
 
 
 
October 26, 2016 
 
 
Bernadette Juarez 
Deputy Administrator, Animal Care 
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
4700 River Road Unit 84 
Riverdale, MD  20737 
 
RE:  Docket No. APHIS-2011-0009 
Horse Protection; Licensing of Designated Qualified Persons and Other Amendments 
 
 
Dear Deputy Administrator Juarez: 
 
The Tennessee Farm Bureau Federation appreciates the opportunity to provide 
comments on this proposed rule.  The Farm Bureau represents the interests of farmer 
members across the state who produce a diverse range of commodities including horses 
and products used by the equine industry.  Tennessee’s equine industry is a significant 
part of our state agriculture and this proposed rule has the potential to cause significant 
impacts. 
 
General Comments 
 
We understand the difficulty USDA APHIS (the Agency) is in regarding requests for 
further protections within the confines of the Horse Protection Act.  However, we do not 
believe this proposal is the appropriate course of action to satisfy those concerns.  We 
are proud of the Tennessee Equine Industry and support shows and competition within 
all breeds of horses.  Our organization believes competition showcases the performance 
and capabilities of a horse and encourages improvement of genetics and lineage to 
ensure quality within the breeds.  The advantages of this concept are true for all forms of 
livestock.  Throughout the history of modern agriculture, competition and shows in all 
species drive quality and soundness in animals. 
 
We do not condone cruel and abusive practices to train or enhance the performance of 
animals in competition.  Any practices which are abusive ultimately harm the animal and 
are contrary to the purpose of competition or show.   The Farm Bureau strongly opposes 
the use of soring.   We believe soring damages the health of the horse and damages the 
reputation of the equine industry.  While we want an end to the practice of soring, we do 
not believe this proposal is the right approach.  The entire equine industry, including many 
other breeds besides the Walking Horse and Racking Horse breeds, will be punished by 
this proposal based on the actions of a few violating the Horse Protection Act.  
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The equine industry is an integral economic driver in Tennessee agriculture.   The Agency 
has been presented with ample evidence to support this fact in our oral comments during 
the public hearings and also by many other commenters during this process.  We will not 
be redundant in our written comments.  However, the Tennessee Farm Bureau is 
committed to growing all forms of agriculture in the state.  How can the equine industry, 
specifically the Walking and Racking Horse breeds, grow and flourish in Tennessee under 
this proposal?  Do these breeds even survive long term under this proposal?  We believe 
these are questions the agency should have considered when developing this rule.  We 
cannot find any evidence the Agency considered all impacts associated with this 
proposal.   
 
We also want to reiterate the fact that horse shows are woven into the cultural fabric of 
rural communities in Tennessee.  Many people in Tennessee participate in the equine 
industry by attending and supporting horse shows without having ever owned a horse.  
Horse shows raise money for good causes, help rural economies, and give people a place 
to enjoy the weekend watching beautiful, athletic animals perform.  For thousands of 
families in Tennessee it is a generational tradition to attend and watch horse shows.  We 
believe everyone involved in the equine industry, including the Agency, has a 
responsibility to uphold the integrity of shows and competition for the dedicated 
Tennessee spectator by ensuring soring and other abusive training practices are not 
used.  However, this proposal is unbalanced because it addresses abuse by diminishing 
shows and competition.  This may not have been the original intent of the Agency but we 
are confident this will happen.  The proposal has the potential to eliminate shows with 
long histories in many rural communities.  For example, if this proposal goes into effect 
why would a volunteer fire department trying to raise a few hundred dollars sponsor a 
horse show when: 1.) over half of the classes no longer exist and, 2). finding licensed 
HPIs and farriers could cost thousands of dollars?  We believe there are other choices 
besides this proposal and we encourage the Agency to consider other alternatives. 
 
We are disappointed with this proposal because it does not reflect the capability of USDA 
APHIS.  The Agency is world renowned in solutions that work for everyone.  The farm 
community and the consumer have always depended on USDA APHIS to set aside 
emotion and political trends to develop a sound approach to problems.  This proposal is 
not in that tradition.  We do not believe the best and brightest in USDA APHIS developed 
this proposal because it mirrors failed legislation.  The Agency can do better than this 
proposal.  We strongly encourage a withdrawal of these rules and a renewed approach 
working with all stakeholders. 
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The Farm Bureau supports science-based criteria be used to determine compliance or 
non-compliance in all inspection processes relative to the Horse Protection Act.  We 
believe our position is consistent with Congress's intent when they passed the Horse 
Protection Act which was to protect the horses and the commerce provided by the horses.  
The industry has proposed science based criteria as an alternative to the current process 
for inspecting horses.  Science based criteria has been the modern approach for a wide 
range of regulatory actions and it should be considered for the Horse Protection Act.  We 
have no confidence in the current process for inspecting horses.  Time and time again 
the industry has proven the subjective tests do not work, especially when the Agency is 
seeking an infallible solution to the problem of soring. 
   
 
Specific Comments 
 
The following are specific comments regarding major changes in the proposal.  These 
specific comments are to support our position to withdraw the proposal in order to develop 
a more practical approach and not necessarily to point out specific “fixes” to the proposal. 
 
Definition of Substance – This definition is too general.  It would be almost impossible 
to ensure nothing within this definition is absent from a horse’s limbs.  This definition 
would include items not even remotely associated with soring.  We cannot understand 
how this would be properly discerned during the inspection process.  The definition also 
would include substances that are medically necessary.   
 
Prohibition of Devices and Substances – There is no medical evidence that action 
devices and pads currently allowed pose any harm to horses.  This is a major concern for 
us.  We cannot accept a regulatory action to eliminate a practice that is scientifically 
sound.  This prohibition is based on opinion.  Throughout all of agriculture there are 
various opinions regarding practices, however we all rely on science for a proper solution.  
Eliminating action devices and pads will not stop the unscrupulous trainer or exhibitor.  
However, it will harm the industry.  Regardless of the purpose, pads, bands, and action 
devices have positive attributes for therapeutic reasons and training purposes.  Also, 
substances such as liniments, salves, and anti-bacterial agents have necessary 
purposes.  If these are eliminated, is the horse’s welfare truly being considered?  We 
believe it is not. 
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Training and Licensing of DQPs – We do not believe the proposal to eliminate the 
current HIO process will provide further protection without damaging the equine industry.  
The Horse Protection Act applies to all horse breeds and this has the potential to stifle 
more than just the Walking and Racking Horse breeds.  We contend the current subjective 
process is flawed and any data used in the decision to eliminate the current HIO process 
is ambiguous.  A competent and knowledgeable inspector would be able to accurately 
evaluate horses.  A medical degree in veterinary medicine is not required.  By requiring 
licensed inspectors with specific qualifications, the Agency has eliminated literally 
hundreds of potential inspectors with only a few who are eligible.  The agency did not 
even consider the fact that agricultural universities around the country graduate people 
with four-year animal science degrees each semester.  There are people with graduate 
level degrees in animal science not eligible to become licensed.  More specifically, 
graduates with Phd level degrees with a concentration in equine science are not eligible.  
Why is the level of education for a veterinarian or veterinary technician the only degrees 
recognized by the Agency as competent to inspect a horse?  This entire provision should 
be reconsidered. 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
The Farm Bureau urges the Agency to withdraw and reconsider this proposal.  The Horse 
Protection Act and regulations regarding the act have been in place for decades.  There 
is plenty of time to develop a more workable solution.  We reiterate our support for a 
science based solution and believe such an approach could be a turning point to eliminate 
abuse instead of trying to control the amount of abuse.  The Tennessee Farm Bureau is 
committed to working with USDA APHIS to ensure horse welfare while at the same time 
maintaining a strong equine industry.  Thank you for considering our comments.          
 


