MOTORSPORT SOUTH AFRICA NPC

Reg. No 1995/005605/08

www.motorsport.co.za

2nd Floor, Meersig 1, Cnr. Upper Lake Lane & Constantia Boulevard, Constantia Kloof, Roodepoort
e-mail: msa@motorsport.co.za Telephone (011) 675 2220

MSA COURT OF APPEAL 481

HEARING WAS HELD VIA ZOOM ON 18 JUNE 2024 AT 17H30

Court: Mr. Neville Townsend - Court President
Ms. Nthabiseng Motise - Court Member
Mr. Mark Cronje - Court Member
In Attendance: Mr. Keegan Campos - Appellant
Mr. Charl Visser - Respondent
Mr. Mike Rowe - Entrant for the Respondent
Mr. Anthony Taylor - SATC Driver Conduct Official
Ms. Arlene Brown - Clerk of the Course
Mr. Luan Oelofse - MSA Steward
Ms. Amanda Coetzee - Club Steward
Mr. Vic Maharaj - MSA Sporting Services Manager
Ms. Samantha Van Reenen - MSA Sporting Services Manager — Cars,
Karting and Legal
Mrs. Allison Vogelsang - MSA Circuit Sport Coordinator
JUDGEMENT
INTRODUCTION
1. Motorsport South Africa (“MSA”) convened a formal court of appeal in terms of the provision of GCR

212 (A) (i) to investigate all aspects of the appeal lodged by Mr. Keegan Campos (Competitor #3)
regarding the outcome of a protest lodged by Mr. Charl Visser (Competitor #33) at the National
Extreme Festival held on the 11th - 13th April 2024.

2. The appeal was convened in terms of rule 212 of the MSA General Competition Rules (“GCR’s”). The

appeal was held virtually (“zoom”) and no objections were raised to the composition of the court.
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2.

PRECIS
Common cause statements regarding the event were read to all attendees and all agreed that these

aspects are not in dispute and were the basis and summary of the incident:

i. Event National Extreme Festival
ii. Date 11th —13th April 2024
ii. SR Permit MSA 17575 dated 6th March 2024
iv.  Status Club / Regional / National /National Challenge
V. Venue Kyalami Grand Prix Circuit
Vi. CcocC Arlene Brown
vii.  MSA Steward Luan Oelofse
viii.  Club Steward Amanda Coetzee

iX. Driver Conduct Officer Anthony Taylor
X.  SSR Applicable MSA SATC and Supacup Championship
Xi. Circular Applicable Circular 3, Article 25 dated 13th March 2024

xii. 13 bulletins issued:
e #1 Fuel Stipulation
o #2 Officials Appointment & Tyre Stipulation
o #3 Scales information
o #4 Riders briefing and times
e #5 Polo Cup qualifying information
o {6 VW Challenge minimum weight
o #7 Drivers briefing, flags and rolling start information
o #8 SATC & Supacup qualifying information
e H#9 Rolling start information
e #10 Change of program
e #11 Formula Vee heat information
o #12 General / VW heat cancel
e #13 ZX10 Masters information
xiii.  Applicable Race Race 1
xiv.  Applicable result Race 1 @ 10:35:06 and subsequent revised result
XV. Incident Report Received from Charl Visser @ 11:18

XVi. DCO decision: signed @ 14:30



Xvii. Decision No Action and was viewed as a racing incident
Xviii. Race time #33 10:35:06 + 15min 51sec (Visser) = 10:50:56
xix.  Race finish time 10:51:27
XX. Results printed 10:57
xxi.  Timeframe 10:51 to 11:18 = 27 minutes
XXii. Protest Received Charl Visser @ 14:58
XXxiii. Stewards’ decision signed @ 15:01
xxiv.  Timeframe 14:30 to 14:58 = 28 minutes
XXV. Decision Keegan Campos was found guilty of transgressing Art 25

The highlighted aspects of this court was to investigate:
i.  Whether Circular 3 of 2024 was transgressed by driver #3
ii.  Whether the DCO decision was correct

iii. Whether the Stewards’ decision was correct

THE PHYSICAL EVIDENCE PRESENTED:
The court was provided with sufficient evidence regarding all of the above investigations.
The court was provided with video footage, however additional footage was requested from driver
#33 and #12. Only driver #33 supplied additional footage.
The court was provided with the real time finishing order from the official timing provider.
The court was provided with good quality images.
The court was provided with a comprehensive court bundle detailing:
i The Incident report with findings;
ii.  The protest and findings of the Stewards and penalty form;
iii. Images of the alleged area of transgression;
iv. Proof of payment (R5000);
V. Formulated Letter of request to MSA requesting leave to appeal; and

Vi. Letter of leave to appeal granted by MSA.

VERBAL EVIDENCE
Mr. Visser gave evidence that he was bumped from behind whilst entering T1 on lap 1.
Mr. Visser was asked various questions regarding the phases of the corner in question and at what

stage he was bumped from behind.



Mr. Visser was shown a slowed version of the outboard footage specifically zoomed on the rear of
his vehicle where he pointed out the damage caused by driver #33.

Mr. Campos gave evidence that he did not intentionally cause driver #3 to drift wide and that caution
was applied by staying on the inner race line.

Mr. Taylor argued that the incident as a whole was seen as a fair racing incident as per Article 25 and
that T1 on lap 1 generally attracts a nudge and a bump in circuit racing.

Mr. Taylor further stated that he is of the opinion that Mr. Campos has not transgressed Article 25.
Mr. Oelofse gave evidence that on viewing the video footage that Mr. Campos had nudged Mr. Visser

from the rear causing a disadvantage.

ASSESSMENT OF THE EVIDENCE

The evidence that was provided to the court was scrutinised and by virtue of an in-depth review of
the footage, the court could not find any intent by driver #3 to transgress Article 25.

The footage was scrutinized during the court of appeal and it was clear that no bump or nudge was
evident between driver #33 and #3.

The “mark” as indicated during evidence by Mr. Visser is insignificant and barely visible prior to and
after the incident.

Driver #33 shows sufficient caution during phase 1 of the corner all the way to the exit of the corner.

The bump/nudge felt by driver #33 was created by driver #12 as per video evidence.

FINDINGS OF THIS COURT OF APPEAL

Whilst it is the duty of the court to ensure that the regulations are adhered to, it is also the court’s
duty to ensure that evidence presented is aptly scrutinised in order to deliver a sound finding.

The video evidence presented was conclusive and the court is unanimous in its finding.

The initial results are to be reinstated

The appeal is upheld, and the appeal fees are to be refunded less 10%.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Incident Report and Protest and Penalty forms need to be amended to indicate
i Race/Heat #

ii. Competitor #

A DCO findings form must be created for the DCO official.

The DCO name and licence needs to appear on the SR’s.



8. SUMMARY

a. All attempts need to be made to ensure that MSA effectively adjudicates over the regulations
pertaining to the various motorsport racing facets.

b. Ultimately motorsport racing is a competitive sport therefore rules and regulations define the
parameters for competitors to compete safely and fairly.

C. Whilst GCR 197 stipulates the right to protest and Article 25 allows certain rights to the Driver

Conduct Officer, the sentiments of fair racing attributes need to be kept in mind.

The date of this judgement is the 27 of June 2024.

All parties are reminded of their rights as per GCR 212 B.



