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OUNTING the results up to August 27, there have

been 11,916 different horses seen out on the Flat in

Britain in 2017. 3,184 (26.7%) have won at least

one race; 1,014 (8.5%) have won at least two races; 273

(2.3%) have won at least three races; 58 (0.5%) have won at

least four races.

This data is for the current season which is incomplete,

but the same data for the completed seasons since 1996 is

available in Table 1(see below).

As usual, we will go over the columns of this table

carefully:

Year is the year in which all data in that row was achieved

in British Flat races; Horses is number of different horses

which ran (smaller than the number in training); M is

percentage of horses who failed to win a race; W is

percentage of horses who won at least one race; W1-W5+

is percentage of horses who won between one  (W1)and

five or more (W5+) races.

So, in 2005, for instance, 69.9% of the 12,086 different

horses who ran at least once failed to win. Many of these

horses could have won in 2004 or earlier, or 2006 or later,

while some may have never run in other years, or run in

other years and never won; all the data says is that they did

not win in 2005.

These numbers appear to describe daunting odds for a

racehorse owner, given the cost of keeping a horse in

training. Thankfully, as the graph on the opposite page

shows, there has been some respite recently, as the

percentage of horses winning at least one race (W) has been

rising.

Of course, the main factor driving this is the reduction

in field-sizes which reached a peak of 13.8 runners per

race in 2001 and is now down to nearly 10 runners per

race. Simply put, the odds of winning a race are greater

on average.

In an ideal world, those charged with running the

sport should want to see the percentage of horses

winning a race maximised; after all, whether your

currency is prize-money, entertainment or residual

value, there is arguably a big difference at the margin in

owning a winner, and an exponential boost if that horse

wins two, three, four or five-plus times in a year.  

Now, it isn’t possible to say whether the numbers

listed in this article represent a good, bad or indifferent

ground-truth about the British racing system. But the

following information absolutely does, for there are

great differences in results between training stables.

Let’s arbitrarily define a leading trainer as being one

in the Top 25 by number of different horses winning a

race. The data in Table 2 shows the Wins (ie total races

won) and the Winners (ie horses winning at least one

race) per 100 horses for all leading trainers in 2017 up

to August 27.

The blue highlighted column shows the number of

wins per 100 horses achieved by leading trainers on the

Flat in Britain. It is important to note that this isn’t

definitely some metric of trainer ‘skill’, because

different trainers are trying to optimise their output as a

yard in different ways. Some trainers – such as Mark –

believe in running horses more regularly than others;

some trainers are more circumspect (and can afford to

be) about running horses they know have limited ability,

while others will take on additional risk of losing now
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Table 1: Percentage of all horses seen out on Flat in
Britain who have won various number of races 

Year Horses M W W1 W2 W3 W4 W5+

1997 8829 69.2 30.8 20.1 7.1 2.4 0.7 0.5

1998 9168 69.6 30.4 19.9 7 2.5 0.7 0.3

1999 9510 69.7 30.3 20.1 6.8 2.4 0.7 0.4

2000 9686 70.2 29.8 19.6 6.7 2.4 0.7 0.3

2001 10240 70.7 29.3 19.6 6.7 2.1 0.6 0.3

2002 10381 71.1 28.9 18.6 6.9 2.2 0.8 0.3

2003 10550 70.2 29.8 19.3 7.1 2.3 0.7 0.4

2004 11495 69.4 30.6 20.5 6.7 2.3 0.7 0.4

2005 12086 69.9 30.1 20.5 6.7 2 0.7 0.2

2006 11960 68.9 31.1 20.5 7.2 2.4 0.7 0.3

2007 12310 68.7 31.3 21 7.1 2.2 0.8 0.3

2008 12839 67.9 32.1 21.4 7.4 2.4 0.7 0.4

2009 12762 67.4 32.6 21.2 7.6 2.7 0.8 0.3

2010 12363 66.4 33.6 21.5 8.3 2.6 0.9 0.3

2011 12221 65.8 34.2 22.4 7.9 2.7 0.9 0.3

2012 11801 64.9 35.1 23 8.4 2.6 0.7 0.3

2013 11842 64.4 35.6 22.7 8.9 2.9 0.8 0.3

2014 11508 63.6 36.4 23.6 8.8 2.9 0.9 0.3

2015 11553 63.5 36.5 24 8.4 3 0.8 0.2

2016 11763 63.8 36.2 23.8 8.6 2.9 0.8 0.2
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because of the compensatory benefits of the handicap

system. So, at this point in the season the numbers can and

will change.

All this said, it is interesting to note that the three leading

trainers at the head of the blue column are a long way clear

of the rest, while honourable mention among the yards

which were not included in this study must go to the likes

of Ruth Carr, Archie Watson, Declan Carroll and Chris

Dwyer – all above 80 winners per 100 horses among

trainers with 10 to 30 different winning horses.  

Seasonal leaders for the 10 years prior to 2017 are shown

in Table 3. Among a diverse cast of trainers with different

strategic approaches to placing and different imperatives,

Mark has topped this category three out of the last five

times. And he is on target to make it four out of six.

While the percentages are daunting for the racehorse

owner in general, it is undeniable statistically that they are a

lot better for MJR owners. 

Not every horse can be successful whoever trains it.  But

there is a very wide spread in the winners per hundred

horses that is the focus of our attention here.
Trainer Wins Winners Horses

Wins /

100 H

Winners /

100 H

Mark Johnston 170 98 189 90 52

William Haggas 101 70 123 82 57

Michael Dods 55 31 69 80 45

Saeed Bin Suroor 46 35 69 67 51

Sir Michael Stoute 66 46 104 63 44

Charlie Appleby 67 53 109 61 49

Richard Hannon Jr 140 105 234 60 45

Keith Dalgleish 63 37 107 59 35

Roger Varian 74 54 128 58 42

Michael Appleby 69 44 120 58 37

R Hughes 44 31 79 56 39

John Gosden 87 68 164 53 41

Andrew Balding 68 51 129 53 40

David Barron 39 31 74 53 42

David O'Meara 74 54 143 52 38

Richard Fahey 135 104 267 51 39

David Simcock 49 36 97 51 37

David Evans 54 34 105 51 32

Mick Channon 46 34 91 51 37

Clive Cox 40 31 83 48 37

Tim Easterby 62 37 132 47 28

Hugo Palmer 43 36 91 47 40

Kevin Ryan 53 43 116 46 37

Ralph Beckett 43 31 100 43 31

K R Burke 47 36 115 41 31

Charles Hills 50 35 126 40 28

Year Annual leader Horses Wins / 100 H

2016 William Haggas 156 88

2015 Mark Johnston 199 103

2014 Mark Johnston 212 97

2013 David Evans 94 123

2012 Mark Johnston 211 102

2011 Kevin Ryan 138 96

2010 Michael Jarvis 97 89

2009 David Evans 125 91

2008 Michael Jarvis 123 86

2007 Sir Mark Prescott 74 89

Graph showing increasing percentage of horses
winning a race (W) and multiple races 

(W1 to W3)

Table 2: Leading trainers ranked by wins per 100
horses so far in 2017

Table 3: Highest annual return of wins per 100
horses among leading trainers 

T was Morecambe not

Monte Carlo again

this year for my

holidays, after the defeat of

Dee Ex Bee in the Group 3

Acomb Stakes at York. The

son of Farhh clocked an

excellent time in a maiden

at Goodwood on his debut,

a performance which

excited me considerably.

The probability that a horse

will win a Black Type race

goes up sharply if he or she

earns a Timeform speed

figure of 95+ on debut, and

Dee Ex Bee registered 99.

Not only that, for Dee Ex

Bee finished the race at a

significantly higher speed

than his average for the

race – indicating he can run

bigger figures still when

asked to run more evenly.

What happened at York –

where Dee Ex Bee was

only sixth, beaten more

than seven lengths by his

paternal half-brother Wells

Farhh Go – is not clear, but

he couldn’t get hold of the

track in my view and

looked beaten after a

hundred yards, when he

was readily outrun for the

lead.

Later in the meeting,

superb wins for Threading

in the Group 2 Lowther

Stakes and Dream Today in

the very valuable Convivial

Maiden underlined that the

yard’s juveniles are

perfectly capable of

handling an easy surface on

the Knavesmire, but sadly

Dee Ex Bee did not.

Sometimes, the form of a

juvenile’s early races

simply does not work out,

but you cannot cheat the

clock. Dee Ex Bee will be

back, and I will be on when

he is.

Ebor-meeting juveniles
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