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On June 10, 2026, Administrative Law Judge ("ALJ") Jay L. Himes issued an unnecessarily 

demeaning and disingenuous Decision of the Administrative Judge on Petition for Review ("ALJ 

Decision") concerning Appellant Craig A. Lewis ("Appellant"). Appellant, who has been a trainer 

for 45 years with an exceptionally clean record, 1 respectfully requests the Commission, in its 

discretion, to grant review of the so-called recommended ALJ Decision on a multitude of grounds. 

16 C.F.R. §l.147(b). 

These grounds include prejudicial error committed by the ALJ, the erroneous application of 

the anti-doping and medication control rules approved by the Commission, and an exercise of 

discretion or a decision of law or policy that warrants review by the Commission. 16 C.F.R. 

§1.147(b)(4)(ii)(A), (B)(l) and (2). Specifically, Appellant raises the following exceptions to the 

ALJ Decision: 

1. Denial ofOral Argument. At the outset, the ALJ denied Appellant the right to have oral 

argument or an evidentiary hearing.2 Appellant planned to call John P. Araujo, his veterinarian for 

some 40 years, to testify that he (1) administered methocarbamol to more than 1,000 horses trained 

byAppellant and four previous times to the Covered Horse, without any positives, 3 and (2) submitted 

a "confidential" statement to the California Horse Racing Board stating that the methocarbamol that 

he had injected in the Covered Horse, on August 29, 2025, was within the legal limit.4 

2. Erroneous Blood Sample. .The Blood Sample B200035796 was assigned to the 

Covered Horse, Kikuride, after Race 11 , on August 31, 2025, at Del Mar Racetrack in California. 5 

The Final Ruling of Internal Adjudication Panel ("IAP Decision"), issued by the IAP 

Member, referred to the e1TOneous Blood Sample No. B101315752. Neve11heless, the ALJ allowed 

HISA (the "Authority") to offer a hearsay within hearsay explanation, which led to the ALJ to revise 

the IAP Decision to insert the correct blood sample number.6 

1 AB, 089-097. 
2 Order on Application for Review and Stay, issued by ALJ, on April 8, 2026, pp. 26-27. 
3 AB, 099-118. 
4 AB, 099-118. 
5 AB. 139. 
6 Order Correcting the Record, issued by ALJ, on May 26, 2026. 
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3. Numerous Mistakes by Both Laboratories. Initially, Kenneth L. Maddy Equine 

Analytical Chemistry Laboratory at University of California, Davis ("UCD") issued its initial 

Certificate ofAnalysis, dated September 19, 2025,7 referring to a "hair sample," not a blood sample.8 

The Authority wrongly initiated its process against Appellant based on this Certificate of Analysis. 

When UCD recognized its error, it issued a second Certificate ofAnalysis, dated October 2, 2025.9 

However, the IAP Decision is completely devoid of any reference to this second Certificate of 

Analysis.10 The ALJ totally ignored this glaring mistake. 11 

Equine Integrity and Anti-Doping Sciences Laboratory ("EQIAS") issued a Certificate of 

Analysis, dated October 28, 2025, for the B Sample, which referenced Lasix, not methocarbamol. 12 

4. The ALJ Refused to Allow Appellant to Obtain a DNA Sample. The IAP erred by 

denying Appellant's Motion to Obtain a DNA Sample on December 5, 2025 13 and Appellant's 

Motion for Reconsideration of the Denial ("Motion") on February 12, 2026. 14 In the latter Motion, 

Appellant invoked the Authority's new proposed Rule 3133 which when approved by the FTC 

would, as a matter ofright, entitle Appellant to a DNA Sample.15 A DNA test would be dispositive, 

but the Authority is not interested in the truth. The ALJ disingenuously invoked the cost of a DNA 

test. 16 Appellant would, of course, pay the cost. 

5. Rule 3122(c). Which Provides Certain Presumptions to Laboratories, Is Unlawful and 

Unconstitutional. Rule 3122(c) itself is contradicted by other Rules including Rules 551 0(b )(3), (c) 

and (d) (the chain of custody of the blood sample), Rule 5520(a) and (b) (the blood sample must be 

7 AB, 142. 
8 AB, 142. 
9 AB, 221. 
10 AB, 245-251. 
11 ALJ Decision. 
12 AB, 166. 
13 AB, 055. 
14 AB, 229-240. 
15 ALJ Decision. 
16 Ibid. , see p. 22. 

-3-
ORAL ARGUMENT REQUESTED 

https://Sample.15
https://Analysis.10


FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION | OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY | FILED 06/25/2026 OSCAR NO. 615780 -PAGE Page 4 of 7 * PUBLIC * 

PUBLIC 

1 properly stored and secured), and Rule 631 S(b) (requires a minimum of two Certifying Scientists to 

review and approve the test results). 

In the IAP proceeding, there was no discovery. At the IAP hearing on February 17, 2026, 

Appellant (California), the Authority (Missouri), and the IAP Member (New Mexico) were located 

in three different states and engaged in telephonically. At the hearing, the Authority called no 

witnesses. Rather than rely exclusively upon hearsay, without any authentication or foundation, 

Appellant had assumed that the Authority would satisfy its burden ofproofat the hearing by calling 

live witnesses. 17 It was only then that Appellant discovered that the Authority did not comply, and 

could not comply, with the Rules described herein. 

Under Rule 3121 , the Authority has the burden of proof which the Authority can 

unreasonably escape by asserting the presumptions. Appellant was deprived of due process; and 

the process was unconstitutional. 

6. Chain of Custody. Proper Storage and Security of Blood Sample and Two Certifying 

Scientists. The Authority, which had the burden ofproof, failed to satisfy: (i) Rules 551 0(b )(3), (c) 

and ( d), 18 which require that the chain of custody of the blood sample must be documented in 

detail;19 (ii) Rules 5520(a) and (b);20 and (iii) Rule 6315.21 

The ALJ gave short sh1ift to (i) and (ii) above, providing an inappropriate hyper-technical 

explanation (16 C.F.R. §1.146(a)(l) has no application) and ignored the de novo standard.22 As to 

(iii) above, the ALJ Decision is dead wrnng. 23 

7. No Fault or Negligence. Contrary to the ALJ Decision, Appellant unequivocally 

demonstrated that he bears "no fault or negligence," in accordance with Rules 1020, 3324 and 

3325.24 
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17 ABS, 306-352.

24 
18 ALJ Decision. 

25 19 Ibid. 
20 Ibid. 

26 
2 1 Ibid. 

27 22 Ibid., at p. 17. 
23 Ibid. , p. 17, AB, 149, 166,221.

28 
24 Ibid. 
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8. The Authority Is In Violation ofDue Process and the Private Nondelegation Doctrine. 

ee Nat 'l Horsemen's Benevolent & Protective Ass 'n v. Black, 107 F.4th 415 (sth Cir. 2024), and a 

ase No. 23-10520, decided by the 5th Circuit (June 2026). 

9. The Authority Has Violated Appellant's Right to a Jury Trial Under the Seventh 

mendment. The Seventh Amendment applies to the FTC's de novo process. 

10. The ALJ Is Heavily Involved With The Same Attorneys for The Authority On a 

ultitude of Occasions. 

S

C

A

M

Dated: June M._, 2026 Respectfully submitted, 

LA WREN CED. LEWIS 

By: Isl Lawrence D. Lewis 
LAWRENCE D. LEWIS 
Counsel for Appellant Craig A. Lewis 
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WORD COUNT AND SPECIFICATIONS CERTIFICATION 

In compliance with the word limit of 16 C.F.R. § 1.146(c)(4), I, Lawrence D. Lewis, Esq. 

certify that the above Oral Argument Requested - Application for Review by Appellant Craig A. 

Lewis With the Commission of the Federal Trade Commission was prepared using a computer, 

Microsoft Word Program, in MS-Word (.docl.docx) using Times New Roman 12-point Font, and in 

.pdf format. A word count was generated with the Microsoft Word program, and not including 

caption, cover page, signature blocks, table of contents, table of authorities, service documents, 

these documents are 999 words. 

Dated: June __, 2026 LAWRENCE D. LEWIS 

Isl Lawrence D. Lewis 
Lawrence D. Lewis 
Counsel for Appellant Craig A. Lewis 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

Pursuant to Federal Trade Commission Rules of Practice 4.2( c) and 4.4(b ), copies of Oral 
Argument Requested - Application for Review by Appellant Craig A. Lewis With the Commission 
of the Federal Trade Commission, are being served via Administrative E-File System and by 
emailing a copy to the below listed on this ~.+t,. day ofJune 2026, as follows: 

April Tabor 
Office ofthe Secretary 
Federal Trade Commission 
600 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 
Suite CC-561 O 
Washington, DC 20580 
Email: electronicfilings@ftc.gov 

Hon. D. Michael Chappell 
ChiefAdministrative Judge 
Office ofAdministrative Law Judges 
Federal Trade Commission 
600 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 
Washington, DC 20580 
Emails: oalj@ftc.gov 

electronicfilings@ftc.gov 

Bryan Beauman, Esq. 
Rebecca Price, Esq. 
Sturgill, Turner, Barker & Moloney, PLLC 
333 West Vine Street, Suite 1500 
Lexington, KY 40507 
Emails: bbeauman@sturgilltumer.com 

rprice@sturgilltumer.com 
HISA Enforcement Counsel 

Dated: June .l.S , 2026 

Michelle C. Pujals, Esq. 
Geneva N. Gnam, Esq. 
Christy Heath, Esq. 
Horseracing Integrity & Welfare Unit 
4801 Main Street, Suite 350 
Kansas City, MO 64112-2749 
Emails: mpujals@hiwu.org 

ggnam@hiwu.org 
cheath@hiwu.org 

Counsel for HIWU 

John L. Forgy, Esq. 
830 Vermillion Peak Pass 
Lexington, KY 40515 
Email: johnforgyl @gmail.com 
Counsel for HISA 

Hon. Jay L. Himes 
Office ofAdministrative Law Judges 
Federal Trade Commission 
Northeast Regional Office 
1 Bowling Green 
Room 318 
New York, NY 10004 
Emails: oalj@ftc.gov 

electronicfilings@ftc.gov 

Isl Lawrence D. Lewis 
Lawrence D. Lewis 
Counsel for Appellant Craig A. Lewis 
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