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Rule Change Intent

This proposal clarifies rules within the Chapter, including the expectations regarding medication report form filings.

Proponent Details Contact Information

Executive Staff Brittany Hendricks

bhendricks@usef.org

Linked Rules Comments

Draft 1: Public perception is “guilty until proven innocent”. This does not allow any time for B 
samples to be collected before the suspension is imposed.
Draft 2: The committee still is not of favor of this rule change. Saddlebreds have the potential to 
change ownership more frequently than other breeds/disciplines. They felt the suspension should 
remain with the trainer and not the horse. The committee questioned if there were no positives for 
these substances in 2025, why change the current process.

Draft 1: Recommends Disapproval 10/15/2025
Draft 2: Recommends Disapproval 03/23/2026

American Saddlebred

Draft 1: Recommends Approval 10/30/2025

Andalusian/Lusitano

Draft 1: First, the committee would like to point out that in the intent of the rule change, it specifies 
the rider as one of the persons imposed a temporary suspension, but the GR406.12 itself does not 
automatically include the rider, but “could” include the rider if found necessary in the situation 
through the listing of “Other Persons Responsible”, defined in GR404.2, so the committee feels that 
the intent is misleading and would not be in favor of the rule if written or enforced in the method of 
the intent (rider automatically included in the temporary suspensions). The committee is against 
including the rider due to not having care, custody, and control as the Federation establishes in 
other rules. The committee also provides the following feedback: Does USEF have jurisdiction over 
all veterinarians to be able to include them as stated in GR404.3?; In the United States it is illegal to 
find a person guilty before completing due process and doing so can also effect this person’s 
livelihood and income; The rule does not consider the amount or quantity of the drug found in the 
horse’s system when imposing the suspension, which touch transfer is possible in horses; it is 
challenging to one hundred percent control your environment at a competition to be sure that 
something or someone has not transferred drugs to your horse.
Draft 2: The committee is glad to see the removal of owner and other persons responsible from the 
original rule, but is still not in agreeance with imposing a suspension prior to due process being 
carried out. The committee feels that there are already processes in place for handling these 
violations which are ample. The committee does not agree with a suspension being imposed prior 
to any investigation or hearing process occurring.

Draft 1: Recommends Disapproval 10/27/2025
Draft 2: Recommends Disapproval 03/16/2026

Arabian

Draft 1: The committee has concerns about false positives and punishing someone prior to the 
testing of the B sample. They are also not sure that riders/owners should be held liable for 
positives, as many have very little influence on the horse's care overall.

Draft 1: Recommends Disapproval 11/18/2025

Carriage Pleasure Driving

Draft 1: Recommends Approval 10/14/2025

Connemara

Draft 3: The Council requests further clarification on competing vs field of play within this proposed 
rule change.

Draft 3: Recommends Approval 05/26/2026

Council - Intl Discipline

Draft 3: Recommends Approval 06/02/2026

Council - Member Services

Draft 3: Recommends Approval 05/26/2026

Council - Natl Breed & Discipline
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Draft 1: The committee is in agreement with the Roadster committee comment. It was also noted 
that owners should not be included in the suspension. Often times, the horse is not under the 
owners care & some owners have horses with multiple riders across country. Temporarily 
suspending one owner could ultimately effect a number of horses.

Draft 1: Recommends Disapproval 11/03/2025
Draft 2: Recommends Approval 04/14/2026

Dressage

Draft 1: Recommends Approval 11/11/2025
Draft 2: Recommends Approval 04/07/2026

Driving

Draft 1: The ESC does not agree with a suspension being dispensed prior to a hearing occurring 
and a guilty verdict is found. The committee proposes the Federation first host a hearing if one of 
the applicable substances is found to be present in the horse and then impose a suspension if 
needed. The ESC agrees with the other proposed changes found within tracking 027-25.
Draft 2: The ESC stands by their original comment that they do not agree with a suspension being 
dispensed prior to a hearing occurring and a guilty verdict is found. The committee proposes the 
Federation first host a hearing if one of the applicable substances is found to be present in the 
horse and then impose a suspension if needed. The ESC agrees with the other proposed changes 
found within tracking 027-25.

Draft 1: Recommends Disapproval 10/21/2025
Draft 2: Recommends Disapproval 03/24/2026
Draft 3: Recommends Approval 05/19/2026

Endurance

Draft 1: The Committee does not support automatic suspensions for all groups listed. Eventing 
owners, especially those in Syndicates, are typically not part of the everyday care of the horse and 
may not be aware of the drug/medication use. The Committee would consider supporting this rule 
change if the automatic suspension was only for those directly in control of the day to day care of 
the horse (‘care, custody, and control’) and there was consideration for cases with 
syndicates/multiple owners.
Draft 2: The Committee supports the removal of the owner from the rule. However, the removal of 
Persons Responsible absolves Riders of responsibility. The Committee believes riders should be 
included in the temporary suspension as Athletes have a responsibility of care for the horses they 
are riding.

Draft 1: Recommends Disapproval 11/18/2025
Draft 2: Recommends Disapproval 03/24/2026

Eventing

Draft 1: The committee feels that this rule change operates under the assumption of “guilty until 
proven innocent”, which they are not in favor of.
Draft 2: The committee feels that the language from the first draft of “owner” and “other persons 
responsible” should remain in the rule to receive a temporary suspension; the committee feels that 
they are equally responsible. The committee also questions whether this automatic temporary 
suspension opens up the door for defamation of character lawsuits, etc.?

Draft 1: Recommends Disapproval 10/29/2025
Draft 2: Recommends Disapproval 03/18/2026

Friesian

Draft 1: The committee felt this was taking a "guilty until proven innocent" approach. Will the 
suspension occur after an A or B sample ? This could destroy the livelihood of an individual 
depending on the time of year when ultimately they could be excused at the end of the hearing 
process.

Draft 1: Recommends Disapproval 12/08/2025

Hackney

Hearing Committee

Draft 1: The JSC would approve if riders were excluded especially juniors and catch riders.Draft 1: Recommends Disapproval 12/16/2025
Draft 2: Recommends Approval 03/16/2026

Jumper

Draft 1: Recommends Approval 10/30/2025

Morgan

Draft 1: The committee feels that this rule change proposal has a “guilty until proven innocent” 
approach. The committee expressed additional concerns about false positives and the impact this 
would have on the reputation of trainers, riders, and owners. Further, the committee feels that catch 
riders should not be considered under Responsible Persons.

Draft 1: Recommends Disapproval 11/18/2025
Draft 2: Recommends Approval 04/13/2026

National Hunter Committee
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Draft 1: The committee feels that this change airs a “guilty until proven innocent” thought instead of 
the Court of Law’s air of “innocent until proven guilty”. The committee questions several points: as 
hair samples are included with potential testing for this rule, this causes concerns as the anabolic 
steroids that can be used therapeutically could show in hair, but not blood/urine, and even though 
the Federation verbally states that anabolic steroids will not be analyzed in hair samples, this is not 
stated anywhere in the rules; The by law designates that a provisional hearing will be provided 
“within a reasonable amount of time”, but what is considered reasonable and in certain 
circumstances this timing could draw out; there should be the opportunity to have the provisional 
hearing prior to the provisional suspension since there are many scenarios that could be explained 
such as a horse that was recently purchased in the past week, it is unknown what and if the horse 
has recently been given one of the prohibited substances, but if detected, the new trainer, owner, 
etc. is instituted a provisional suspension for something they did not do nor were they aware of; 
even a provisional suspension that later is removed due to innocence, will tarnish a trainer’s 
reputation, effecting their business and livelihood.
Draft 2: The committee would be in favor of this draft of the rule change if the temporary suspension 
was imposed only after the provisional hearing has taken place and if a specified timeframe was 
given in the rule for when the provisional hearing is to take place. The committee would also like 
more specifics listed in the rule regarding anabolic steroids being included on the list of drugs 
under this rule. There are specified instances and guidelines where anabolic steroids can be used, 
so the committee feels this needs to be addressed within this rule since anabolic steroids are 
included on the list of drugs for the temporary suspension.

Draft 1: Recommends Disapproval 10/29/2025
Draft 2: Recommends Disapproval 03/11/2026

National Show Horse

Draft 1: Agree with the Roadster comment.Draft 1: Recommends Disapproval 11/18/2025

ParaEquestrian

Draft 1: Recommends Approval 10/22/2025

Paso Fino

Draft 1: The committee felt this was taking a "guilty until proven innocent" approach. This rule 
change will continue to drive the industry away. Individuals should not be considered guilty 
immediately without having the chance to state their case.
Draft 2: The committee does not agree with the suspension on the horse. This would penalize the 
owners which seems harsh. They agreed it would be more palatable if the suspension fell on the 
trainer only.

Draft 1: Recommends Disapproval 10/07/2025
Draft 2: Recommends Disapproval 03/24/2026

Roadster

Draft 1: Recommends Approval 10/14/2025
Draft 2: Recommends Approval 03/26/2026

Saddle Seat Eq

Draft 1: The committee feels that an immediate 60 day suspension is extreme. While they agree that 
these substances should not be in a horse's system, they worry about false positives, errors, and 
ruining reputation before a fair hearing.

Draft 1: Recommends Disapproval 10/29/2025

Shetland

Draft 1: While we are sympathetic to what this proposal is intended to accomplish, in our discipline, 
there could be serious and irreparable consequences as a result of a mistaken result. The inclusion 
of owners in the list of parties subject to a provisional suspension is particularly troubling. 
Frequently, horses are not under the owner’s care and a single owner may have horses placed with 
multiple trainers in multiple locations. Temporarily suspending one owner could ultimately affect a 
number of horses, thereby significantly multiplying the impact of a mistaken result.
Draft 2: We support the intent of the proposal, but only when the language reads "provisional" 
suspension in GR406.12
Draft 3: No additional comment

Draft 1: Recommends Disapproval 12/11/2025
Draft 2: Recommends Disapproval 04/15/2026
Draft 3: Recommends Approval 05/21/2026

USDF

Draft 1: The Board disapproves the proposal as horses are often not under the owner’s care and a 
single owner may have many horses placed with different riders. The rule also does not address 
syndicate or multi-owner situations.

Draft 1: Recommends Disapproval 12/17/2025
Draft 2: Recommends Approval 04/17/2026

USEA

Draft 1: Would be in support of rule if the 60-day temporary provisional suspension only applies to 
horse until the sample B is tested and the final determination is made. Also have concerns about 
catch riders and owners of leases being unfairly caught up in the penalty.

Draft 1: Recommends Disapproval 01/26/2026
Draft 2: Recommends Approval 03/30/2026

USHJA

Draft 1: Recommends Approval 11/11/2025
Draft 2: Recommends Approval 04/14/2026

Vaulting

Draft 3: Recommends Approval 05/18/2026

Veterinary

Draft 1: The committee feels that this rule change operates under the assumption of “guilty until 
proven innocent”, which they are not in favor of.
Draft 2: The committee would prefer to include the rider and owner in the rule to hold all everyone 
who is responsible of the horse accountable.

Draft 1: Recommends Disapproval 11/18/2025
Draft 2: Recommends Disapproval 04/09/2026

Welsh
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Draft 1: The committee has many concerns regarding this rule - they wonder what would happen in 
the case of false positives, and what the legal implications for USEF would be in those cases. They 
are also not sure that an owner is always worth being suspended, as they may or may not be on 
site/responsible for the horse at the time of the positive.

Draft 1: Recommends Disapproval 11/13/2025

Western Committee

Draft 1: Recommends Approval 10/22/2025

Western Dressage

Member Comments

Daniel Silverstone Draft #1

Negative feedback. This rule is not fair and probably not legal in most or all states.
Asking for trouble if any sample is assumed guilty before there is additional evidence or hearing heard.

Christy Sciarretta Draft #1

This rule seems unfair. There are so many circumstances that do not warrant a suspension. It should be a case by case basis

Bibby Hill Draft #1

This is wrong. You should have a hearing first before you have a sentencing remember innocent before being proven guilty specially after all
the problems, USEF has had with their drug and medications, committees and drug  testing etc..  They need to outsource their drug program
because of all their mistakes however, this is a terrible proposed rule change and interferes with the Ted Stevens act

Lindsey Knight Draft #1

I do not support this rule change - suspending people
Before their hearing- everyone should receive the ruling of a hearing and all the evidence reviewers carefully before a punishment is handed
down. As a member of the USEF for more than 30 years - it would be good to know you guys offer your membership the due process they
deserve.  Thank you

Zoey Burton Draft #1

I think it is very dangerous to implement a guilty till proven innocent approach when it comes to drug testing.   There are so many variables
that can come into play.   This proposed rule change could really hurt a professionals business and livelihood    No where in the rule change
does it say what happens if it is a false positive     At that point a trainer could have been suspended 30-60 days.  Lost clients and income
what is the associations proposal to compensate for that when the trainer is found not guilty.

Ann Reilly Draft #1

Subject: Opposition to Proposed Rule Change to GR 401.1 - Violation of Constitutional Due Process and the Ted Stevens Olympic and
Amateur Sports ActDear United States Equestrian Federation Rule Change Committee,
I am writing to strongly oppose the proposed rule change to GR 401.1, as it appears to undermine fundamental principles of fairness and
due process for USEF members. As a member of the equestrian community, I am concerned that this change could violate members'
constitutional rights to a fair hearing and contravene the requirements of the Ted Stevens Olympic and Amateur Sports Act (36 U.S.C. §
220501 et seq.).First, the proposed modification to GR 401.1, which pertains to the designation of breeds, disciplines, or groups under
prohibited or therapeutic substance rules, risks expanding enforcement mechanisms in a way that bypasses adequate procedural
safeguards. While the intent may be to enhance equine welfare through stricter drug and medication designations, any alteration that allows
for accelerated penalties, testing protocols, or ineligibility determinations without explicit guarantees of notice and hearing erodes due
process protections. The U.S. Constitution, through the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments, safeguards individuals against deprivation of
liberty or property interests without due process of law. Although USEF is a private organization, its role as the National Governing Body
(NGB) for equestrian sports subjects it to heightened scrutiny, particularly when actions impact members' ability to participate in
competitions, which can constitute protected interests.More critically, this proposed change conflicts with the Ted Stevens Act, which
mandates that NGBs like USEF provide "fair notice and opportunity for a hearing to any amateur athlete, coach, trainer, manager,
administrator, or official before declaring the individual ineligible to participate" (36 U.S.C. § 220522(a)(8)). The Act was designed to protect
amateur athletes from arbitrary decisions, ensuring equitable procedures aligned with principles of justice. If the rule change enables
designations or related enforcement that lead to ineligibility without a full, impartial hearing—including the right to present evidence, cross-
examine witnesses, and appeal—it directly violates this statutory obligation. Historical precedents, such as USOC v. Lindemann (1989),
underscore that NGBs must adhere to these due process requirements to maintain their certification and avoid legal challenges.I urge the
Committee to reject this proposed change or revise it to explicitly reaffirm commitments to fair hearings, perhaps by cross-referencing
GR601.1, which currently upholds these standards. Prioritizing expediency over fairness not only jeopardizes member rights but also
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undermines the integrity of equestrian sports. Please consider the long-term implications for athlete trust and compliance with federal
law.Thank you for considering this comment. I am available for further discussion if needed.Sincerely,
Ann S. Reilly, Ph.D
297887
Sport Psychologist & Sport Governance Consultant
Lovelighthorsesinternational@aol.com
703-896-0307

Janine Weatherby Draft #1

I am really not liking the way USEF is going towards guilty than proven innocent in almost all of these many situations.  I have had many
false positives in drug testing in pre purchase exams and 1 in my life with USEF. I am totally against this rule change and the way USEF is
punishing before proof. I am sorry to say but USEF is shouting itself in the foot and chasing MANY people away from joining.

Kimberly Bordeleau Draft #1

The proposed rule should not be approved. There is no definition in this rule of what specifically is to be considered "a designated prohibited
substance." While in good faith we can hope that only the worst of the worst substances would fall under this definition, without a precise list
naming specific drugs there is a risk this could be too broad and that certain drugs could be included when convenient  to target suspension
to certain individuals (ie. Trainer X tested positive for substance A. We will now include it as a "designated prohibited substance).
Furthermore, the proposal states that "time served" can be counted toward any suspension imposed, however it does explain how time can
be returned if no suspension is imposed.

Jennifer Truett Draft #1

As an active competitor, trainer, dressage training barn owner, USDF PM delegate and American citizen, I am vehemently opposed to this
rule change proposal that clearly takes the stance of "guilty until proven innocent" with sanctions applied to multiple parties as soon as a
positive drug test occurs. I also am concerned about the possibility of personally getting pulled into a situation where a client of my farm (my
Barn Manager provides care, custody and control of all resident horses while at home) gives their horse something that tests positive at a
show. My clients are responsible for their horse's CCC at shows (so far I've not shown horses for out of town clients where my staff or I
would provide CCC at a show), so I always sign as coach, not trainer. I worry that this rule change proposal is the start of a slippery slope
where anyone and everyone associated with a horse is deemed at fault if something goes wrong, especially in light of my initial sentence.

Meredith Breault Draft #1

I'm disappointed in the majority of the committees who are stating that the "owners and riders" have no influence over a horse's care and
should not be held accountable if the horse tests positive.  If we are truly interested in a welfare culture, then accountability must extend to
the owners and riders.  The rider is the one taking the ultimate physical risk if a horse is impaired in any way.   If we as a sport are interested
in a culture of welfare and clean competition, then owners must be held accountable - they control where the horses are placed, and where
financial support is given.  Why wouldn't we want to ensure that those who control the finances are incentivized to support clean competition
and ethical training?  If we do not sufficiently internally police our sport, then external parties will police it for us.  The discussion surrounding
social license to operate should translate into meaningful changes and accountability.  I do agree with the dissent that sanctions should not
be imposed until a positive test is conclusively proven through Sample B testing.
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