 77 chaplains serving
over 117 race tracks throughout the United States and Canada. The RTCA/SC provides services



te horse racing workers at Santa Anita, Hollywood Park, Pomona and Del Mar. Joe Herrick is
RTCA/SC’s President. (Contact phone: 626-574-6438; hitp://rtcasc.com/)

Racing Medication and Testing Consortium ~- Founded in 2000 by a cross-section of racing
leaders, the Racing Medication and Testing Consortium (RMTC) has a primary goal of
developing and promoting uniform rules, policies and testing standards at the national level for
racehorses; The tax-deductible organization seeks to coordinate research and educational
programs to ensure the integrity of racing and the health and welfare of racehorses and
participants, as well as to protect the interests of the racing public. It is currently governed by a
Board of Directors consisting of 25 racing industry stakeholders. Its executive assistant for
administration is Rebecca Hills, (Contact phone: §59-224-2844; www.rmtcnet.com/)

California Thoroughbred Horsemen’s Foundation — The California Thoroughbred
Horsemen's Foundation (CTHF) is a non-profit charitable foundation dedicated to improving the
© quality of life in the community of stable workers at California’s racetracks and training centers.
It was founded in 1983 and, among its other projects, currently conducts Monday through Friday
medical and dental clinics in both Northern and Southern California that are free for stable

workers and their families. Kevin Bolling is the executive director of CTHF. (Contact phone:
626-446-0196; www.cthf.info/)

California Equine Retirement Foundation — The California Equine Retirement Foundation
(CERF) was founded in 1986 by a former teacher and racing fan named Grace Belcoure, who
since has dedicated her life to it. It provides charitable assistance and care to retired race and
performance horses, either through permanent retirement or rehabilitation into other careers. It
was recently accredited by the Global Federation of Animal Sanctuaries. It has cared for more
than 300 horses since its inception and currently houses between 70 and 75 resident horses at its

ranch in Winchester, CA. Grace Belcuore - Founder (Contact phone: 951-926-4190;
www.cerfhorses.org/)

Don Diego Fund -- Tom Hernandez created the role of the dashing Don Diego and was the

~ legendary host of the San Diego County Fair from 1947 until his death in 1984, The fund was
created in his memory and provides coilege scholarships for outstanding San Diego Country high
school students who have participated in the annual Fair or other events associated with the Del
Mar Fairgrounds. To date, the tax-exempt organization has distributed more than a half-million
dollars in scholarships. Chana Mannen is its executive director. (Contact phone: 858-792-4210;
cmanhen@sdfair.com) http://www.dondiegofund.org/

Tranquility Farm — Founded in 1998, Tranquility Farm is currently a home to more than 100
retired Thoroughbreds for rehabilitation, retraining or comfortable retirement. The facility,
founded by horse owner and breeder Gary Biszantz to honor his late father Harry, has been a safe
haven for hundreds of former racehorses in the- mountain valley of Tehachapi, CA, and has aided
in the adoption and rescue of many of its equine residents. Priscilla Clark oversees the farm.
(Contact phone: 661-823-0307; www.tranquilityfarmtbs.org)

California Retirement Management Account (CARMA) — CARMA is a charitable 501 ¢ 3
organization created to raise money for retired racehorses. Their mission is to assist
Thoroughbred retirement facilities that care for and retrain horses whose careers have ended after
competing in California Thoroughbred races. Madeline Auerbach is CARMA’s chairperson.
(Contact phene: 626-574-6622; www.carmadhorses.org)
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California Thoroughbred Foundation — This non-profit, founded in 1958, funds education,
research and development in equine-related projects in many areas of California’s Thoroughbred
industry. Its annual veterinary scholarships for students at UC Davis are highly coveted — two to
senior undergraduates, as well as a fellowship to a graduate student pursuing a doctorate.
Additionally, the CTF equips and maintains the Carlton F. Burke Memorial Library at the
California Thoroughbred Breeders’ Association headquarters in Arcadia, a notable historical
resource of more than 10,000 volumes. James Murphy is a contact person for CTF, (Contact
phone: 626-445-7800; http://ctba.com/foundation-and-library)

Grayson-Jockey Club Research Foundation — The Grayson-Jockey Club Research Foundation
is perhaps the best-known non-profit charitable foundation committed to the advancement of
research to enhance the health and soundness. of horses of all breeds. Originally founded in 1940
as the Grayson Foundation, it merged with The Jockey Club research foundation in 1989 and has
since distributed millions of dollars for hindreds of projects both nationally and overseas that
have aided key equine research needs. Edward L. Bowen is President and contact for the
foundation. (Contact phone: 859-224-2851; www.grayson-jockeyclub.org/)

Children’s Hospital of San Diego — Officially called Rady Children’s Hospital San Diego, it
opened in 1954 to receive its first 12 patients. Since then, nearly two million sick and injured
children have been treated at the state-of-the-art facility. It is San Diego County’s only hospital
dedicated strictly to pediatrics and the region’s designated pediatric trauma center. The hospital
boasts nationally renown physicians, advanced research and innovative treatments, It is
considered among the best children’s hospitals in the world. Albert Oriol is the Chief Information
Officer and Vice President. (Contact phone: 858-576-1700; www.rchsd.org/)

San Diego Hospice — The San Diego Hospice and Institute for Palliative Medicine helps families
deal with life-limiting illnesses, addressing their physical, emotional and spiritual needs through
support and practical help. Their goal is to prevent and relieve suffering and promote quality of
life at every stage of life, notably the final ones. They are a non-profit organization currently
headed by Kathleen Pacurar, their president and chief executive officer. (Contact phone: 1-866-
688-1600; www.sdhospice.org/)
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STAFF ANALYSIS
PUBLIC HEARING AND ACTION BY THE BOARD REGARDING
- THE PROPOSED ADDITION OF CHRB
RULE 1927.1, TAMPERING WITH SMOKE DETECTORS PROHIBITED
TO INCLUDE PENALTIES RELATIVE TO TAMPERING WITH FIRE
SAFETY EQUIPMENT LE. SMOKE DETECTORS

Regular Board Meeting
October 18,2012

BACKGROUND

Business and Professions Code section 19420 provides that jurisdiction and supervision over
meetings in this State where horse races with wagering on their results are held or conducted,
and over all persons or things having to do with the operation of such meetings, is vested in the
California Horse Racing Board. Business and Professions Code section 19440 states that the
Board shall have all powers necessary and proper to enable it to carry out fully and effectually
the purposes of this chapter. Responsibilities of the Board include adopting rules and regulations
for the protection of the public and the control of horse racing and pari-mutuel wagering, and
administration and enforcement of all laws, rules and regulations affecting horse racing and pari-
mutuel wagering. Business and Professions Code section 19460 provides that all licenses
granted under this chapter are subject to all rules, regulations and conditions from time to time
prescribed by the Board. Business and Professions Code section 19481 states that in performing
its duties the Board shall establish safety standards governing track facilities to improve the
safety of horses, riders and workers at the racetrack. Board Rule 1927, Fire Prevention, states
associations shall make adequate provision for fire prevention, protection against fire, and fire
suppression within the inclosure. A reasonable standard of fire safety shall require that each
building, barn or structure which is used by an association for the stabling of horses or human
habitation, be equipped with an automatic sprinkler system and an automatic fire alarm system.

Fire safety is a continuing issue within the inclosure. To protect humans and equines the Board
requires that racing associations install and maintain sprinkler systems and fire alarms. Racing
associations are also required to undergo annual fire inspections, and periodic safety inspections.
The disabling of smoke detectors is a problem that occurs especially in habitable rooms used for
sleeping. Rule 2103, Habitable Rooms, requires such rooms to be provided with battery operated
smoke detectors that are maintained in working order, or any other approved fire alarm system.
Occupants may wish to smoke where it is otherwise prohibited, or to cook on portable hot plates.

To enable such activities, the smoke detectors may be disabled. If a licensee is found to have
disabled a smoke detector, the average fine is around $25.

~ At the April 2011 Medication and Track Safety Committee Meeting, the issue of prohibiting the
tampering with smoke detectors was discussed. The Committee wanted to find a way to prevent
the smoke detectors from being disabled. It was agreed that the Thoroughbred Owners of

California and California Thoroughbred Trainers would work with racing associations to resolve
the issue. '
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At the May 2012 Medication Advisory Committee Meeting, the issue of prohibiting the
tampering with smoke detectors was again discussed. The Committee agreed to recommend to
the Board the proposed addition of Rule 1927.1, Tampering with Smoke Detectors Prohibited,
which would impose a fine of no less than $25 for the offender. The proposed regulation would
also allow for a fine of no less than $100 for the trainer whose employee is found to have
violated the regulation.

At its June 2012 Regular Meeting the Board directed staff to initiate a 45-day public comment
period regarding the addition of Rule 1927.1.

For the period of April 1, 2011 through October 9, 2012, there have been 123 violations state
wide of Rule 1928, Fire Regulations, for “tampering with smoke detector.”

ANALYSIS

The proposed addition of Rule 1927.1, Tampering With Smoke Detectors Prohibited, provides
that no licensee shall tamper with, dismantle, or disable any automatic fire alarm system or
smoke detector that is located on the grounds of a facility under the jurisdiction of the Board.
Violations of the proposed regulation shall result in a fine of no less than $25. The fine, while
not excessive, is meant to prevent future incidents. In addition, the proposed regulation states
that a trainer may be found culpable if a fire alarm is disabled in an area assigned to the trainer,
such as stalls and tack rooms. The trainer may be fined $100. This is designed to encourage
trainers to pay attention to what their employees may be doing with fire safety equipment.

RECOMMENDATION

This item is presented for Board discussion and action. No comments were received during the
45-day public comment period.
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CALIFORNIA HORSE RACING BOARD
TITLE 4, CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS
ARTICLE 17. FIRE PREVENTION AND SECURITY
PROPOSED ADDITION OF
RULE 1927.1 TAMPERING WITH SMOKE DETECTORS PROHIBITED

Regular Board Meeting
October 18,2012

1927.1. Tampering With Smoke Detectors Prohibited.

(a) No licensee shall willfully tamper with, dismantle. or disable any automatic fire alarm

system or smoke detector that is located on the grounds of a facility under the jurisdiction of the

Board.

(b) A licensed trainer who is assigned stalls. tack rooms or other areas within the inclosure

may be held culpable if an employee of that trainer is found to have violated this regulation

within such assigned areas.

(c) A violation of this regulation shall result in a hearing before the stewards who may

impose a fine of not less than $25.

(1) The stewards may impose a fine of not less than $100 on the trainer whose emplovee

is found to have violated this regulation.

Authority: Sections 19420, 19440 and 19460,
Business and Professions Code.

Reference: Sections 19440 and 19481,
Business and Professions Code.
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Item 5

STAFF ANALYSIS
DISCUSSION AND ACTION BY THE BOARD REGARDING THE PROPOSED
AMENDMENT TO CHRB RULE 1843.2, CLASSIFICATION OF DRUG
SUBSTANCES, TO UPDATE THE CALIFORNIA HORSE RACING BOARD’S
PENALTY CATEGORIES LISTING BY CLASSIFICATION, TO ADD AND/OR
RECLASSIFY SPECIFIED DRUG SUBSTANCES.

Regular Board Meeting

: October 18,2012
BACKGROUND ‘

Business and Professions Code section 19580 provides that the Board shall adopt regulations to
establish policies, guidelines and penalties relating to equine medication to preserve and enhance
the integrity of horse racing in this state. Section 19581 of the Business and Professions Code states
that no substance of any kind shall be administered by any means to a horse after it has been entered
to race in a horse race, unless the Board has, by regulation, specifically authorized the use of the
substance and the quantity and composition thereof. Business and Professions Code section 19582
provides that violations of Business and Professions Code section 19581, as determined by the
Board, are punishable in regulations adopted by the Board, and that the Board may classify

violations based upon each class of prohibited drug substances, prior violations w1th1n the previous
three years and prior violations within the violator’s lifetime.

‘A proposal to amend Rule 1843.2, Classification of Drug Substances was discussed at the August

2012 Medication and Track Safety Committee (committec) Mecting. The proposal would
amend Rule 1843.2 to reflect changes to the Association of Racing Commissioners International
(RCI) drug classifications. The committee agreed to recommend to the Board that Rule 1843.2 be
amended as proposed to bring it in line with the RCI Model Rule drug classifications.

ANALYSIS

The current CHRB drug classification system under Rule 1843.2, Classification of Drug
Substances, was adopted in 2008 and is based on the RCI drug classifications as they existed in
2007 when the addition of Rule 1843.2 was first proposed. Since its adoption in 2008, Rule 1843.2
has not been updated. In an effort to promote national uniformity the CHRB drug classification
scheme was based on the RCI drug classifications with very few exceptions. The RCI has added or
reclassified over 100 drugs since 2008. The proposed amendment of Rule 1843.2 will update the
regulation to reflect the RCI changes except as noted in the list below, which are recommendations
that differ from the RCI recommendations. The recommendations are based on the consensus

recommendations of CHRB Equine Medical Director Dr. Rick Arthur, and Dr. Knych and Dr.
Stanley of UC Davis:

¢ Venoms Not Otherwise classified to be added as a Drug Class 1 drug with a Category A

penalty to address unforeseen use of other venoms as was the case with the frog venom
dermorphin.

¢ Snake Venoms are currently Drug Class 2 with a Penalty Category A. They recommend
Snake Venoms be classified as a Drug Class 1 drug with a Category A penalty. This is
consistent with a-Cobratoxin (Cobra Venom) classification and penalty.
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* Carisoprodol (Soma, Rela) is a legitimate therapeutic drug used as a muscle relaxant in
some cases of muscle spasms. This is currently a CHRB Drug Class 2 with a Penalty
Category B which they believe is appropriate for this medication and adequately controls its
use. A Penalty Category A is unnecessary.

e Darbepoetin (Aranesp) is currently CHRB Drug Class 1 with a Penalty Category A. This is
an erythropoiesis stimulating agent similar to Epogen. Erythropoiesis stimulating agents can

be used for blood doping. They recommend this drug remain a CHRB Drug Class 1 with a
Penalty Category A.

¢ Somatrem and Somatropin are recombinant growth hormones which would currently be
CHRB Drug Class 1 with a Penalty Category A. They recommend recombinant growth

hormones stay Drug Class 1 with a Penalty Category A and these two drugs be specifically
so classified.

e Related to the above, a language change in Rule 1843.2 is recommended to clarify
recombinant growth hormones and recombinant erythropoietins.  Recombinant equine
growth hormone and recombinant human growth hormone should be combined as
recombinant growth hormones. This clarifies the use of recombinant growth hormones
from other species such as recombinant bovine growth hormone. Similarly, recombinant
human erythropoietin should be changed to recombinant erythropoiesis stimulating
agents. All these should remain CHRB Drug Class 1 with a Penalty Category A.

o RCI recommends Dimethylsulfoxide (DMSO) be moved to Drug Class 4 with a Penalty
Category C. They support that change when the blood level exceeds 1 microgram in blood
or 15 microgram in urine, the international standard. Otherwise DMSO should remain a
Class 5 drug with Category D penalty.

RECOMMENDATION

This item is presented for Board discussion and action.



CALIFORNIA HORSE RACING BOARD
TITLE 4. CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS
ARTICLE 15. VETERINARY PRACTICES
PROPOSED AMENDMENT OF
RULE 1843.2. CLASSIFICATION OF DRUG SUBSTANCES.

Regular Board Meeting
October 18,2012

1843.2. Classification of Drug Substances.

The Board, the board of stewards, the hearing officer, or the administrative law judge,
when adjudicating a hearing for a violation of Business and Professions Code section 19581,
shall consider the classification of the substance as referenced in the California Horse Racing
Board (CHRB) Penalty Categories Listing by Classification (Revised 05/408 10/12), hereby
incorporated by reference, which is based on the Association of Racing Commissioners

International (ARCI) Uniform Classification Guidelines for Foreign Substances (405 12/11), as

modified by the Board.

Authority: Sections 19580, 19581 and 19582,
Business and Professions Code.

Reference: Sections 19580, 19581 and 19582,
Business and Professions Code.
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Class 1 Drugs, Medications and Substances

Ziconotide

Cone Snail Venom

Drug Trade or Street Name Class Penalty
3,4-methylenedioxypyprovalerone MCVP, "BATH Salts" 1 A
Carfentanil 1 A
Cathinone "Khat" 1 A
a-Cobratoxin® "Cobra Venom" 1 A
Codeine” 1 A
DEA Class 1 (all)* 1 A
Dermorphin "Frog Venom" 1 A
Donepezil Aricept 1 A
Heroin 1 A
AHydrocodone" Hydrocane 1 - A
ITPP (myo-inositol trispyrophosphate) 1 A
Methcathinone | 1 A
Remifentanil Ultiva 1 A
Synthetic cannabis Spice, ‘KZ, Kronic u i A

1 A

! See Snake Venoms Class 2
* Missing from CHRB list
*See http://www.deadiversion.usdoj.gov/schedules/index.html

* Reclassified from 2A
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Class 2 Drugs, Medications and Substances

Drug Trade or Street Name Class Penalty
Articaine ' Septocaine; Ultracaine, etc. 2 A
Atomoxetine Strattera 2 A
Atracurium Tracrium 2 A
Azacyclonol Frenque 2 A
Barbiturates "Benzo," "BZD" 2 A
Brimonidine Alphagan 2 A
Carisoprodol® Soma, Rela 2 B
Carticaine Ultracain 2 A
Darbepoetin® Aranesp 1 A
Doxacurium Nuromax 2 A
Duloxetine Cymbalta, Ariclaim 2 A
Ergoloid Mesylates (dihydroergocornine Mesylate,
dihydroergocristine mesylate and dihydroergocryptine
mesylate Hydergine 2 A
ETHANOL 2 A
Galantamine Reminyl 2 A
Levamisole Ergamisol 2 B
Memantine ‘Akatinol, Namenda, Ebixa 2 A
Moperone Luvatren 2 A
Oxilofrine (hydroxyephedrine) 2 A
Paliperidone Invega 2 A
Perfluorodecalin 2 A
Perfluoro decahydronaphthalen 2 A
2 A

Perfluorooctylbromide

® Current CHRB 2B Classification/Penalty is appropriate for this medication.
® Current CHRB 1A Classification/Penalty is appropriate for this medication.
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Perfluorotripropylamine 2 A
Perfluorocarbons 2 A
Pipecuronium Arduan 2 A
Rocuronium Zemuron 2 A
Snake Venoms’ 2 A
Somatrem® Protropin 1 A
Somatropin® Nutropin 1 A
Sulfonmethane 2 A
Tretoquinol Inolin 2 A
Zaleplon Sonata 2 A

" Recommend Snake Venoms be classified as 1A consistent with o-Cobratoxin
® Current CHRB 1A Classification/Penalty is appropriate for this medication.
® Current CHRB 1A Classification/Penalty is appropriate for this medication.




=1

Class 3 Drugs, Medications and Substances

Drug Trade or Street Name Class Penalty

Amitraz Mitaban 3 A
Arformoterol Brovana 3 A
Benazepril Lotensin 3 A

N-Butylscopolamine Bucospan 3 B
Clemastine Tavist 3 B
Clidinium Quarezan, Clindex, 3 B
Divalproex Depakote 3 A
Doxazosin Cardura 3 A
Dromostanolone Drolban 3 B
Eletriptan Relpax 3 A
Etamiphylline Millophylline V 3 B
Ethosuximide Zarontin 3 A
Felbamate Felbatol 3 A
Flurbiprofen Froben 3 B
Fluoxymesterone Halotestin 3 B
Flupirtine Katadolone 3 A
Fosinopril Monopril 3 A
Fosphenytoin Cerebyx 3 B
4-Hydroxytestosterone 3 B
Ibutilide Corvert 3 B
lloprost Ventavis 3 A
Lamotrigine Lamictal 3 A
Levobunolol Betagan 3 B
Lisinopril Prinivil, Zestril 3 A
Methandrostenolone Dianabol 3 A
Methantheline Banthine 3 B
Methsuximide Celontin 3 A
Naloxone Narcan 3 A
Naltrexone Revia 3 A
3 A

Nebivolol
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Nylidrin Arlidin 3 A
Olmesartan Benicar 3 A
Perindopril Biprel 3 A
Propantheline Pro-Banthine 3 A
Quinapril Accupril 3 A
Ramipril Altace 3 A
Sildenafil Viagra 3 A
Spirapril,Spiraprilat Renormax 3 A
Tadalasil Cialis 3 A
Terazosin Hytrin 3 A
Vardenafil Levitra 3 A
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Class 4 Drugs, Medications and Substances

Drug Trade or Street Name Class Penalty
Adrenochrome monosemicarbazone salicylate 4 B
Amiloride Moduretic; Midamor 4 B
Amlodipine10 Norvasc, Ammivin 4 B
Carbazochrome 4 C
Carprofen Rimadyl 4 B
Cetirizine Zyrtec 4 B
Ciclesonide Alvesco ,Omnaris, Omniair .4 B
Cinchocaine Nupercaine 4 G
Dimethylsulfoxide (DMSO)** Domoso 4 C
Fluorometholone FML , Flarex 4 B
Olsalazine Dipentum 4 B
Probenecid - 4 5
Zeranol Ralgro 4 C
Zileuton Zyflo 4 C

10 v =
Spelling correction

' DMSO should be Class 4 drug with a category C penalty drug when the blood level exceeds 1 micrograms in blood or 10 micrograms in urine. Otherwise

DMSO will remain a Class 5 drug with Category D penalty.
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Class 5 Drugs, Medications and Substances

Drug- Trade or Street Name Class Penalty
Esomeprazole Nexium 5 D
Mesalamine Asacol 5 D
Nedocromil Tilade 5 €
Pantoprazole Protonix 5 D
Polyethylene glycol 5 C
Rabeprazole Aciphex 5 C
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California Horse Racing Board (CHRB)
Penalty Categories

Listing by Classification

Class 1: Stimulant and depressant drugs that have the highest potential to affect performance and that have no
generally accepted medical use in the racing horse. Many of these agents are Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA)
schedule Il substances. These include the following drugs and their metabolites: Opiates, opium derivatives,
synthetic opioids and psychoactive drugs, amphetamines and amphetamine-like drugs as well as related drugs,

including but not limited to apmorphine, nikethamide, mazindol, pemoline, and pentylenetetrazol.

Drug Trade Name Drug | Penalty [{#( Drug Trade Name Drug | Penalty
Class | Class : Class | Class
Alfentanil Alfenta 1 A [l Metaraminol Aramine 1 A
Amphetamine 1 A [Bf| Methadone Dolophine 1 A
Anileridine Leritine 1 A [#| Methamphetamine | Desoxyn 1 A
Apomorphine 1 A [ Methaqualone Quaalude 1 A
Benzylpiperazine (BZP) 1 A || Methylphenidate Ritalin 1 A
Carfentanil 1 A I(\gr?é?ffy?gihydromorphinone) 1 A
Cocaine 1 B Morphine 1 B
Darb-erythropoetin 1 A
Dextro