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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION
OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES
FTC DOCKET NO. D-9447

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: HON. JAY L. HIMES
IN THE MATTER OF:

CRAIG A. LEWIS APPELLANT

APPELLANT’S REPLY TO THE AUTHORITY’S EXPLANATION OF
BLOOD SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION NUMBERS

In accordance with the Order of the Administrative Law J udge (“ALJ”), Appellant Craig A.
Lewis (“Appellant”) hereby submits his Reply to the Explanation of Blood Sample Identification

Numbers offered by the Horseracing and Safety Authority, Inc. (the “Authority™).

May 25, 2026 Respectfully submitted,
LAWRENCE D. LEWIS

/s/ Lawrence D. Lewis

Counsel for Appellant Craig A. Lewis
6444 E. Spring Street, #303

Long Beach, CA 90815

Phone: (562) 858-4448

Email: Idlewis.law@gmail.com
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APPELLANT’S REPLY TO THE AUTHORITY’S EXPLANATION OF
BLOOD SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION NUMBERS

The Authority now (but not before now) cite to nine (9) separate pieces of evidence offered
by the Authority at the hearing on February 17, 2026, in this matter, wherein the Blood Sample No.
B200035796 is referenced.! In a word, the Authority explains that a “mistake” was made by
referring to Blood Sample No. B101315752. However, it is unfathomable that three separate
attorneys retained by the Authority as well as the IAP Member who issued the Final Ruling of
Internal Adjudication Panel (“Final Decision”), dated March 1, 2026, all missed the nine (9) pieces
of evidence which the Authority introduced at the hearing. In fact, this evidence was apparently
missed by (1) Christy Heath, who presented the case, (2) Michelle C. Pujals, apparently Ms. Heath’s
supervisor, and (3) the firm of Sturgill, Turner, Barker & Moloney, PLLC (the “Firm”), all of whom
stated that Blood Sample No. B101315752 was the operative sample. The Firm takes no
responsibility even though it too had copies of these exhibits. Worse yet, the IAP Member also
based the Final Decision on Blood Sample No. B101315752,% despite having access to the exhibits.

Unfortunately, the foregoing demonstrates that the result embodied in the Final Decision
was pre-ordained. The IAP Member totally abdicated her responsibility by not reviewing the
evidence presented, including the nine (9) exhibits before her, now referenced in the Authority’s
explanation of blood sample identification numbers. The IAP Member also missed at least one
other exhibit.>

The Authority seeks to justify its error by claiming that both Blood Samples (Blood Sample
No. B101315752 and Blood Sample No. B200035796) involved “similar circumstances, as well as
comparable defenses.” (Page 4). Yet, the Authority raised only one of Appellant’s defenses despite
a multitude of defenses raised by Appellant. Further, the underlying facts in these two separate

matters are different involving two different jurisdictions, New York and California, and two

! AB, 144; AB, 149; AB, 150; AB, 160-161; AB, 166; AB, 167-221; AB, 221; AB, 226; AB, 228
(incorrectly cited by the Authority).

2 AB, 246-251, at 247.
3 AB, 142.
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different controlled substances, phenylbutazone and methocarbamol. The purported justification
offered by the Authority is a far reach.

This mistake concerning the blood sample identification number, committed by at least four
(4) people, has further caused Appellant to question the accuracy of the test results for the Covered
Horse rather than some other horse. This is why Appellant filed multiple motions for a DNA
sample,* all of which motions were denied’ by the same IAP Member who misidentified the
operative blood sample in the Final Decision. Kenneth L. Maddy Equine Analytical Chemistry
Laboratory at University of California, Davis (“UC Davis”) also realized that its initial Certificate
of Analysis, dated September 19, 2026,% was erroneous, and as a result, issued another Certificate
of Analysis, dated October 2, 2026.”

In addition to the mistakes by the Authority, Appellant also pointed to a number of other Rule
violations committed by both UC Davis and Equine Integrity and Anti-Doping Sciences Laboratory
(“EQIAS?) (collectively the “laboratories™). Although Appellant is aware of Rule 3122(c), which
provides certain presumptions to the laboratories, the documents of the laboratories introduced in
evidence are completely devoid of compliance with certain mandatory rules. These include Rule
5510(b)(3), (¢) and (d) (the chain-of-custody of the blood sample must be documented (which it was
not) in detail), Rule 5520(a) and (b) (the blood sample must be properly stored and secured), and
Rule 6315(b) (requires a minimum of two Certifying Scientists to review and approve the test
results, which are recorded). Appellant’s challenges of these presumptions are not theoretical
inasmuch as the documents presented by laboratories in the hearing below fail to include the
necessary compliance with these mandatory rules. As such, the burden of proof under Rule 3121 (a)
to rebut Appellant’s challenges shifts to the Authority. The Authority’s counsel also conveniently

overlooks the fact this is de novo appeal under 15 U.S.C. §3058(b)(2). It does not matter if Appellant

* AB, 9-43; AB, 56-64; AB, 229-240.
> AB, 56-64; AB, 242, 246-251.

® AB, 142, 149.

7 AB,221.
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did not present certain evidence at the hearing on February 17, 2026. The ALJ may consider new
testimony and evidence, evaluating the case as if it were being heard for the first time.

The Authority seeks to impose strict liability on Appellant, who had absolutely nothing to
do with the injection of the controlled substance in the Covered Horse. Appellant relied exclusively
upon his veterinarian, the same veterinarian Appellant has had for forty years, who injected some
1,000 horses with the same substance over the years for Appellant, all without a single positive. In
fact, in accordance with the literal language of Rules 3224 and/or 3324, Appellant demonstrated
that he proved No Fault or Negligence.® Yet, the irony of ironies is that the veterinarian who
injected the Covered Horse has no liability, and the laboratories and the Authority, which have
made various mistakes, are not held to the same standard, or even a lesser standard, than Appellant.
Like the Authority, Appellant profusely apologizes if his veterinarian made a mistake (which
includes his statements under oath, and in his “confidential” submission to the California Horse
Racing Board, that the methocarbamol that he administered to the Covered Horse was within the
legal and proper limits).

In conclusion, four (4) different people perpetuated the misidentification of the operative
blood sample which includes the finding in the Final Decision by the IAP Member.® This, coupled
with the lack of compliance with a number of mandatory rules by the laboratories, is simply
unacceptable. Under the circumstances, the sanctions, including the penalty of 1% points, imposed

by the Authority against Appellant were “arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretion, ... or

otherwise not in accordance with the law” under 16 C.F.R. §1.146(b)(3).

Dated: May 25, 2026 Respectfully submitted,
LAWRENCE D. LEWIS

By: /s/ Lawrence D. Lewis
LAWRENCE D. LEWIS
Counsel for Appellant Craig A. Lewis

% AB, 18-36, at 19-20, 90-94, at 91-92; ABS, 288-295, at 295 (Lewis).

° In federal court, Exhibits 1, 2, 3 and 4 in the Authority’s Explanation of Blood Sample
Identification Numbers (Page 4), would be disallowed as inadmissible hearsay under Federal
Rules of Evidence, Rules 801, 802, 803(6)(A-C) and 902(11).
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Pursuant to Federal Trade Commission Rules of Practice 4.2(c) and 4.4(b), copies of
Appellant’s Reply To The Authority’s Explanation Of Blood Sample Identification Numbers, are
being served via Administrative E-File System and by emailing a copy to the below listed on this
25" day of May 2026, as follows:

April Tabor Michelle C. Pujals, Esq.
Office of the Secretary Geneva N. Gnam, Esq.
Federal Trade Commission Christy Heath, Esq.
600 Pennsylvania Avenue NW Horseracing Integrity & Welfare Unit
Suite CC-5610 4801 Main Street, Suite 350
Washington, DC 20580 Kansas City, MO 64112-2749
Email: electronicfilings@ftc.gov Emails: mpujals@hiwu.org
ggnam@hiwu.org
cheath@hiwu.org
Counsel for HIWU
Hon. D. Michael Chappell John L. Forgy, Esq.
Chief Administrative Judge 830 Vermillion Peak Pass
Office of Administrative Law Judges IF:eXlFlfét?“ﬁ K;:Y 4(])5 15 ”
Federal Trade Commission Cgl; s‘g}?gf ﬁfﬁi @gmail.com
600 Pennsylvania Avenue NW )
Washington, DC 20580
Emails: oalj@ftc.gov
electronicfilings@ftc.gov
Bryan Beauman, Esq. Hon. Jay L. Himes
Rebecca Price, Esq. Office of Administrative Law Judges
Sturgill, Turner, Barker & Moloney, PLLC Federal Trade Commission
333 West Vine Street, Suite 1500 Northeast Regional Office
Lexington, KY 40507 1 Bowling Green
Emails: bbeauman@sturgillturner.com Room 318
rprice@sturgillturner.com New York, NY 10004
HISA Enforcement Counsel Emails: oalj@ftc.gov

electronicfilings@ftc.gov

I certify that no portion of the filing was drafted by generative artificial intelligence (“AI”)
(such as ChatGPT, Perplexity, Microsoft Copilot, Harvey.Al, or Google Gemini).

Dated: May 25, 2026 /s/ Lawrence D. Lewis
Lawrence D. Lewis
Counsel for Appellant Craig A. Lewis
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