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RACING APPEALS TRIBUNAL 

  

RAT 7/2020 

 

DATE OF HEARING:  TUESDAY 17 NOVEMBER 2020 

 

TRIBUNAL:   PRESIDENT: MR TIM ANDERSON, QC  

 

IN ATTENDANCE:     MR J PETZER, CHAIRMAN OF STEWARDS, 
THOROUGHBRED RACING SA LTD 

 

APPELLANT:   MR M BELL 

 

IN THE MATTER of an Appeal by MR MICHAEL BELL against a decision of 
Thoroughbred Racing SA Ltd Stewards. 

 

BREACH OF RULE AR 240(2), which reads as follows: 

(2) Subject to subrule (3), if a horse is brought to a racecourse for the purpose of 
participating in a race and a prohibited substance on Prohibited List A and/or Prohibited 
List B is detected in a sample taken from the horse prior to or following its running in 
any race, the trainer and any other person who was in charge of the horse at any 
relevant time breaches these Australian Rules. 

 

PENALTY:  $10,000.00 FINE 
 
 

DETERMINATION 

Mr Michael Bell is a licensed trainer based in Victoria. 
 
In this matter Mr Bell is appealing from a decision of the Thoroughbred Racing SA 
Stewards in which he was fined the sum of $10,000. 
 
The fine results from the analysis of pre-race and post-race samples taken from the 
horse Jungle Edge at Morphettville on Saturday, 2 May 2020.  Mr Bell is, and was at the 
relevant time, the trainer of Jungle Edge. 
 
Analysis of both the samples disclosed the presence of Meloxicam, which is a 
substance prohibited under the Rules of Racing. 
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The Stewards took evidence from Mr Bell via video link, and from the South Australian 
veterinary surgeon Dr Peter Horridge, Racing Analytical Services Limited’s laboratory 
scientific manager Mr Paul Zahra, and South Australian trainer Ms Leah Conlon. 
 
The reason for Ms Conlon’s involvement was that Mr Bell, because of COVID 19 
restrictions, did not leave Victoria to travel with the horse to South Australia, where the 
horse was placed under the care of Ms Conlon. 
 
There is a gap in the chain of events between the horse leaving the Victorian stables 
and arriving in South Australia.  Jungle Edge departed Mr Bell’s stable on Thursday, 30 
April 2020 and arrived at the stables of South Australian trainer Ms Conlon on Friday 
morning, 1 May 2020.  It was Ms Conlon who agreed to present the horse to race at 
Morphettville on Saturday, 2 May 2020, acting as Mr Bell’s agent. 
 
There is no evidence to suggest that Ms Conlon treated Jungle Edge with any product 
containing Meloxicam after the horse’s arrival at her stable and before the race. 
 
Importantly, at the Stewards Inquiry, Mr Bell conceded that he may have treated Jungle 
Edge with oral Meloxicam on Monday, 27 April 2020.  However, he did not have a 
treatment record of this. 
 
Mr Bell was charged under AR 240(2), which reads as follows: 
 
AR 240 Prohibited substance in sample taken from horse at race meeting  
(2) Subject to subrule (3), if a horse is brought to a racecourse for the purpose of 
participating in a race and a prohibited substance on Prohibited List A and/or Prohibited 
List B is detected in a sample taken from the horse prior to or following its running in 
any race, the trainer and any other person who was in charge of the horse at any 
relevant time breaches these Australian Rules. 
 
The particulars provided by the Stewards in relation to that charge were that,  
 
“Mr Michael Bell, as a licensed trainer and the trainer of the racehorse Jungle Edge, at 
all relevant times, leading up to and including Saturday, 2 May 2020, did arrange for the 
racehorse to be brought to the Morphettville Racecourse where it competed in and won 
race 9, the DC McKay Stakes run over 1100 metres, after which two blood samples 
taken from the horse, one pre-race and the other post-race, disclosed upon analysis the 
substance Meloxicam, which is a prohibited substance under the Rules of Racing.” 
 
At the hearing before the Stewards, Mr Bell reserved his plea in respect of the charge.  
After the hearing, he was found guilty of the charge. 
 
In relation to penalty, the Stewards had regard for Mr Bell’s acknowledgement of 
responsibility, his personal circumstances, factors relating to individual and general 
deterrence, the serious nature of breaches relating to prohibited substances, and the 
fact that TRSA Stewards had provided notice on a number of occasions in recent years 



3 

 

that offences in relation to prohibited substance matters may attract more severe 
penalties. 
 
The Stewards also noted that this was Mr Bell’s first offence under this rule.  In the 
circumstances, Mr Bell was fined $10,000, after reducing the fine from $15,000 for the 
mitigating factors referred to. 
 
AR240(1) deals with the matter of disqualification of a horse presented with a prohibited 
substance as referred to in AR240(2) – AR240(1) reads as follows: 
 

(1) Subject to subrule (3), if a horse is brought to a racecourse and a prohibited 
substance on Prohibited List A and/or Prohibited List B is detected in a sample 
taken from the horse prior to or following its running in any race, the horse must 
be disqualified from any race in which it started on that day.  
 

Acting under the provisions of this rule Stewards disqualified Jungle Edge from the race 
concerned. 
 
For the purposes of the appeal, a set of agreed facts was prepared by the TRSA 
Stewards, and they are set out hereunder: 
 
1. The Appellant is a Trainer licensed by Racing Victoria for the racing seasons 2019/20 
and 2020/21. Having regard for the status of licenses issued in Australia, a license 
issued by an interstate racing authority is, unless otherwise determined by the visiting 
jurisdiction in which the trainer participates, also a valid license in that visiting 
jurisdiction. Consequently, there is no lack of jurisdiction insofar as it relates to the 
Respondent dealing with the subject matter.  
2. The Appellant is the trainer of the Horse.  
3. The Appellant entered the Horse to race at Morphettville on Saturday, 2 May 2020.  
4. The Horse raced in, and won, Race 9, the D C McKay Stakes run over 1100 metres 
at the Morphettville Racecourse on 2 May 2020.  
5. Two blood samples - numbers V541377 and V541554 (the Samples) were taken from 
the horse, one pre-race and the other post-race. Both Samples were forwarded to 
Racing Analytical Services Limited (the Laboratory) at 400 Epsom Road in Melbourne, 
via TNT Courier, Consignment Note No. 9835 0794 7558 on 4 May 2020.  
6. The samples were received, intact, on 5 May 2020 by the Laboratory.  
7. The Laboratory reported that analyses of the Samples indicated the presence of 
Meloxicam.  
8. This finding (of Meloxicam) by the Laboratory was reported to the Respondent on 16 
June 2020.  
9. The Appellant was advised by the Respondent, in writing, on 18 June 2020, of the 
findings by the Laboratory. This notification was provided to the Appellant by staff of 
Racing Victoria Limited (RV Staff), on behalf of the Respondent and at the time of 
providing that notification the relevant RV Staff also conducted, on behalf of the 
Respondent, a stable inspection at the Appellants stable complex situated at Devon 
Meadows in Victoria.  
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10. At the same time the stable inspection was conducted by the RV Staff at the 
Appellant’s stable complex, the Respondent conducted a stable inspection at the 
stables of South Australian Trainer, Ms. Leah Conlon – the trainer in whose care the 
Horse was placed. Ms. Conlon was also advised of the findings of the Laboratory at the 
time of the stable inspection.  
11. The notifications and two stable inspections occurred on the same date and at the 
same time and was coordinated to so occur by the Respondent.  
12. The reserve portions of the Samples were sent to the Australian Racing Forensic 
Laboratory for referee analyses.  
13. The Australian Racing Forensic Laboratory reported on 23 & 24 June 2020 and 
confirmed the presence of Meloxicam in the reserve portions of the Samples. These 
results were communicated to the Respondent by the Laboratory on 25 & 26 June 2020 
respectively.  
14. The Appellant was informed by the Respondent, in writing, of the result of the 
analyses conducted by the Australian Racing Forensic Laboratory on 30 June 2020.  
15. On Thursday, 13 August 2020 an inquiry was conducted by the Respondent into the 
report by the Laboratory. This inquiry was conducted by utilizing a video link to allow the 
Appellant to attend.  
16. Apart from the Appellant attending the inquiry, the following persons were also 
called;  
(a) Dr. Peter Horridge – the Respondent’s Industry Veterinarian.  
(b) Mr. Paul Zahra – the Laboratory’s Scientific Manager.  
(c) Ms. Leah Conlon – the trainer in whose care the Horse was placed while in South 
Australia, accompanied by Mr. Lindsay Conlon – her son, as a support person.  
17. The evidence at the inquiry established that the Horse may have been treated by 
the Appellant on Monday, 27 April 2020, with oral Meloxicam. This treatment was not 
recorded in the Appellants treatment register.  
18. The Horse departed the Appellant’s stable on Thursday 30 April 2020, and arrived 
at the stables of South Australian trainer, Ms. Leah Conlon, on Friday morning, 1 May 
2020.  
19. Ms. Leah Conlon agreed to present the Horse to race at Morphettville on Saturday 2 
May 2020, in Race 9, on behalf of the Appellant.  
20. There was no evidence to suggest that Ms. Leah Conlon, or any person connected 
to her stable, had treated the Horse with any product containing Meloxicam after the 
horse’s arrival at her stable and before its race engagement at Morphettville on 2 May 
2020.  
21. Ms. Leah Conlon treated the Horse, on instruction by the Appellant, with Meloxicam 
after the Horse had competed in the said race, and only on return to her stable on 2 
May 2020.  
22. Ms. Leah Conlon’s medical treatment records in respect of the Horse, detailing the 
treatments administered to the Horse, while in her care, were accurate and up to date.  
23. In respect of the possible treatment of the Horse, by the Appellant, on 27 April 2020, 
the Respondent noted that it cannot be conclusively determined that this treatment, if it 
occurred, was the cause for the detection of the Meloxicam in the samples taken from 
the Horse on 2 May 2020.  
24. The Appellant was charged under Australian Rule of Racing, AR240(2) the 
particulars being that – “As a licensed trainer and the trainer of the racehorse Jungle 
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Edge at all relevant times leading up to and including Saturday, 2 May 2020, he did 
arrange for the said racehorse to be brought to the Morphettville racecourse where it 
competed in and won Race 9, the D C McKay Stakes run over 1100 metres, after 
which, two blood samples taken from the horse, one pre-race and the other post-race, 
disclosed upon analyses the substance Meloxicam, which substance is a prohibited 
substance under the rules of racing”. (the Charge).  
25. The Respondent explained to the Appellant that his plea options in respect of the 
Charge were to either plead guilty, not guilty or to reserve his plea, and in the event he 
reserved his plea that the Respondent would enter a plea of not guilty on his behalf.  
26. The Appellant reserved his plea.  
27. The Respondent entered a plea of not guilty on behalf of the Appellant.  
28. The Respondent is not required to make a finding in relation to how the 
drug/substance (Meloxicam) came to be in the Horse’s system.  
29. The Rule under which the Appellant was charged is one of strict liability and does 
not require a finding of intent on the part of the Appellant (if the offence is an offence of 
strict liability then there are no fault elements for any of the physical elements of the 
offence).  
30. After considering the evidence, having regard for the rules of racing, and their 
application, the Respondent found the Appellant guilty of the Charge.  
31. In determining penalty the Respondent had regard for the following:  
(a) The Appellant had no previous offences for breaches under the same rule.  
(b) The Appellant acknowledged his responsibility in respect of presenting the Horse 
free of prohibited substances.  
(c) The Appellant’s personal circumstances.  
(d) Factors relating to individual deterrence.  
(e) Factors relating to general deterrence.  
(f) The serious nature of breaches relating to prohibited substances.  
(g) The Respondent had provided notice (the Notice) to all racing participants in its 
Official Racing Calendar (The Races Magazine) on a number of occasions that offences 
in relation to prohibited substance matters may attract more severe penalties.  
(h) The industry relies on its revenue almost entirely from the proceeds of wagering.  
(i) Wagering involves parties who wish to participate on a level playing field.  
(j) The confidence of the parties referred to in (i) is predicated by the fact that their 
wager, regardless of the outcome, has been invested in a product that is properly 
regulated and free of irregularity and one which allows participants to compete on a 
level playing field.  
(k) The range of penalties imposed historically for similar breaches, both nationally and 
in South Australia.  
(l) The Appellant when addressing the Respondent at the inquiry, on penalty, submitted 
that he could pay a fine and would prefer such over a suspension of his license, as such 
penalty (suspension) would have a more adverse impact on him and staff he employs.  
32. In all the circumstances the Respondent considered that a monetary penalty would 
be appropriate and determined that a fine of $15,000.00 be imposed, however, having 
regard for mitigating factors already referred to in (31) above, the Respondent applied a 
reduction of 33% and in the final instance the Appellant was fined $10,000.00.  
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33. The Horse was disqualified from the event as required under AR240(1) and the 
result of the race was amended accordingly. The provisions of AR240(1) affords no 
discretion.  
34. The Appellant was advised of his right of appeal to the RAT in South Australia.  
 
 
Mr Bell acknowledged those agreed facts and added the following:  

(1) That at no time did I give treatment of Meloxicam to Jungle Edge that was not 
well within established treatment guidelines. 
(2) That at all times, that I had taken all possible care to present Jungle Edge to 
the DC McKay Stakes in correct order. 
 

As the appeal hearing could only be conducted using video link, Mr Petzer on behalf of 
the Stewards prepared written submissions, which are replicated below: 
 
1. The Appellant, by Notice of Appeal dated 16 August 2020, appeals against the 
severity of penalty imposed by a decision of the Stewards dated 13 August 2019 for a 
conviction under AR240 (2) relating to the presentation of Jungle Edge (the Horse) for a 
race with a prohibited substance in its system as outlined in the Statement of Agreed 
Facts provided by the Respondent to the Racing Appeals Tribunal on 2 September 
2020. 
2. The Statement of Agreed Facts is attached as Schedule 1 (S1).  
3. The communication by the Appellant on 3 September 2020 to the Racing Appeals 
Tribunal (the RAT) is to the following effect;  
3.1 The Appellant agrees with the Statement of Agreed Facts (S1).  
3.2 The Appellant does however consider the following “facts” were “determined” at the 
inquiry, but was not included in (S1), and they are;  

(a) “That at no time did I give treatment of Meloxicam to Jungle Edge that was 
not well within established treatment guidelines”, and  
(b) “That at all times that I had taken all possible care to present Jungle Edge to 
the D C MacKay Stakes in correct order”  

4. As to the submissions by the Appellant on 3 September 2020 to the RAT in 3.2(a) 
and 3.2(b) above, the Respondent submits that those “facts” are essentially in dispute, 
and, in respect of;  

(a) The submission of the Appellant in 3.2(a) - the Respondent submits that on 
the Appellants own evidence it cannot be conclusively determined that the Horse 
had been treated with Meloxicam on Monday 27 April 2020, and, in any event, 
even if it did occur, that treatment of the horse, by the Appellant, on 27 April 
2020, cannot be conclusively determined to be the cause for the detection of the 
Meloxicam in both samples taken from the Horse on 2 May 2020.  
(b) Further, even if the Appellant is correct in his assertion that the treatment did 
occur and occurred within “established treatment guidelines” the following 
comment of His Honour Judge Nixon in the John Peary (Harness Racing 
Victoria) matter1 is relevant; 

“…Trainers should take heed of the warning that they cannot necessarily 
rely on veterinary advice nor on advice given by drug companies as to the 
withholding period of drugs, particularly steroids. The advice of Tribunal is 
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that, if a trainer is racing a horse close to the withholding period, it would 
be prudent for that trainer to have the horse tested before it races; and the 
cost of the analyst’s testing would, in the end, be far less than the cost of a 
court hearing with council and solicitors, and could lead to preserving 
one’s reputation”.  

(c) The submission of the Appellant in 3.2(b) - the Respondent submits that on 
established principles relating to strict liability (presentation) charges, under the 
rules of racing, the element of “care” is not a factor in determining a finding of 
guilt, and may have, to varying degrees, relevance to penalty, but in any event, 
other matters, which led to a breach of the same or similar rule of racing, in 
South Australia, where “lack of care” was not asserted or found to be, has 
nevertheless led to a strong penalty consistent with the penalty imposed in this 
matter. In the matter of Corstens2 Justice Iain Ross said the following:  
“It is relevant to note that a breach of Rule 178 does not require a finding as to 
how the prohibited drug came to be in the horse’s system…”  
and also the reference in that case to the comment by Judge Williams in 
Homann;  

“…We respectfully agree with his Honour’s observation,…Rule 175 is the 
more serious as it involves…an intention on the part of the person 
charged, whereas intention is not a necessary element of a charge under 
Rule 178”, and further “…Under Rule 178, the Board is not required to 
make a finding in relation to how the drug came to be in the horse’s 
system. Despite Mr Sheales’ submissions, the Board is not prepared on 
the evidence before it to draw inferences as to how this occurred…”  

PENALTY: 
5. In fixing penalty, the Respondent proceeded and had regard for the following:  

5.1 The Appellant had no previous offences for breaches under the same rule.  
5.2 The Appellant acknowledged his responsibility in respect of presenting the 
Horse free of prohibited substances.  
5.3 The Appellant’s personal circumstances.  
5.4 Factors relating to individual deterrence.  
5.5 Factors relating to general deterrence.  
5.6 The serious nature of breaches relating to prohibited substances.  
5.7 The status of the race which the Horse participated in.  
5.8 The Respondent had provided notice (the Notice) to all racing participants in 
its Official Racing Calendar (The Races Magazine) on a number of occasions 
that offences in relation to prohibited substance matters may attract more severe 
penalties.  
5.9 The industry relies on its revenue almost entirely from the proceeds of 
wagering.  
5.10 Wagering involves parties who wish to participate on a level playing field.  
5.11 The confidence of the parties referred to in (5.10) is predicated by the fact 
that their wager, regardless of the outcome, has been invested in a product that 
is properly regulated and free of irregularity and one which allows participants to 
compete on a level playing field.  
5.12 The range of penalties imposed historically for similar breaches, both 
nationally and more particularly in South Australia.  
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5.13 The Appellant when addressing the Respondent at the inquiry, on penalty, 
submitted that he could pay a fine and would prefer such over a suspension of 
his license, as such penalty (suspension) would have a more adverse impact on 
him and staff he employs.  

6. In all the circumstances the Respondent considered that a monetary penalty would 
be appropriate and determined that a fine of $15,000.00 be imposed, however, having 
regard for mitigating factors, the Respondent applied a reduction of 33% and in the final 
instance the Appellant was fined $10,000.00. 
7. It is the Respondent’s submission that all relevant factors were properly taken into 
account and that the penalty imposed is reasonable given the nature of the offence, the 
circumstances of the Appellant, and the need for protection of the industry.  
8. The question is, as was stated by the president of the RAT in South Australia, Mr Tim 
Anderson QC, in the matter of Bruggemann3 - “…effectively whether the Stewards in 
imposing the fine of $8,000 acted within a reasonable range, or whether the fine 
imposed was so far outside of an ordinary reasonable range that it should be interfered 
with”. Refer also point No 2 under paragraph 11 below.  
9. In that case, Mr. Anderson QC went on to say – “In my view the starting point of 
$12,000 was at the high end of the range of reasonable penalties, but not so far as to 
be unreasonable. Likewise, in my view, the discount applied was also within a 
reasonable range, having regard to the circumstances of this case”.  
10. The Respondent respectfully submits that;  

(i) The starting point in this matter (the matter the subject of the appeal), of 
$15,000, is, objectively viewed in a reasonable range, having regard for;  

(a) The status of the race concerned – this race was a Group 3 race 
(Black Type). Races of this type of classification attract higher 
prizemoney, more media and greater interest in the racing and wider 
community, and  
(b) The seriousness of the breach – breaches of the rules relating to 
prohibited substances are viewed more serious in the industry, and  
(c) The current penalty stance adopted by the Respondent, and  
(d) The necessity for ensuring that penalties imposed for breaches of this 
kind need to take account of general deterrence.  

(ii) The discount applied in this matter (the matter the subject of the appeal), of 
33.3% is, objectively viewed, within a reasonable range, having regard to the 
circumstances of the case.  

11. The Respondent notes the following recent historical penalties for first offence 
breaches of the same rule in South Australia (relevant to the type of substance – i.e. a 
Non-Steroidal Anti-Inflammatory drug): 
 
No Trainer  Substance  Penalty Appeal  Date 
1 M Hickmott  Phenylbutazone $8000  No Appeal  2019 
2 N Bruggemann Phenylbutazone $8000  Dismissed  2017 
3 R HIckmott  Dexamethasone $8000  No appeal  2015 
 
      
12. It is noted that the matter referred to above, in 11 - (No 3) – the R. Hickmott case (in 
2015), the horse concerned won the Tokyo City Cup, a Listed race at Morphettville, 
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worth a $100,000. The current matter the subject of the appeal, involves the D C 
McKay, a Group 3 race worth $120,000.  
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13. It is further noted that in Forster (where a different substance was involved – Cobalt) 
the original penalty of six months suspension was reduced to a suspension of four 
months having regard to the appellant’s guilty plea, good character and good record, 
with no prior offences.  14. The circumstances in this matter (current appeal) are not 
dissimilar, to the extent that the Appellant’s record is good and he is of good character, 
however, the Appellant did not plead guilty and consequently no discount could be 
afforded the Appellant in that regard.  
14. In the Respondent’s respectful submission, the penalty should not be interfered 
with.  
15. It cannot be said that the penalty imposed in this matter is out of step with what has 
occurred most recently in this jurisdiction. 
16. The Respondent respectfully submits that the Appeal on penalty be wholly 
dismissed. 
The Stewards submissions are comprehensive.   
Mr Bell was given the opportunity to respond to those submissions in writing prior to the 
hearing but chose to respond in person at the hearing. 
In his submissions to the Tribunal, Mr Bell emphasised the following matters: - 

(1) He regarded the $15,000 starting point in relation to a trainer with an 
unblemished record as manifestly excessive. 
(2) He made the broad statement that in other jurisdictions where therapeutic 
drugs were involved, the average fine was $3000. 
(3) He said that the penalty, ultimately $10,000 after reduction, was an unfair 
penalty because he had no intent to commit an offence and he had merely 
followed the manufacturer’s guidelines. 
(4) Because of COVID-19 and the fact that he operated a small stable, he was 
unable to come to South Australia. 
(5) He regarded the discount of one third for his unblemished record as not being 
sufficient. 

Mr Petzer disputed Mr Bell’s claim that the average in other jurisdictions for similar 
usage was $3000 and gave several examples which show that that statement was in 
fact incorrect.  Mr Petzer mentioned the matters, which I will not instance in detail, but 
three involving a trainer Mr Wilde in Warrnambool where his first offence for a prohibited 
substance was a fine of $12,000, his second offence was an $8000 fine, and his third 
offence for a prohibited substance was a $15,000 fine. 
Mr Petzer also mentioned two matters involving a trainer Mr Bourke where there had 
been guilty pleas and, in each case, a fine of $10,000 was imposed. 
 
It should be noted that there is no minimum mandatory amount and that penalties in 
different jurisdictions will differ for various reasons. 
 
Mr Bell emphasised many times that he had no intent.  It was pointed out to him that 
this was a strict liability offence. He did accept that was so but considered that his lack 
of intent should nevertheless be reflected in a reduction of penalty. 
 
Mr Bell’s submission as to lack of intent and his reference to following the treatment 
guidelines is not of much assistance to the Tribunal. That is because the Tribunal does 
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not know, as a result of a lack of treatment records, when and how much Meloxicam 
was administered.  
 
Having considered all of the submissions put to the Tribunal by Mr Petzer and having 
regard to Mr Bell’s listed submissions concerning the severity of the penalty, I am of the 
view that the $15,000 starting point used by the Stewards was at the high end of a 
range of available penalties.   
 
Some drugs are prohibited substances for a reason, and there should be no doubt that 
the penalties for breaching the rules in this regard will be treated severely. 
 
I say this because it is important as a deterrence. As the Stewards have pointed out in 
previous matters and as the Tribunal has also pointed out, a breach of this rule is to be 
regarded as a serious offence.   
 
Therefore, I am of the view that although, as I say, at the high end of the range, the 
$15,000 starting point is nevertheless within a reasonable range of a penalty for this 
serious offence. 
 
The Tribunal generally agrees with the reasons of the Stewards for the penalty 
imposed.  These reasons are set out earlier. 
 
In relation to the reduction, of course Mr Bell was not entitled to any reduction for 
pleading guilty.  He said that if he had have known that he would obtain a further 
reduction for pleading guilty, he may have pleaded guilty, but that is all speculation. 
 
The reduction made by the Stewards of one third for all the various matters which I have 
previously listed, including Mr Bell’s unblemished record, in my view was the correct 
reduction. 
 
Therefore, the final outcome of a fine of $10,000 in my view is an appropriate penalty in 
the circumstances of this matter. 
 
The appeal is dismissed. 
 
I order the refund of the applicable portion of the bond. 


