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IN THE MA TI'ER of an appeal by Mr RC McPherson against the determination 
made by the Western Australian Turf Club Stewards on the 13 January 1999 
imposing a 2 year disqualification for breach of Rule 178 of the Australian 
Rules of Racing. 

Mr WR Maumill was granted leave to represent the appellant. 

Mr RJ Davies QC appeared for the Western Australian Turf Club Stewards. 

BACKGROUND 

Mr McPherson was charged by the Stewards of the Western Australian Turf 

Club with a breach of Rule 178 of the Australian Rules of Racing after the 

Stewards had conducted a lengthy inquiry into a report they had received from 

the Australian Racing Forensic Laboratory in Sydney. The report disclosed that 

caffeine, theobromine and theophylline had been detected in the urine sample 

taken from ONLY WITH YOU after it had won Race 1 over 1200m at Kalgoorlie 

on the 9 September 1998. The reserve sample taken from ONLY WITH YOU 

upon analysis was also found to contain caffeine, theobromine and 
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theophylline. The Stewards' inquiry commenced on the 6 October 1998. It was 

continued on the 18 December 1998, 12 and 13 January 1999. 

Mr McPherson is a registered trainer with the Turf Club. He trained ONLY 

WITH YOU. 

Following the receipt of the advices from the Laboratory the assistant 

racecourse investigator and one of the Stewards went to Mr McPherson's 

stables and informed Mr McPherson of the notification of the irregularity in 

the sample. According to the report of tht:! visit, after Mr McPherson read the 

Laboratory report he responded: 

" Caffeine, no way. I do not feed anything with caffeine in it'. 
When asked about the use of any tonics he replied that he did 
not feed that type of stuff' 

The report of the visit continues: 

'We then searched his locked up drug cabinet and nothing of 
this nature was found, we then checked his Drug Register and 
took possession of it. When asked how the horses went to 
Kalgoorlie, he stated that three of his horses were picked up by 
Lark Hill Horse Transport on the Tuesday evening Bth/9/98 
and arrived in Kalgoorlie between 6 a.m. or 6.30 a.m. on 
9th/9/98. He was to be advised when they were arriving into 
Kalgoorlie so he could meet the float, but was not phoned and 
eventually found the horses stabled at the Kalgoorlie 
Racecourse, where he took possession of the horses and took 
them to Trainer P. Fernie' s stables. Mr. McPherson was at a loss 
and appeared quite distressed.' 

The Forensic Laboratory also advised the· Stewards that: 

'Using a scale of low, medium and high, the caffeine 
metabolites, theophylline and theobromine, were present at a 
medium concentration while the level of caffeine was low. 
This suggests that the caffeine had been present in the horse for 
in excess of than 24 hours.' 

Dr Symons, the racecourse veterinary surgeon gave evidence to the inquiry 

that: 
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' ... caffeine's well known and it's a central nervous system 
stimulant. Theophyllire and theobromine are both active 
metabolites of caffeine and they're both prohibited substances. 
Theophylline is a central system stimulant and has an action on 
the heart and theobromine is a diuretic, so the three of them, 
the caffeine and two metabolites are all considered prohibited 
substances.' 

During the course of the first day of the inquiry the Stewards received into 

evidence a letter from Dr Thomas Tobin, an eminent veterinarian 

pharmacologist and toxicologist from Lexington, Kentucky, USA. The letter 

stated that caffeine has long been ' ... recognised internationally. as an extremely 

common environmental contaminate for which de facto thresholds exist in 

many jurisdictions'. In the letter an argument was advanced that in order for a 

full evaluation to be made of the findings reported by the analysts in regard to 

caffeine a great deal of investigation is required to be made. It was pointed out 

that there have been some cases experienced around the world where: 

' ... material reported as "positive" by Analysts, were 
subsequently found to have been due to inadvertent or 
unavoidable environmental contamination or not to have 
been present at sufficient concentration to have affected the 
performance of the horse in the race in question'. 

When the Stewards' proceedings reconvened on the 18 December a letter was 

produced from the Australian Racing Forensic Laboratory responding to some 

of Dr Tobin's concerns and pointing out that in Australia there is no threshold 

for either substance and no quantification of any of these non-endogenous. 

substances is required. Further, the Rules of Racing make no mention of the 

affect of any drug on the performance of a horse. 

Mr RJ Goddard, the chief racecourse investigator, gave evidence in the form of 

a report of his interview with Mr McPherson on the 25 September 1998. The 

report dealt with the feeding regimen of ONLY WITH YOU and explained how 

the horse was transported to Kalgoorlie and the fact that Mr McPherson 

intended to meet the float at the stables next to the racecourse. Mr McPherson 

had left a note with his wife to be given to Mr Della, the float driver, 

instructing Mr Della to contact Mr McPherson to enable this to occur. No 
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contact was in fact made. A note was subsequently found by Mr Goddard at 

Mr McPherson's stables. The note read 'Ring Bob 018 949012 Coolgar4ie'. Mr 

Goddard gave evidence of his observation of the security at Mr McPherson's 

stables which he described as 'poor'. 

Further, the report also covered the observation made by Mr Della, the driver 

of the float in which ONLY WI1H YOU was taken to Kalgoorlie, of the fact that 

the horse ate from a bucket of feed after it had been placed in the yard after 

arriving in Kalgoorlie and before Mr McPherson came on the scene. 

During the course of his questioning of Mr McPherson, Mr Goddard ' .. found 

him totally devastated and willing to cooperate.... From my observations and 

35 years experience as a Police Officer and Racecourse Investigator, I do not 

believe Mr. McPherson has administered Caffeine to ONLY WITH YOU before 

it raced at Kalgoorlie on the 9th September, 1998.' . 

On the 12 January 1999 at the continuation of the hearing Dr Tobin appeared in 

person as an expert witness for Mr McPherson. In addition Dr Alan Duffield, 

official analyst at the Australian Racing Forensic Laboratory New South Wales, 

attended the inquiry and gave evidence. The proceedings continued in very 

great detail. Such issues as the possibility of samples becoming contaminated 

by, for example, something on the hands of the person collecting the sample, 

and the discovery of caffeine in sweat, bee pollen, M&Ms and Siberian Ginseng 

were covered. This was followed by an in depth discussion regarding the 

collection and analysis of the sample and the sampling procedures that take 

place both within and outside Australia. 

Dr Duffield was certain that this was not a case of ' ... a doping within hours of 

racing' . Dr Tobin was of the view that if the dose were small then 'it comes 

within the range of the period fur which the horse was potentially exposed to 

f eeding at Kalgoorlie race track'. 

Dr Symons, the Stewards' veterinary steward, stated that: 

'caffeine's a prohibited substance under our rules and it's a 
performance enhancing substance. It's got a stimulant action 
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on the central nervous system, that's why people take it, and it, 
it improves the metabolism of energy in the muscles and it also 
has affects on the heart and lungs. Theophylline and 
theobromine are active metabolites of caffeine and they are also 
both prohibited substances. Theophylline is, has a similar 
action to caffeine, it's got a stimulant action on the central 
nervous system, it also acts on the bronchi and on the 
circulating system, and theobromine is merely a diuretic'. 

Dr Symons contrasted the drug free racing scene in Australia with the situation 

in the United States. He explained that: 

'In WA we've had seven positive out of 20,000 samples in ten 
years and none of those inquiries have identified 
contamination or the fact that it might be an environmental 
contaminant is a problem.' 

Early on in the proceedings which took place on the 13 January 1999 the 

Stewards made it clear that they had given consideration to the analytical 

evidence and had come to the conclusion that the substance had been 

administered to the horse pursuant to Rule 178(D) part 3. They then proceeded 

with the inquiry as to how the substance may have come into the horse. 

Mr McPherson went into considerable detail as to what happened after the 

horse was nominated for the event in Kalgoorlie, as to the arrangements 

which were made for the horse to be transported to Kalgoorlie and what 

happened after it arrived in Kalgoorlie. Mr McPherson explained that: 

... it was put in a particular yard and it ate some feed in the yard. 
The question arises as whether it ate anything out of that 
particular feed. We certainly in our stable don' t or we never 
had any prohibited substance fed to the horse. It's the only place 
I suppose I could think it'd come from because it, whether that's 
the case I don' t know. Mr Della told me that as I said the horse 
became agitated, I didn't, if I had've known at the time that the 
horse had've aten some feed or something, or I had've been 
told I could have come to the Stewards and said look, the horse 
has got on course today, this is what's happened, you know, I 
would've been then given the right to say well you go ahead 
and scratch it or it runs. And I never knew nothing about it at 
that particular time, I never knew nothing about it until Ron 
Goddard told me in the car going to Kalgoorlie. So, as to how 
the substance got in the horse I've got no idea sir.' 

I 
I 
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The circumstances regarding Mr McPherson not having been notified of the 

arrival of the horse in order to take charge of it were explored in detaiJ.. 

Mr Della, a licensed trainer and proprietor of Lark Hill Horse Transport gave 

evidence. He explained that ONLY WITif YOU had been in a yard for about 20 

minutes with a 'sticky wet feed' . Mr Della did not report the fact that some of 

the feed had been eaten by the horse. Mr Della was not on good terms with 

Mr McPherson. 

After considering all of the evidence the Stewards charged Mr McPherson with 

a breach of Australian Rule of Racing 178. That Rule reads: 

'When any horse which has been brought to a racecourse for 
the purpose of engaging in a race is found by the Committee of 
the Club or the Stewards to have had administered to it any 
prohibited substance as defined in A.R.1, the trainer and any 
other person who was in charge of such horse at any relevant 
time, may be punished, unless he satisfy the Committee of the 
Club or the Stewards that he had taken all proper precautions to 
prevent the administration of the prohibited substance.' 

The charge was: 

under that rule with bringing ONLY WITH YOU to the 
Kalgoorlie racecourse on 9th of September, 1998, for the purpose 
of engaging in Race 1, The Johnson Meats All Aged Maiden, 
with the prohibited substances caffeine, theophylline and 
theobromine being detected in the post race urine sample. ' 

Mr McPherson pleaded not guilty. After some limited further discussion the 

Stewards deliberated, after which they reconvened the inquiry and announced 

to Mr McPherson the outcome in the following terms: 

'The Stewards have given consideration to the evidence and 
your further submissions to us, with regards the charge. We've 
given a great deal of consideration and at length to it. The 
Stewards have, believe that the feeding system at your stables to 
be inadequate, regarding your transportation of the horse to 
Kalgoorlie, negligence in no follow up to ensure the note was 
delivered to the transport company in order that you could 
meet the float and thus supervise your horses. Whilst the 
horses were stabled in Kalgoorlie they were left unsupervised 
by yourself and staff for a period. And further with regard the 
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analytical evidence, we don't believe the evidence before the 
Stewards shows any direct signs of contamination. Seals to the 
samples were not tampered with and the control sample 
provided a negative result, therefore we don't believe 
contamination to have occurred. On those, on those basis 
therefore we do believe, find, formally find you guilty of the 
charge as stated. Now that we've found you guilty of the charge 
we have to consider whether a penalty or an appropriate 
penalty to be delivered. Is there anything that you wish to help 
us with with regards to an appropriate, or a penalty, if any?' 

Before dealing with the penalty the Stewards were asked a number of questions 

by Mr McPherson who sought clarification in regards certain aspects of the 

findings. In response Mr McPherson was told the feeding system at his stables 

was inadequate, there was negligence in not following up the note, and the 

horses were left unsupervised for a period at Kalgoorlie. 

After taking into account Mr McPherson's personal circumstances and record 

the Stewards addressed Mr McPherson as follows: 

'The Stewards have viewed, given consideration to your 
submissions on penalty. Firstly we understand that you have 
extensive involvement, commitment, both financial and 
personal to the racing industry, the cooperative manner in 
which you have conducted yourself throughout the inquiry and 
the investigation by Mr. Goddard, however any breach of the 
drug rules to, to be a serious nature as it has the ability to bring 
racing into disrepute. We have grave concern with regard to 
supervision, feeding and travel arrangements of your horses. 
Your record shows four previous convictions and I'll just clarify 
them for you. There was two that were served consecutively, 
concurrently, and they were TA VERN LAD and URSA MINER. 
Also there was a conviction with regards BRIDGE PATROL and 
one that you've mentioned also, SUBDIVIDER. So this is in 
fact your fifth .' 

The Stewards ultimately concluded that a disqualification for a period of 2 years 

was appropriate. 

THE APPEAL 

Mr McPherson appeals against the conviction on the following amended 

grounds of appeal: 
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'1. Mr. McPherson was denied procedural fairness by 
stewards ( sic) in their role as investigators. 

2. The stewards, once the inquiry had begun, sought and 
were given legal advice, the contents of which was not, 
as procedural fairness requires, made available to 
Mr. McPherson. 

3. Mr. McPhersons conviction is unsafe because of the 
operating procedures in the swab box at the Kalgoorlie 
Race Club. 

4. On the evidence, stewards erred in finding Mr. 
A1cPherson guilty under rule 178.' 

Ground One - Procedural Fairness As Investigators. 

Mr Maurnill pleads Mr McPherson's cause with the vigour and conviction that 

the Tribunal has come to expect from him. He argues that in keeping with the 

tough stance taken in regard to drug offenders and the harsh penalties imposed 

in this State one should expect the 'world's best practice at all levels'. 

In support of the first ground Mr Maumill submits that the Stewards failed to 

fulfil their duty to fully and comprehensively inquire into the matter in that 

key witnesses were not interviewed. The 2 apprentices were not interviewed 

and according to Mr Maumill they may have thrown some light onto the 

matter. 

Mr Maumill then referred to the fact that the horses were 'dumped' in the yard 

despite Mr McPherson wanting to be there to meet them. ONLY WITH YOU 

ate some sticky substance for up to 20 minutes. There was bad blood between 

Mr McPherson and Mr Della, they having previously had an altercation. Mr 

Della, a licensed trainer, failed to advise Mr McPherson of the fact that foreign 

feed had been consumed. It appears th~t Mr Maumill considers that the 

investigations of these aspects did not go far enough. 

However, it is clear that at page 231 of the transcript the Stewards questioned 

Mr Della about the 'consumption of sticky wet feed'. The propositions put to 

Mr Della by one of the Stewards at the inquiry indicated that the Stewards 

regarded this as a very serious matter, particularly as Mr Della was a licensed 

trainer who had failed to report to another trainer of what had occurred. 



Mr Maumill expressed concerns that Mr McPherson was not given the 

opportunity to report the fact of this feeding to the Stewards, to consider 

scratching the horse or to get advice. According to Mr Maumill the Stewards 

should have investigated what happened when the float stopped on its way to 

Kalgoorlie and whether or not caffeine based products were in the stable where 

it was placed on arrival. The Stewards should have inquired whether anyone 

approached the horses. The 2 apprentices observed ONLY WITH YOU until 

the time it raced. It was asserted that the onus was on the Stewards to find out 

about these matters particularly as caffeine occurs everywhere ru."1.d is 

ubiquitous. There was a duty on the Stewards to speak to the 2 eye witnesses. 

The Stewards did not bother to find out how the substance got into the horse. 

Consequently Mr Maumill claimed there was a clear breach of the duty to 

inquire. He described the investigations as 'half baked.' 

In response to this Mr Davies QC argues that so far as this Rule is concerned all 

that matters is that something has been administered by somebody to a horse 

which has been brought to race. It is normally 'a mission impossible' to prove 

how the administration occurred, who was responsible for the administration 

and when and where the administration took place. In this particular case 

there is evidence of the fact that the float feeding procedure was 'terrible' with 

the feed being tipped onto the floor. The transporter was most antagonistic to 

Mr McPherson. Mr McPherson adopted a haphazard, indeed a negligent 

approach in not having anyone represent him on the float. The prospect of the 

float people admitting anything to the Stewards which would be helpful to 

Mr McPherson's cause is remote. It would be fruitless to pursue the line of 

inquiry suggested by Mr Maumill. 

Rule 178 is one of a number of rules which are designed to achieve drug free 

racing. Punishment may follow in circumstances where, firstly, a trainer has 

brought a racehorse to a course in order to race and secondly, if there is a 

prohibited substance found to be in the horse. Unless the trainer can satisfy the 

Stewards that he had taken 'all proper precautions to prevent the 

administration ' of the drug a conviction is likely to follow. As senior counsel 

pointed out, in most cases an explanation as to how, when and where the drug 
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found its way into a horse is absent. In order to convict it is not necessary or 

relevant usually to prove any of these aspects. Trainers are responsible under 

the Rules to present their competing animals at racecourses completely drug 

free. 

It is clear that the Rule in question places the onus on the trainer to satisfy the 

Stewards, not that he has taken some precaution, but rather that he has taken 

all proper precautions to prevent the administration of a prohibited substance. 

vVhilst there clearly is an obligation on Stewards to comprehensively 

investigate all relevant aspects of a drug presenting offence and not to overlook 

any relevant considerations I do not accept Mr Maumill's criticisms of this 

inquiry as being valid or in any way justified. There was sufficient information 

upon which the Stewards could rely in which to reach the conclusion that the 

Rule had been breached. This case is clearly distinguishable from Julien 
Appeal 444 where under the Rules Governing Greyhound Racing in Western 

Australia a person may be found guilty who was in charge of a greyhound 

competing in a race which has had a drug administered to it for an improper 

purpose. Certain adverse conclusions and findings were made by the 

Greyhound Stewards in relation to the evidence which had been presented to 

them. Although the Stewards in the Julien case did have the opportunity to 

explore further how or why the caffeine was likely to have found its way into 

the greyhound and also why the trainer was not aware of the background 

circumstances they failed to pursue the line of investigation. Had they 

investigated further they may not have been justified in reaching their adverse 

findings on credibility. By way of contrast the Greyhound Rules contain no 

proviso which affords an opportunity for the person under suspicion to prove 

his innocence equivalent to Rule 178 of the Australian Rules of Racing. 

For these reasons ground one fails. 

Ground Two - Failure To Inform As To Legal Advice 

The second ground alleges a breach of procedural fairness because of the fact 

the Stewards obtained some legal advice which was not made available to 

Mr McPherson. I am satisfied that the advice which was received amounted to 

nothing more than procedural advice which was obtained early on during the 
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course of the investigative stage. The advice in no way was prejudicial to Mr 

McPherson's position and in no way could it be said to have tainted the 

inquiry. This ground fails. 

Ground Three-Swab Box Procedures 

As to the third ground relating to the operating procedures in the swab box 

nothing was presented to suggest that anything untoward occurred which 

tainted the sampling and testing exercise. I am not persuaded on this ground. 

Ground Four - Insufficient Evidence 

The final ground alleges an error in finding Mr McPherson guilty. I am 

satisfied on all the evidence that the Stewards' finding of guilt is reasonably 

open to the Stewards. As to the defence contained in the Rule I am satisfied 

that it was reasonably open to any Stewards to have come to the conclusion 

that Mr McPherson did not take all proper precautions to prevent the 

administration of the prohibited substance. The facts reveal that Mr 

McPherson's supervision and feeding practices were unsatisfactory. Whilst 

there was no suggestion that Mr McPherson personally administered the 

substance, the evidence clearly reveals that ~ere were opportunities for 

someone to get at the horse or for administration to have occurred through 

negligence. By the terms of the Rules, Mr McPherson clearly is responsible and 

should be punished for what happened in the absence of a far better 

explanation as to the steps put in place to prevent the administration. Both the 

transportation arrangement and the stabling arrangements were far too casual. 

It is totally a matter for speculation as to when administration occurred. It is 

open on the scientific evidence to conclude it may have been a small dose, on 

the day of the race, or a larger dose at an earlier time. Either way 

administration could have been at Mr McPherson's stables or at I<algoorlie if it 

was not somewhere in between whilst the horse was being transported to 

Kalgoorlie. The evidence as to the supervision arrangements at all relevant 

times and the feeding arrangements is clearly adverse to Mr McPherson's 

position and removes the defence being called in aid. 
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In order for the Tribunal to interfere it must be satisfied that it was not open to 

Stewards to reasonably have come to the conclusion which these Ste~ards did. 

I am not prepared to reach that conclusion. The Tribunal should not lightly 

interfere in a matter of this nature and where the Rules are so couched. The 

Stewards were clearly entitled to find that administration of the prohibited 

substance had occurred in regard to a horse which had been presented to race. 

It was open to the Stewards to find that Mr McPherson had not taken 'all 

property precautions to prevent the administration'. I too would have come to 

the same conclusion on the facts. 

Accordingly I am satisfied that Mr McPherson was properly convicted and I 

would dismiss the appeal. 

DAN MOSSENSON, CHAIRPERSON 

61437635 



APPEAL-441 

THE RACING PENALTIES APPEAL TRIBUNAL 

REASONS FOR DETERMINATION OF MR RJ NASH 
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APPELLANT: 
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DATE OF DETERMINATION: 
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IN THE MATTER of an appeal by Mr RC McPherson against the 
determination made by the Western Australian Turf Club Stewards on the 
13 January 1999 imposing a 2 year disqualification for breach of Rule 178 
of the Australian Rules of Racing. 

Mr WR Maumill was granted leave to represent the Appellant. 

Mr RJ Davies QC appeared for the Western Australian Turf Club Stewards 

I have read the determination of the !earned Chairperson and am in 

agreement with the reasons and the conclusions he has reached. 

In respect of Ground 1 of the Appeal, as stated in the learned 

Chairperson's decision at page 8, Mr Maumill argued that the Stewards 

had failed in their duty to fully and comprehensively inquire into the 

matter in that key witnesses were not interviewed. I would dismiss that 

Ground not only for the reasons expressed by the learned Chairperson, 

but also because it does not, in my opinion, disclose any valid basis to 

overturn the decision of the Stewards. In my view, even if there were any 

shortcomings in the investigation by the Stewards (or Racecourse 
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Investigator) in failing to interview all relevant witnesses, which I am not 

persuaded of, that would not alter the fact that the horse was brought to 

the racecourse with a prohibited substance administered to it for the 

purpose of engaging in the race. Once that fact is established Rule 178 

provides that it is for the trainer to then satisfy the Stewards that he had 

taken all proper precautions to prevent the administration of the 

prohibited substance. To do so the trainer may consider it prudent to 

adduce evidence from other witnesses to whom he had entrusted custody 

of the horse in the lead up to the race. 

I am not persuaded there were shortcomings in the investigation in any 

event because it is not the role nor the responsibility of the Stewards in 

investigating whether there has been an offence committed under the 

rules to pursue every conceivable line of investigation. As I have indicated 

strictly speaking, in this case, the Stewards need only have satisfied 

themselves that the horse was brought to the racecourse with a prohibited 

substance administered to it for the purpose of engaging in the race. 

Obviously it is sensible and conducive to the proper administration of 

racing that the Stewards, and investigators, when investigating whether or 

not an offence under the rules has been committed, do undertake as 

thorough investigation as they reasonably can. 

I agree with the learned Chairperson that this case is distinguishable from 

the decision of Julien, Appeal No 444. It is clear from what was said by 

Wilcox J in Prasad v Minister for Immigration and Ethnic Affairs ( 1985) 65 

ALR 549 at 563 that it is not enough for an Appellant to merely assert 

that it would have been a sounder course for the Stewards to have made 

certain further inquiries unless those inquiries are obviously centrally 

relevant to the decision to be made by the Stewards namely, in this case, 

whether to charge the Appellant with a breach of Rule 178. 
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{MEMBER) 

APPELLANT: 

APPLICATION NO: 

DATE OF HEARING 

DATE OF DETERMINATION: 

ROBERT CHARLES McPHERSON 

A30/08/441 

SMARCH 1999 

15 JULY 1999 

IN THE MATIER OF an appeal by Mr RC McPherson against the determination made by the 
Western Australian Turf Club Stewards on the 13 January 1999 imposing a 2 year 
disqualification for breach of Rule 178 of the Australian Rules of Racing. 

Mr WR Maumill was granted leave to represent the appellant. 

Mr RJ Davies QC appeared for the Western Australian Turf Club Stewards. 

I have read the draft reasons of Mr D Mossenson, Chairperson. I agree with the reasons and having 
nothing to add. 

KAREN FARLEY, MEMBER 

.. 
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APPEAL-441 

DETERMINATION OF 

THE RACING PENALTIES APPEAL TRIBUNAL 

APPELLANT: 

APPLICATION NO: 

DATE OF HEARING 

DATE OF DETERMINATION: 

ROBERT CHARLES McPHERSON 

A30/08/441 

5MARCH1999 

15JULY 1999 

IN THE MATTER OF an appeal by Mr RC McPherson against the determination made by the 
Western Australian Turf Club Stewards on the 13 January 1999 imposing a 2 year 
disqualification for breach of Rule 178 of the Australian Rules of Racing. 

Mr WR Maumill was grant~d leave to represent the appellant. 

Mr RJ Davies QC appeared for the Western Australian Turf Club Stewards. 

By a unanimous decision the appeal is dismissed. 

The suspension of operation of the penalty automatically ceases. 

AN MOSSENSON, CHAIRPERSON 


