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T’s rare that I find myself in sharp disagreement with Mark.
But such is the case in the aftermath of the Duchess of
Cambridge Stakes at Newmarket’s July meeting which led to a

10-day ban, reduced on appeal to six, for Frankie Dettori.
While hoping for a win by Mr Saif Ali’s admirable Main Edition,

trained by Mark, I was more concerned at the time for the welfare of
the filly and the undeserved blemish on her racing record resulting
from the substantial interference which she and La Pelosa sustained as
a result of a collision with Frankie’s mount, Angel’s Hideaway,
rather than thinking about any disciplinary action to be taken.

In the event, I think the original ban was correct and the decision
to reduce it was flawed.  Mark disagrees, believing the stewards were
right but harsh, and that the appeal panel were right to uphold the
ban, but reduce the penalty.

It was after reading Richard Hughes’s views of the incident in his
column in the Racing Post on July 28 that I took a closer look at the
findings of the Disciplinary Panel. Frankie was initially suspended by
the stewards at Newmarket for 10 days for careless riding, in breach
of Rule (B)54 of the Rules of Racing. He chose to appeal, and a
hearing was held by the Independent Disciplinary Panel of the BHA
on July 24.

Regrettably, I was less than impressed by the panel’s written
findings. They concluded, among other things, that “Angel’s
Hideaway moved to her right and collided with Main Edition and La
Pelosa”. This, by the way, after an earlier incident in the same,
penultimate, furlong when she interfered with Chicas Amigas.
“Considerable interference was caused to these two horses,” the panel
continued, “and it was fortunate that both horses were able to remain
on their feet.”

It was contended on behalf of Frankie that his mount started to
drift right only when the winner of the race, Pretty Pollyanna,
drifted right herself, and that Dettori had ‘precious little time’ to
correct his filly and did all that he reasonably could. Correctly in my
opinion, the panel rejected this submission. 

“It was about two seconds after he used his whip on Angel’s
Hideaway, and after a noticeable drift to the right, before Mr Dettori
took any corrective action,” they found. “That action only
commenced at the point where interference occurred or could not be
avoided. In our view, Mr Dettori should have taken corrective action
sooner.”

So far so good, but having supported the decision of the
Newmarket stewards as to the finding of careless riding, the panel
then decided to reduce the ban from 10 to 6 days. From their
findings, it’s hard to understand why.  

“We accept the BHA’s position that the case falls within the
category where the penalty range is 5-14 days in that Mr Dettori

allowed his horse to drift to the right and this unquestionably caused
considerable interference.... a pre-requisite of determining that a case
falls within the 5-14 days bracket.” They also acknowledge that the
horses who suffered interference lost the opportunity to challenge for
prize-money, but then go on to say “although Mr Dettori was guilty
of careless riding the incident happened very quickly and there was no
prolonged period of carelessness. We note that Mr Dettori did in fact
take successful corrective action (albeit later than he should have
done) and he was able quickly to straighten Angel’s Hideaway.”

To my way of thinking, that last section of the panel’s findings
contradicts their earlier finding highlighted in bold above. Are they
really labelling the corrective action as ‘successful’ after stating that
it only began where the interference occurred or was inevitable? And
how do we define ‘no prolonged period of carelessness?’ How does
that particular finding square with the earlier incident with Chicas
Amigas and the panel’s view that it “should have alerted Mr Dettori,
or put him on notice, that his filly may have a tendency to hang or
drift to the right.”

Richard Hughes, a former jockey and an excellent and eloquent one
at that, feels that his former weighing-room colleague was hard done
by. He argues that jockeys make split second decisions, and are
‘required to act on instinct.’ “Frankie’s filly moved to the right,
exactly at the point when two horses were moving forward on his
inside,” argues Richard. “That was a real slice of bad luck.”

I suggest that, if he has time, Richard sits down and watches the
replay again. There is no need to slow down the action. He will see
that Angel’s Hideaway is racing on the outside of the field for the
first half of the race, even wider than Pretty Pollyanna. He will see
that horse drifting right, without any correction from the saddle, and
colliding with Main Edition, who cannons into La Pelosa; it is simply
not correct to say that it was bad luck those horses were moving
forward as Frankie arrived in that space. There was simply no space
there.

I’ve heard that some shrewd judges feel that Pretty Pollyanna’s
drift to the right caused the problems in behind. I would have had
more sympathy with that argument had not Angel’s Hideaway
started off racing at least seven or eight horses’ width from the
stands’ rail.

All in all, it amounts to a most unsatisfactory end to a sorry affair.
Lest there be any doubt about my personal opinion, I feel Frankie
was lucky to have his ban reduced on appeal, even though I have
sympathy for his missing out on some big racing days. He remains, as
does Richard, one of my favourite jockeys, but I can’t quite fathom
why the panel reduced that ban. 

On a positive note, Main Edition is fine and I look forward to
watching her progress.
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T was interesting to note that when we interviewed the stable’s
apprentices this month, none of whom come from racing
backgrounds, they all cited watching televised racing as a major

influence in seeking to become a jockey. It highlights for me how
bizarre it is that Ascot have decided to leave Racing UK for the new Sky
Sports Racing channel, effectively delivering a slap in the face to our
sole terrestrial broadcaster, ITV.

Bill Barber, the Racing Post’s Industry Editor, summed up my
concerns when reacting to the news. “Those hoping to keep the best of
British racing on a mainstream channel,” he wrote, “will be concerned
that the loss of Ascot to a potential rival in Sky may make ITV think
about renewing its deal.”

Ascot should have asked the Royal and Ancient about their switch to
Sky. Open, what Open?                     
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