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Developed by the AAEP Professional Conduct and  
Ethics Committee 

Case history
Thoroughbred industry publications reported that the U.S. 
Attorney’s Office in a state district announced filing of 
criminal charges against “Dr. A” for allegedly administer-
ing drugs to Thoroughbred racehorses within 24 hours 
prior to races. This conduct was in violation of the state’s 
criminal law prohibiting the rigging of publicly exhibited 
contests. The administration of the drugs was not pursuant 
to a valid prescription and constituted misbranding of the 
prescription animal drugs in violation of federal law. The 
alleged activity occurred at various times over a number  
of years.

According to the charges, Dr. A conspired with horse 
trainers, whose identities are known to the state, to 
administer drugs in violation of the laws, rules and regula-
tions governing the conduct of Thoroughbred racing. The 
government filed a plea agreement with Dr. A in which he 
agreed to plead guilty and cooperate with the U.S. 
Attorney’s Office in its continuing investigation.

After seeing an account of Dr. A’s criminal charges and 
guilty plea, an AAEP member reported this news to the 
AAEP’s Professional Conduct and Ethics Committee. As 
stated in the AAEP’s Ethical and Professional Guidelines, 
“All members of the AAEP are expected to comply with … 
(d) all rules and regulations of racing applicable at race 
tracks where practicing; (e) rules of organizations 
governing horse shows, sales, equine events and the rules 
of all breed registries in relation to veterinary practices; … 
Members and Veterinarians should be honest and fair in 
their relations with others, and they should not engage in 
fraud, misrepresentation or deceit. Violation of any of the 
foregoing may constitute cause for revocation or denial of 
membership in the AAEP.” 

The committee chair wrote Dr. A to inform him that if he 
wanted to continue his membership in AAEP, he must 
attend a hearing with the committee to explain the events 
that led to his guilty plea. 

Rationale for actions
Dr. A responded in a letter admitting that he had adminis-
tered, or provided to trainers to administer, substances 
prohibited by his state’s racing commission. However, he 
also stated that none of the substances were prohibited by 
the Association of Racing Commissioners International, 
the umbrella organization of the state racing commis-
sions. He further stated that the administered substances 
were not intended or designed to enhance a horse’s racing 
performance or deceive the betting public. He defended 
his actions by stating that, in his opinion, virtually 

everyone in the industry was doing the same thing and  
he also was protecting his patients from potentially  
catastrophic injuries. 

In later communications, Dr. A stated that he would like to 
appear at a hearing to explain the situation regarding his 
charges. 

Hearing results
At his hearing before the AAEP’s Professional Conduct 
and Ethics Committee, Dr. A said he was very embarrassed 
to be involved in a criminal case in which he could be seen 
as admitting to “drugging horses” to their possible 
detriment and to attempting to affect the outcome of races. 
He was genuinely sorry about his situation and explained 
the detrimental effects on his ability to work as a veteri-
narian. He was accompanied by two veterinarians who 
knew him well, and each vouched for Dr. A’s character and 
compassion for horses.

In the end, however, the committee members felt obliged 
to recommend to the AAEP’s board of directors that Dr. A 
not be allowed to renew his membership in AAEP. At its 
next meeting, the AAEP board voted to support the com-
mittee’s recommendation that Dr. A could no longer be a 
member of the AAEP.

Conclusion
While serving as the healthcare authority for clients’ 
horses, veterinarians must always comply with the laws 
and regulations of the jurisdiction(s) in which they 
practice. Venturing beyond the legally defined framework, 
regardless of whether others are perceived to be operating 
outside such boundaries, imposes significant professional 
risk and potentially serious consequences, as Dr. A 
discovered.
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