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"Coster" did not Jump over the Hurdle

On January 22, 2010 the Federal Supreme Court
made a further decision in an action for annulment of
a CAS award available on its website. *

1 Facts of the Case

The case was between Christian Ahlmann, a German
horse rider and member of the German show-jumping
team, who had already participated in the Athens
Summer Olympic Games in 2004 and also in the
Beijing Summer Olympic Games in 2008 (whereby all
equestrian events took place in Hong Kong). He is a
member of the Deutsche Reiterliche Vereinigung e.V.
("DRV"), which is a member of the Fédération
Equestre International (Lausanne) ("FEI").

On August 17, 2008, the horse "Coster", belonging to
Christian Ahlmann, was selected for sampling at the
Olympic Summer Games. In the Medication Control
Form issued by the "FEI" no statement was provided
by Christian Ahlmann indicating that a Capsaicin-
based substance had been used on Coster. However,
both the blood and urine samples tested positive for
Capsaicin which was then also confirmed in the B-
samples. Subsequently, Christian Ahlmann argued
that Coster was suffering from chronic back pain as of
June 2008 and had then, on a daily basis, been
treated with a salve undisputedly containing
Capsaicin.

The FEI tribunal ruled that Christian Ahlmann should
be suspended for a period of four months and be
fined with CHF 2'000. In doing so, the FEI tribunal
had to decide whether Capsaicin was either used as
a doping-substance (as a hyper-sensitizing agent
applied to the front of Coster's legs in order to
produce a burning sensation to unduly sensitize the
limbs to the touching of poles and as a result make
the horse more responsive to pain in its jumping
efforts) or merely as a prohibited substance according

! The case is: 4A_248/2009, dated November 24, 2009 (in German)

to the FEI "Medication Class A" due to its possible
improvement in the performance of the horse
resulting from the pain relief. The FEI tribunal found
that there had been no evidence of a hyper-
sensitization of Coster's legs and, therefore, issued a
relatively mild sanction.

Against the FEI decision the DRV filed an appeal at
the CAS which then rendered its decision on April 30,
20092 In its carefully drafted award the CAS tribunal
considered a number of aggravating elements and
increased Christian Ahlmann's suspension. Due to
ultra petita the CAS tribunal was bound to the
sanction requested by the DRV and declared
Christian Ahlmann ineligible for competition for a
period of eight months.

Christian Ahlmann then filed an action for annulment
at the Federal Supreme Court against this decision.

2 The Considerations of the Federal Supreme
Court

He primarily argued that the CAS award would be
incompatible with public policy in the sense of Art.
190 (2) (e) PILA. According to Christian Ahlmann the
DRV had no authority to appeal to the CAS as it
should not be the task or the authority of a national
federation to ‘"bypass" the decision of their
international federation. According to Christian
Ahlmann the DRV filed its appeal only as revenge
against him. Therefore, the appeal of the DRV should
qualify as futile ("unniitze Rechtsausiibung") in the
sense of Art. 2 of the Swiss Civil Code. It comes as
no surprise that the Federal Supreme Court qualified
this argument as anchorless ("haltlos").

2 CAS 2008/A/1700 and 1710, with the following arbitrators: Prof. Massimo
Coccia (Rom), President, John A. Faylor (Frankfurt a.M.) and Prof. Michael

Geistlinger (Salzburg)
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Christian Ahlmann had, together with the action for
annulment, also filed a request for revision. For that
purpose he filed an article published in the
newspapers which should establish that the use of
the salve occurred with the knowledge of the German
team's veterinarian. However, he failed to establish
satisfactorily to the Federal Supreme Court in how far
this should have led the CAS tribunal to a different
assessment of the case.

Furthermore, Christian Ahlmann argued that the CAS
tribunal violated, once again, public policy by not
applying in a case of uncertainty the milder sanction.
The Federal Supreme Court held that there is no such
principle which would automatically grant any
sportsman a milder sanction.

Further arguments by Christian Ahlmann were
declared as pure criticism ("appellatorische Kiritik")
and consequently were not heard at all. As a result
Christian Ahlmann's action for annulment was
dismissed.

3 Conclusions

There is not much to be learned from this decision,
except for the rather interesting facts as described in
the CAS award. The decision of the Federal Supreme
Court adds yet another example to the long list of
unsuccessful cases arguing incompatibility with public
policy based on Art. 190 (2) (e) PILA.

In short: "Coster" did not jump at all!

January 27, 2010

Hansjorg Stutzer
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Bundesgericht
Tribunal fédéral
Tribunale federale
Tribunal federal

(T 0/2)
4A_284/2009

Urteil vom 24. November 2009
[. zivilrechtliche Abteilung

Besetzung

Bundesrichterin Klett, Prisidentin,
Bundesrichter Kolly,
Bundesrichterin Kiss,
Gerichtsschreiber Leemann.

Parteien

X. .

Beschwerdefiihrer,

vertreten durch Rechtsanwiltin Dr. Monika Gattiker,

gegen

Deutsche Reiterliche Vereinigung e V.,

Freiherr-von-Langen-Strasse 13, DE-48231 Warendort, Deutschiand.
Beschwerdegegnerin,

vertreten durch Rechtsanwalt Dr. Stephan Netzle.

Gegenstand
Internationales Schiedsgericht; Ordre public,

Beschwerde sowie Revisionsgesuch gegen den Schiedsentscheid des Tribunal Arbitral du Sport
(TAS) vom 30. April 2009.

Sachverhalt:

A.

A.a Die Deutsche Reiterliche Vereinigung e.V. mit Sitz in Warendorf/DE (Beschwerdegegnerin) jst
der nationale Reitsportverband Deutschlands.

X. . Deutschland, (Beschwerdefiihrer) ist ein erfahrener internationaler Springreiter. Er ist
Mitglied der Beschwerdegegnerin und vertrat das deutsche Nationalteam an den Olympischen
Sommerspielen 2008 in China.

Die Fédération Equestre Internationale (FEI) ist der Weltverband fiir den Reitsport mit Sitz in
Lausanne.

A.b Der Beschwerdefiihrer war bereits Mitglied der deutschen Springreitermannschaft, welche die
Goldmedaille an den Olympischen Sommerspielen 2004 in Griechenland gewann. Die Medaille
wurde aberkannt, nachdem das Pferd von A. positiv auf eine verbotene Substanz getestet
worden war.

A.c Samtliche Pferdewettkampfe der Olympischen Sommerspiele 2008 fanden zwischen dem 8. und
dem 21. August 2008 in Hongkong statt. Der Beschwerdefiihrer nahm am olympischen
Springreitturnier mit dem Pferd AX. teil.

Am 9. und 17. August 2008 fiillte die zustindige Veterindrkommission ein Medikationsformular 3
(Genehmigung filir den Gebrauch von Medikamenten, die nicht gemiss FEI-Richtlinien verboten
sind) sowie ein Medikationsformular 1 (Genehmigung fiir Notfallbehandlungen, d.h. Medikation mit

hitp://jumpegi.bger.ch/cgi-bin/lumpCGI?2id=24.11.2009 4A 284/2009 24.01.2010
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verbotenen Substanzen) aus. Auf beiden Dokumenten wurde das Pferd AX, fiir
wettkampftauglich erkldrt. Ein Antrag zuhanden der zustéindigen Stelle fiir den Gebrauch von
Capsaicin wurde nicht eingereicht und es wurde fiir diese Substanz kein Medikationsformular
ausgefiillt.

Am 17. August 2008 wurde das Pferd AX. getestet. Auf dem FEI-Medikations-
Kontrollformular wurde nicht vermerkt, dass eine auf Capsaicin basierende Substanz beim Tier
verwendet worden wire. Die Analyse der A-Proben vom 18. August 2008 ergab, dass sowohl im
Blut als auch im Urin des Pferds AX. die verbotene Substanz Capsaicin nachgewiesen
wurde. Mit Faxschreiben vom 20. August 2008 wurde X. dariiber informiert und mit
sofortiger Wirkung provisorisch suspendiert.

Am 22. August 2008 wurde anhand der B-Proben des Pferds eine weitere Analyse durchgefiihrt, die
den Nachweis von Capsaicin bestitigte.

In einer Pressemitteilung vom 24. August 2008 erklirte der Beschwerdefiihrer, dass das Pferd

AX. scit der Teilnahme an einer Reitveranstaltung in Cannes im Juni 2008 unter
chronischen Riickenschmerzen leide. Seither habe er daher zur Behandlung tiglich die Salbe "Equi-
block™ verwendet. Dieses Produkt enthilt unbestrittenermassen Capsaicin.

B.

B.a Mit Entscheid vom 22. Oktober 2008 stellte das FEI-Tribunal eine Verletzung der anwendbaren
Doping- und Medikationsregeln (FEI Equine Anti-Doping and Medijcation Control Rules, EADMC
Rules) fest und verhéingte eine 120-tagige Sperre des Beschwerdefiihrers, wirksam ab 21. August
2008, sowie eine Busse von Fr. 2'000.--. Es erwog, dass Capsaicin entweder als Dopingmittel zu
qualifizieren sei, sofern es zur Sensibilitatssteigerung eingesetzt werde (sog. Hypersensibilisierung),
indem die Vorderbeine des Pferds damit eingerieben werden (was beim Tier zu einer tiberméssigen
Schmerzempfindlichkeit beim Beriihren der Stangen und damit zu hoheren Anstrengungen beim
Springen fiihrt), oder als verbotene Substanz der "Medication Class A". Es befand, dass kein Beweis
fiir eine Sensibilititssteigerung der Beine des Tiers vorliege und daher lediglich eine verbotene
Medikation in Form eines "Medication Class A"-Verstosses nachgewiesen sei.

Der Beschwerdefiihrer nahm nach Ablauf der Sperre am 19. Dezember 2008 seine
Wettkampftatigkeit wieder auf.

B.b Am 13. November 2008 erhob die Beschwerdegegnerin beim Tribunal Arbitral du Sport (TAS)
einen Appeal gegen den Entscheid des FEI-Tribunals vom 22. Oktober 2008 und beantragte eine
Sperre von mindestens acht Monaten seit dem 21. August 2008. Der Beschwerdefiithrer appellierte
ebenfalls und beantragte im Wesentlichen eine Reduktion der Dauer der Sperre auf drei Monate.
Mit Schiedsentscheid vom 30. April 2009 hiess das TAS den Appeal der Beschwerdegegnerin gut
und sprach gegen den Beschwerdefiihrer eine Sperre von acht Monaten, d.h. vom 21. August 2008
bis 20. April 2009, aus. Gleichzeitig wurden dem Beschwerdefiihrer simtliche wihrend dieses
Zeitabschnitts erzielten Resultate (unter Verlust von Medaillen, Punkten und Preisen) aberkannt.
Den Appeal des Beschwerdefiihrers wies das TAS ab.

C.

Mit Beschwerde in Zivilsachen sowie Revisionsgesuch beantragt der Beschwerdefithrer dem
Bundesgericht, es sei das Urteil des TAS vom 30. April 2009 aufzuheben und zur Neubeurteilung an
die Vorinstanz zuriickzuweisen.

Die Beschwerdegegnerin beantragt die Abweisung der Beschwerde sowie des Revisionsgesuchs,
soweit tiberhaupt darauf einzutreten sei. Die Vorinstanz schliesst auf Abweisung der Beschwerde.
Der Beschwerdefiihrer hat dem Bundesgericht eine Replik eingereicht,

Erwdgungen:
1.
Der angefochtene Entscheid ist in englischer Sprache ergangen. Die Parteien bedienen sich im

Verfahren vor Bundesgericht der deutschen Sprache. Nach Art. 54 BGG ist der Entscheid in der
Amtssprache Deutsch zu begriinden.

http:/jumpegi.bger.ch/cgi-bin/JumpCGI?7id=24.11.2009_4A 284/2009 24.01.2010
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2.
Im Bereich der internationalen Schiedsgerichtsbarkeit 1st die Beschwerde in Zivilsachen unter den
Voraussetzungen der Art. 190-192 IPRG zulidssig (Art. 77 Abs. 1 BGQ).

2.1 Der Sitz des Schiedsgerichts befindet sich vorliegend in Lausanne. Die Parteien hatten im
relevanten Zeitpunkt weder ihren Sitz bzw, Wohnsitz noch iliren gewdhnlichen Aufenthalt in der
Schweiz. Da die Parteien die Bestimmungen des 12. Kapitels des IPRG nicht schriftlich
ausgeschlossen haben, gelangen diese zur Anwendung (Art. 176 Abs. 1 und 2 IPRG).

2.2 Zuldssig sind allein die Riigen, die in Art. 190 Abs. 2 IPRG abschliessend aufgezihlt sind (BGE
134T 186 E. 5 S. 187; 128 II1 SO E. 1a S. 53; 127 111 279 E. 1a S. 282). Nach Art. 77 Abs. 3 BGG
priift das Bundesgericht nur die Rtigen, die in der Beschwerde vorgebracht und begriindet worden
sind; dies entspricht der in Art. 106 Abs. 2 BGG fiir die Verletzung von Grundrechten und von
kantonalem und interkantonalem Recht vorgeschenen Riigepflicht (BGE 134 111 186 E. 5 S. 187 mit
Hinweis). Bei Riigen nach Art, 190 Abs. 2 lit. e IPRG ist die Unvereinbarkeit des angefochtenen
Schiedsentscheids mit dem Ordre public im Einzelnen aufzuzeigen (BGE 11711 604 E. 3 S. 606).
Appellatorische Kritik ist unzuldssig (BGE 11911 380 E. 3b S. 382).

2.3 Das Bundesgericht legt seinem Urteil den Sachverhalt zugrunde, den das Schiedsgericht
festgestellt hat (Art. 105 Abs. | BGG). Es kann die Sachverhaltsfeststellung des Schiedsgerichts
weder berichtigen noch ergénzen, selbst wenn diese offensichtlich unrichtig ist oder auf einer
Rechtsverletzung im Sinne von Art. 95 BGG berult (vgl. Art. 77 Abs. 2 BGG, der die
Anwendbarkeit von Art. 105 Abs. 2 sowie Art. 97 BGG ausschliesst). Allerdings kann das
Bundesgericht die tatsdchlichen Feststellungen des angefochtenen Schiedsentscheids tiberpriifen,
wenn gegeniiber diesen Sachverhaltsfeststellungen zuléssige Riigen im Sinne von Art. 190 Abs. 2
IPRG vorgebracht oder ausnahmsweise Noven beriicksichtigt werden (BGE 133 11 139 E. 5 S. 141;
129 I 727 E. 5.2.2 S. 733; je mit Hinweisen). Neue Tatsachen und Beweismittel diirfen zudem nur
msoweitl vorgebracht werden, als erst der Entscheid der Vorinstanz dazu Anlass gibt (Art. 99 Abs. |
BGG).

2.4 Der Beschwerdetithrer stellt seinen rechtlichen Ausfithrungen eine ausfiihrliche
Sachverhaltsdarstellung voran, in der er den Ablauf der Ereignisse sowie des Verfahrens aus seiner
Sicht darlegt. Darin weicht er in verschiedenen Punkten von den tatséichlichen Feststellungen der
Vorinstanz ab oder erweitert diese, ohne substantiiert Ausnahmen von der Sachverhaltsbindung
geltend zu machen. So tréigt er unter anderem vor, es seien an den olympischen Reiterspielen 2008 -
im Gegensatz zu anderen Turnieren - systematische Kontrollen der Beine der Pferde durchgefiihrt
worden, ohne dass auch nur geringste Anzeichen von Sensibilititssteigerungen erkannt worden
wiren und es kénne infolge einer Thermographie der Beine des Pferds AX. sowie des
Kontrollergebnisses des Amts tiir Veterindrwesen und Lebensmitteliiberwachung Recklinghansen
ausgeschlossen werden, dass eine Hypersensibilisierung stattgefunden habe. Seine Vorbringen haben
mmsoweit unbeachtet zu bleiben. Unbeachtlich sind auch die verschiedenen vom Beschwerdefithrer
neu eingereichten Beweismittel.

Der Beschwerdefiihrer geht auch in seiner weiteren Beschwerdebegriindung in unzuldssiger Weise
liber die Sachverhaltsfeststellungen im angefochtenen Entscheid hinaus. So macht er etwa geltend,
die FEI habe in zwei anderen Fillen (betreffend die Reiter B. sowie C, ). die sich
ebenfalis an den Olympischen Spielen 2008 mit derselben Substanz ereignet hiitten, auf die
Verfolgung als Dopingfall verzichtet, woraus er ein widerspriichliches Verhalten der FEI und eine
Missachtung des Rechtsmissbrauchsverbots ableiten will. Diese Vorbringen sind im
Beschwerdeverfahren nicht zu beriicksichtigen, weshalb die darauf gestiiizte Riige ins Leere stsst.
Daran vermag auch der lediglich pauschal erhobene Vorwurf der Gehirsverletzung nichts zu éndern,
der die Anforderungen an eine hinreichende Riige (vel. Art. 77 Abs. 3 BGG) verfehlt.

3.

Der Beschwerdefiihrer riigt zunfichst eine Verletzung des Ordre public nach Art. 190 Abs. 2 lit. ¢
IPRG.

http://jumpegi.bger.ch/cgi-bin/JumpCGI2id=24.11.2009 4A 284/2009 24.01.2010
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3.1 Die materiellrechtliche Uberpriifung eines internationalen Schiedsentscheids durch das
Bundesgericht ist aut die Frage beschréinkt. ob der Schiedsspruch mit dem Ordre public vereinbar ist
(BGE 121 11T 331 E. 3a S. 333). Gegen den Ordre public verstisst die materielle Beurteilung eines
streitigen Anspruchs nur, wenn sie fundamentale Rechtsgrundsitze verkennt und daher mit der
wesentlichen, weitgehend anerkannten Wertordnung schlechthin unvereinbar ist, die nach in der
Schweiz herrschender Auffassung Grundlage jeder Rechtsordnung bilden sollte. Zu diesen
Prinzipien gehoren die Vertragstreue (pacta sunt servanda), das Rechtsmissbrauchsverbot, der
Grundsatz von Treu und Glauben, das Verbot der entschidigungslosen Enteignung, das
Diskrinminierungsverbot und der Schutz von Handlungsunfihigen. Zur Aufhebung des angefochtenen
Schiedsentscheids kommt es nur, wenn dieser nicht nur in der Begriindung, sondern auch im
Ergebnis dem Ordre public widerspricht (BGE 132 111 389 E. 2.2 S. 392 1f.; 128 111 191 E. 6b S. 198;
12011 155 E. 6a S. 166 1.).

3.2 Der Beschwerdefithrer erblickt eine Verletzung des Rechismissbrauchsverbots darin, dass die
Vorinstanz nicht erkannt habe, dass die Beschwerdegegnerin keinerlei rechtliches Interesse an der
Beschwerde an das TAS gehabt habe. Die Beschwerdegegnerin habe an ihm ein Exempel statuieren
wollen und habe die Schadigungsabsicht im Hearing beim TAS ausdriicklich bestitigt. Da es nicht
Sache des nationalen Verbands sei, anstelle des internationalen Verbands fiir die Sanktionierung von
Verstdssen gegen internationale Regeln zu sorgen, erweise sich die Strafaktion der
Beschwerdegegnerin als unniitze Rechtsaustibung nach Art. 2 ZGB. Das Beschwerderecht eines
nationalen Verbands an das TAS finde seine Grenzen im Rechtsmissbrauch bzw. dem materiellen
Ordre public. Das fehlende rechtliche Interesse ergebe sich auch aus dem Umstand, dass die
Beschwerdegegnerin die Reiter immer noch nach ihren eigenen, nationalen Regeln sanktioniere;
zudem habe sie den Beschwerdefiihrer bereits vor Einleitung des Schiedsverfahrens fiir zwei Jahre
aus dem Nationalkader ausgeschlossen. Schliesslich stehe der Sanktionsanspruch bei internationalen
Wettkdmpfen aufgrund ihrer Statuten der FEI zu. Diesem fiir den Kampf gegen Doping im
dtfentlichen Interesse bestehenden Sanktionsanspruch sei mit dem Urteil des FEI-Tribunals
Rechnung getragen worden, wie auch die FEI durch den Verzicht auf eine eigene Berufung erkannt
habe. Es sei nicht Sache des nationalen Verbands, die - aus seiner Sicht - richtige Anwendung der
Sanktionsbestinimungen des internationalen Verbands sicherzustellen. Weil das Urteil der
Vorinstanz allein aufgrund der rechtsmissbrauchlichen Beschwerde der Beschwerdegegnerin
zustande gekommen sei, verstosse es gegen den Ordre public und sei daher aufzuheben.

3.3 Die Riige ist unbegriindet. Die Vorinstanz hat sich mit der Frage des Beschwerderechts
ausfiihriich auseinandergesetzt, weshalb sich der gleichzeitig erhobene Vorwurf der Verletzung des
rechtlichen Gehdrs (Art. 190 Abs. 2 lit. d IPRG) des Beschwerdefiihrers vorab als offensichtlich
unbegriindet erweist. Der Beschwerdefiihrer stellt zu Recht nicht in Abrede, dass Artikel 12.2.2 der
EADMC Rules eine Beschwerdemdglichkeit des nationalen Verbands vorsieht. Die Vorinstanz hat
erwogen, dass die Beschwerdegegnerin als nationaler Verband Deutschlands sowie als Mitglied der
FEI angesichts der Aberkennung von Goldmedaillen an gleich zwei aufeinander folgenden
Olympischen Spielen und dem entsprechend negativen Bild in der Offentlichkeit ein legitimes
Interesse daran haben konne, der Verhinderung und Ahndung von Dopingvergehen ein besonderes
Augenmerk zu schenken. Darin ist entgegen der Ansicht des Beschwerdefiihrers keine Missachtung
des Rechtsmissbrauchsverbots (Art. 2 Abs. 2 ZGB) zu erkennen. Entgegen den Vorbringen des
Beschwerdefiihrers lassen die flir das Bundesgericht verbindlichen (Art. 105 Abs. 1 BGG)
Sachverhaltsfeststellungen des angefochtenen Entscheids nicht darauf schliessen, dass die
Beschwerdegegnerin von threm Beschwerderecht einzig in der Absicht Gebrauch gemacht hiitte,
dem Beschwerdefithrer zu schaden. Der Vorwurf der unntitzen Rechtsausiibung ist haltlos. Der
Vorinstanz ist kein Verstoss gegen den Ordre public vorzuwerfen.

3.4 An diesem Ergebnis &ndern auch die vom Beschwerdefiihrer im Rahmen seines
Revisionsgesuchs vorgetragenen Austiihrungen nichts, es seien in der Zwischenzeit Tatsachen
bekannt geworden, die mit grésster Wahrscheinlichkeit zu einer anderen Beurteilung betreffend
Beschwerdelegitimation und Rechtmissigkeit der Beschwerde gefiihrt hitten.

http:/jumpegi.bger.ch/cgi-bin/JumpCGI?7id=24.11.2009 4A 284/2009 24.01.2010
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Zwar stellt das Bundesrecht den Parteien eines internationalen Schiedsgerichtsverfahrens nach der
Rechtsprechung das ausserordentliche Rechtsmittel der Revision zur Verfiigung. fiir welches die
Zustindigkeit des Bundesgerichts gegeben ist (BGE 134 111 286 E. 2 5. 286 f. mit Hinweisen).
Demnach kann nach Art, 123 Abs. 2 lit. a BGG die Revision verlangt werden, wenn die ersuchende
Partei nachtriiglich erhebliche Tatsachen erfdhrt oder entscheidende Beweismitte]l auffindet, die sie
im fritheren Verfahren nicht beibringen konnte, unter Ausschluss von Tatsachen und Beweismitteln,
die erst nach dem Entscheid entstanden sind (BGE 134 111 286 E. 2.1 S. 287). Entgegen der Ansicht
des Beschwerdetfiihrers kann jedoch nicht davon ausgegangen werden, dass die nunmehr unter
Verweis auf einen Bericht der NZZ vom 6. Mai 2009 sowie eine Pressemitteilung der FEI vom 28.
Mai 2009 vorgebrachten Umstinde zu einer anderen Einschiitzung der Beschwerdeberechtigung der
Beschwerdegegnerin durch die Vorinstanz gefiihrt hétten.

Zuniichst gibt der Beschwerdefithrer den eingereichten Zeitungsartikel unzutreffend wieder, wenn er
vortrigt, die darin beschriebene unerlaubte Behandlung beim Pferd des Springreiters D.

anldsslich der Olympischen Spiele 2008 sei mit Wissen des deutschen Mannschaftstierarztes

E. vorgenommen worden, zumal gemiss dem Pressebericht die Tierpflegerin die
Behandhuing ohne Ruckspa ache vorgenommen hatte, noch ehe die erforderliche Freigabe der
Injektion erfolgt sei. Der Beschweldefuln er legt zudem nicht dar, inwiefern die Aussage von

E. vor der Vorinstanz entscheidrelevant war und der ergangene Schiedsspruch im Lichte
der neu vorgebrachten Tatsachen anders ausgefallen wire. Abgesehen davon lasst auch ein Verstoss
der Meldeptlicht des Mannschaftstierarztes sowie das angebliche Mitwissen eines deutschen
Verbandsfunktionirs den Appeal der Beschwerdegegnerin nicht als rechtsmissbréauchlich erscheinen.
Entgegen der Ansicht des Beschwerdefiihrers wird die Erwigung der Vorinstanz, wonach die
Beschwerdegegnerin aufgrund des negativen Bilds in der Offentlichkeit ein legitimes Interesse daran
haben kénne, Dopingvergehen konsequent zu ahnden, durch die nunmehr im Rahmen der Revision
vorgebrachten Umsténde eher noch bekréftigt. Das Revisionsgesuch ist demmach abzuweisen, soweit
darauf eingetreten werden kann.

4.

Der Beschwerdefiihrer macht im Weiteren zu Unrecht geltend, die Vorinstanz habe die
Unklarheitenregel und damit den Ordre public missachtet, indem sie bei zwei gleichwertigen
Auslegungen (d.h. einem Dopingverstoss sowie einem Verstoss gegen "Medication Class A") die fiir
den Beschwerdefiihrer ungiinstigere, néimlich Doping, gew&hlt habe.

Entgegen der in der Beschwerde gedusserten Ansicht hat die Vorinstanz den Grundsatz von Treu und
Glauben nicht missachtet, wenn sie beim Nachweis einer Substanz, die sowohl unter "Medication
Class A" als auch unter Doping fillt, nicht einfach auf die mildere Sanktion abstellte. Ein derartiger
Automatismus zugunsten des fiir den Sportler giinstigeren Tatbestands sowie der milderen Strafe
lisst sich aus dem genannten Grundsatz nicht ableiten. Unabhéngig von der Frage, inwiefern eine
Missachtung der Unklarheitenregel iiberhaupt nach Art. 190 Abs. 2 lit. e IPRG geriigt werden kann,
geht aus den Ausfiihrungen des Beschwerdefithrers nicht hervor, welche von der Vorinstanz
angewendete Bestimmung unklar und zu Ungunsten des Beschwerdefiihrers ausgelegt worden sein
soll. Die Vorinstanz hat ihm vielmehr die Beweislast dafiir auferlegt, dass der Wirkstoff Capsaicin
im konkreten Fall nicht an den Gliedmassen des Pferds AX. . sondern in zuldssiger Weise
verwendet worden ist. Wenn der Beschwerdefithrer diese Beweislastverteilung und damit die Folgen
der Beweislosigkeit fiir die unbedenklichere Verwendungsart des Wirkstoffs in Frage stellt, macht er
keine Missachtung des Grundsatzes von Treu und Glauben geltend, sondern {ibt lediglich
appellatorische Kritik am angefochtenen Entscheid. Ein Verstoss gegen den materiellen Ordre public
ist nicht dargetan.

3.

Der Beschwerdefiihrer riigt weiter, die Vorinstanz habe sdmtliche Beweise (inklusive die Aussagen
der FEI-Experten) und seine Gegenbeweise missachtet (vgl. Art. 190 Abs. 2 lit. d IPRG). obwohl
diese geeignet gewesen seien zu erstellen, dass die Beine des Pferds nicht hypersensibilisiert worden
seien.

Der Beschwerdefiihrer zeigt mit seinen Ausfithrungen keine Gehorsverletzung auf., sondern kritisiert
unter Verweis auf einzelne Aussagen zweier Experten das Beweisergebnis der Vorinstanz, was nicht
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zuldssig ist. Die Vorinstanz hat gestiitzt auf die Aussagen der verschiedenen Experten erwogen, dass
die Substanz Capsaicin schwer nachzuweisen sei, weil sie kaum Spuren aut der Haut hinterlasse und
im Blut des Pferds nach einigen Stunden tiberhaupt nicht mehr feststellbar sei. Die Vorinstanz hat
die Aussagen der vom Beschwerdefithrer erwihnten - wie auch weiterer - Experten sehr wohl
gewiirdigt, jedoch festgestellt, dass beziiglich des Wirkstotts Capsaicin unterschiedliche Ansichten
bestiinden. Eine Gehdrsver letzung ist im Zusammenhang mit der erwihnten Feststellung im
angefochtenen Entscheid nicht dargetan. Beim Vorwurf, der Vorinstanz sei damit ein
offensichiliches Versehen unterlaufen, handelt es sich nicht um einen nach Art. 190 Abs. 2 IPRG
zuldssigen Riigegrund (vgl. auch Art. 77 Abs. 2 BGG, der die Anwendbarkeit von Art. 105 Abs. 2
sowie Art. 97 BGG ausschliesst). Dass das Schiedsgericht eine wesentliche Behauptung des
Beschwerdefiihrers aufgrund eines Versehens nicht zur Kenntnis genommen hitte (vgl. BGE 127 ITT
576 E. 2e-f S. 579 £} ist nicht dargetan.

Entsprechendes gilt fiir die als aktenwidrig geriigte Feststellung im angefochtenen Entscheid, die
fragliche Substanz hinterlasse - insbesondere bei dunklen Pferden - kaum Spuren auf der Haut.
Abgesehen davon ist nicht ersichtlich, und wird vom Beschwerdefiihrer auch nicht aufgezeigt,
inwiefern die Farbe des Pferdes fiir den angefochtenen Schiedsspruch von Bedeutung war. Der
Vorwurf der Gehorsverletzung stdsst auch hier ins Leere.

6.

Der Beschwerdefiihrer beruft sich sodann auf eine schwere Personlichkeitsverletzung wegen der
erfolgten Sperre. Aus den von der Vorinstanz angewendeten Regeln (EADMC Rules sowie FEI
Equine Prohibited List) resultiere eine tiberméssige Bindung gemiss Art. 27 Abs. 2 ZGB, weshalb
der darauf gestiitzte Schiedsspruch der Vorinstanz gegen den Ordre public (Art. 190 Abs. 2 lit. e
[PRG) verstosse.

Die Ausfithrungen des Beschwerdefiihrers sind allgemein und lassen iiber weite Strecken keinen
Zusammenhang mit den konkreten Erwdgungen des angefochtenen Entscheids erkennen. Er
verkennt die Priifungsbefugnis des Bundesgerichts. wenn er unabhingig von der konkret
ausgesprochenen achtmonatigen Spielsperre das Anti-Doping- sowie Medikationskontrollsystem der
FEI kritisiert und vorbringt, die darin vorgesehenen Sperren bis zu vier Jahren fiihrten zu einem
faktischen Berufsverbot.

Abgesehen davon, dass nicht ersichtlich ist, dass der Beschwerdefiihrer entsprechende Behauptungen
bereits prozesskonform im vorinstanzlichen Verfahren vorgetragen hitte (vgl. Art. 99 Abs. 1 BGG)
und sich seine Ausfiihrungen weitgehend in appellatorischer Kritik am angefochtenen Entscheid
erschopfen, ist ein unzuldssiger Eingriff in die Personlichkeitsrechte infolge der ausgesprochenen
Sperre nicht erkennbar. Der Beschwerdefiihrer wurde mit Schiedsspruch vom 30. April 2009
riickwirkend fiir acht Monate gesperrt, wobei er seine Wettkampftitigkeit bereits am 19. Dezember
2008 wieder aufgenommen hatte und die von der Vorinstanz riickwirkend verhéingte Sperre am 20.
April 2009 abgelaufen war. Die Einschréinkung der Ausitbung seiner sportlichen Aktivititen infolge
des angefochtenen Entscheids war damit entgegen seinen Vorbringen eher gering im Vergleich zu
anderen im Bereich des Sports verhéingten Dopingsperren und die Sanktion, die auf einen Verstoss
gegen die massgebenden Dopingbestimmungen der FEI zurtickgeht, ist mit dem Ordre public (Art.
190 Abs. 2 1it. e IPRG) keineswegs unvereinbar (vgl. etwa die Urteile 4P.64/2001 vom 11. Juni 2001
E. 2d/bb, nicht publ. in: BGE 127 Il 429; 5P.83/1999 vom 31. Mérz 1999 E. 3c).

7.

Die Beschwerde und das Revisionsgesuch sind abzuweisen, soweit darauf eingetreten werden kann.
Bei diesem Verfahrensausgang wird der Beschwerdefiihrer kosten- und entschidigungsptlichtig (Art.
66 Abs. 1 und Art. 68 Abs. 2 BGG).

Demnach erkennt das Bundesgericht:

1.
Die Beschwerde wird abgewiesen, soweit darauf einzutreten ist.

2.

http://jumpcgi.bger.ch/cgi-bin/JumpCGI?2id=24.11.2009_4A 284/2009 24.01.2010
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Das Revisionsgesuch wird abgewiesen, soweit darauf einzutreten ist.

-

J.
Die Gerichtskosten von Fr. 4'000.-- werden dem Beschwerdefiihrer auferlegt.

4.
Der Beschwerdefiihrer hat die Beschwerdegegnerin fiir das bundesgerichtliche Verfahren mit Fr.
5'000.-- zu entschidigen.

3.
Dieses Urteil wird den Parteien und dem Tribunal Arbitral du Sport (TAS) schriftlich mitgetetlt.

Lausanue, 24, November 2009

Im Namen der 1. zivilrechtlichen Abteilung
des Schweizerischen Bundesgerichts

Die Prasidentin: Der Gerichtsschreiber:

Klett Leemann
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THE PARTIES

The Deutsche Reiterliche Vereinigung e.V. (hereinafter also referred to as the “German
NF”) 1s the national federation governing equestrian sports in Germany. It has its
registered seat in Warendorf, Germany and is affiliated to the Fédération Equestre
Internationale.

Mr Christian Ahlmann, born on 17 December 1974, is an experienced international-
level show jumping rider of German nationality. He is a member of the German NF and
was selected to compete for the German national team in the 2008 Summer Olympic
Games held in China (hereinafter referred to as the “2008 Summer Games™). He is the
Person Responsible for the horse Coster.

The Fédération Equestre Internationale (hereinafter also referred to as the “FEI”) is the
worldwide governing body for equestrian sports. It has its seat in Lausanne,
Switzerland.

BACKGROUND; FACTS

The circumstances stated below are a summary of the main relevant facts, as established
on the basis of the written submissions of the parties and the evidence examined in the
course of the proceedings. Additional facts may be set out, where relevant, in
connection with the legal discussion (see below section V).

THE INCIDENT IN THE 2004 A THENS SUMMER OLYMPIC GAMES

Mr Christian Ahlmann was a member of the German show jumping team, which won
the team gold medal at the 2004 Athens Summer Olympic Games. The medal was
revoked after Goldfever, a German horse ridden by Mr Ludger Beerbaum, tested
positive for a prohibited substance.

THE ADVERSE ANALYTICAL FINDINGS OF THE HORSE COSTER AND THE PRELIMINARY
DECISION MADE BY THE FEI PRELIMINARY PANEL

Whilst the 2008 Summer Games were held in Beijing, China, all equestrian events took
place in Hong Kong between 8 and 21 August 2008. Mr Christian Ahlmann competed
in the Olympic show jumping with the horse Céster.

The fact that Mr Christian Ahlmann is, according to FEI rules, the Person Responsible
for the horse Coster is not put into question.

On 9 and 17 August 2008, with regard to the horse Coster, the authorised Veterinary
Commission/Delegate completed a medication form 3 (Authorisation for the Use of
Medication not listed as prohibited under FEI Regulations, namely saline) and a
medication form 1 (authorisation for Emergency Treatment, i.e. involving medication
with prohibited substances, namely mepivacaine and gentamicine), respectively. On
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both documents, the horse Coster was declared fit to compete. No request had been
made to the relevant authority for the use of Capsaicin and no medication form had been
supplied for this substance,

On 17 August 2008, following the Team Jumping Final — Round 2/Individual 2™
Qualifier, the horse Coster was selected for sampling. On the FEI Medication Control
Form, no statement was provided indicating that a Capsaicin-based substance had been
used on the animal.

On 18 August 2008, the analysis of the blood and urine of the A-samples collected from
the horse Coster was performed by the FEI approved laboratory, the Hong Kong Jockey
Club Racing Laboratory (hereafter referred to as “HKJC”). It is undisputed that both the
blood and urine samples tested positive for Capsaicin, i.e. a molecule which is the active
component of red peppers.

By fax dated 20 August 2008, Mr Christian Ahlmann was notified of the fact that the
analysis conducted on the samples of the horse Coster revealed the presence of the
prohibited substance Capsaicin. He was provisionally suspended with immediate effect.

On 21 August 2008, a preliminary hearing was held before the Preliminary Panel of the
FEI Tribunal, which considered that the positive findings were satisfactorily established
and held that Mr Christian Ahlmann had not been able to explain the presence of the
prohibited substance Capsaicin in the samples of his horse. This authority decided not to
lift Mr Christian Ahlmann’s provisional suspension, which was to remain in effect until
the final decision of the FEI Tribunal. The decision of the FEI Preliminary Panel was
notified to the rider on the same day.

On 22 August 2008, a confirmatory analysis was carried out on the B-samples of the
horse Coster. The test report issued on 24 August 2008 by the HKIC confirmed the
presence of Capsaicin,

In a press release dated 24 August 2008, Mr Christian Ahlmann explained that the horse
Coster suffered from chronic back pain since it participated in the Cannes International
Show Jumping Festival, which took place in June 2008. Since then and on a daily basis,
he had been treating the lumbago of the horse by applying on its back an ointment called
Equi-block. It is undisputed that this product contains Capsaicin.

THE FINAL DECISION OF THE FEI TRIBUNAL DATED 22 QCTOBER 2008

On 26 September 2008, a hearing was held before the FEI Tribunal. The parties to the
proceedings were the FEI and Mr Christian Ahlmann.

On 22 October 2008, the FEI Tribunal reached a decision, in which it concluded that the
FEI had sufficiently established the objective elements of a violation of the applicable
FEI Equine Anti-Doping and Medication Control Rules, 1" edition, effective 1 June
2007 (hereinafter referred to as the “EADMC Rules™).

The FEI Tribunal accepted that Mr Christian Ahlmann met his burden of proof “fo
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establish that the positive finding is the result of the use of Equi-Block”. but held that he
was “negligent to a material extent in using Equi-Block on the Horse's back — indeed in
using it apparently without seeking veterinary advice”.

Based notably on the report dated 20 August 2008 of the FEI Veterinarian, Mr Paul
Fairington, the FEI Tribunal held that, in regard to its particular properties, Capsaicin
could qualify

o either as a doping substance because it falls into the category of hypersensitising
agents (for instance when applied to the front of the legs, in order to produce a
burning sensation to unduly sensitise the limb(s) to touching poles to make the horse
more responsive to pain in its jomping efforts);

° or as a prohibited substance “Medication Class A”, due to its possible improvement
in the performance of the horse resulting from the pain relief.

In the presence of such a substance with hypersensitising as well as pain relieving
qualities, the FEI Tribunal considered that “the FEI has to prove more than the mere
existence of the substance. The Tribunal is of the opinion that this is particular so when
the same substance has, based on the evidence of the FEI itself, legitimate therapeutic
qualities and constitires also a medication A substance. As the 'prosecutor’, the FEI

has to be specific in the claims and prove all required elements of the violation”.

Based on the evaluation of the evidence offered, the FEI Tribunal found that there had
been no proof of an actual hypersensitisation of the legs of the horse Cister and
therefore that only a “Medication Class A” offence had been established.

Therefore, the FEI Tribunal ruled as follows:

“1) The PR shall be suspended for a period of four (4) months (namely, 120 days)
which period has commenced on the date of the application of the provisional
suspension, 21 August 2008;

2) The PR is fined CHF 2,000.-, and

3} The PR shall contribute CHF 1,500.- towards the legal costs of the judicial
procedure. This takes into account the fact that the proceedings in this case
were assisted by the PR’s counsel acceptance of procedures that speeded up
the hearing and finalization of this case”.

The same day, the FEI Tribunal’s decision (hereinafter referred to as the “Appealed
Decision™) was notified to the German NF, to Mr Christian Ahlmann and his counsel
and to the International Olympic Committee.

Mr Christian Ahlmann served the suspension imposed upon him by the FEI Tribunal
and returned to competition as of 19 December 2008.
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III. PROCEEDINGS BEFORE THE CAS

I11.1 THE APPEAL OF THE GERMAN NF — APPEAL PROCEDURE CAS 2008/A/1700

24.

25.

26.

On 13 November 2008, the German NF filed a Statement of Appeal with the Court of
Arbitration for Sport (hereinafter referred to as the “CAS™). It challenged the Appealed
Decision, submitting the following request for relief:

“The Decision subject to appeal shall be amended as follows:

(1) The PR shall be declared ineligible for a period which the Panel deems
appropriate for Doping Prohibited Substances but no less than eight (8)
months, which period shall commence on the date of the application of the
provisional suspension, 21 Augusr 2008;

(2) The PR shall be fined CHF 2000; and

(3) The PR shall contribute CHF 1500 towards the legal costs of the judicial
procedure (of the FEI Tribunal).

(4) The FEI and the PR shall joinily and severally bear the costs of this arbitral
proceeding and contribute an amount to the legal costs of the FN according to
article R64.5 of the Code of Sports-related Arbitration”.

Pursuant to article R51 of the Code of Sports-related Arbitration (hereinafter referred to
as the “"CAS Code”), the German NF was granted a 10-day extension from the
expiration of its initial deadline to file its Appeal Brief, which it did on 10 December
2008, by registered mail. This document contains a statement of the facts and legal
arguments accompanied by supporting documents.

On 2 February 2009, Mr Christian Ahlmann filed an Answer, with the following
motions and requests for relief:

“Procedural Morions

1. That the Appeal of the “Deutsche Reiterliche Vereinigung” (German NF) be
deemed withdrawn due to failure to file the Appeal Brief timely;

2. Secondarily, thar the Appeal of the German NF be dismissed due to lack of
legitimate interest.

3. Should none of the procedural motions 1-2 be granted, that all evidence not
presented and all witnesses not heard before the FEI Tribunal be declared
inadmissible evidence based on articles 170.6 and 170.7 FEI General
Regulations.

Requests for Relief

1. That the Appeal of the German NF be dismissed on the merits:

2. That the costs of the arbitration and the legal costs of Mr. Ahlmann be borne
Jointly by the German NF and the FEI”.



CAS 2008/A/1700 & CAS 2008/A/1710 page 6

II1.2 THE APPEAL OF MR CHRISTIAN AHLMANN — APPEAL PROCEDURE CAS 2008/A/1710

27. On 19 November 2008, Mr Christian Ahlmann filed a Statement of Appeal with the
CAS. He challenged the Appealed Decision submitting the following request for relief:

“The Decision subject to appeal shall be amended as follows:

The PR shall be suspended for a period of Three (3) months, which period has
commenced on the date of the application of the provisional suspension, 21
August 2008,

Alternatively:

In case the suspension of 4 months has already run off in the moment the
Arbitration Panel takes its decisions it is requested fo state that a suspension
of more than 3 months was contrary to law.

In both cases we request:

The Respondent shall bear the costs of this arbitral proceeding and contribute
an aniount to the legal costs of the Appellant according to R 64.5 of the Code
of Sports-related Arbitration”.

28. On 25 December 2008, Mr Christian Ahlmann filed his Appeal Brief, containing a
statement of the facts and legal arguments accompanied by supporting documents.

29, On 2 February 2009, the German NF filed an Answer and maintained “irs Request for
Relief as formulated in its Appeal dated 13 November 2008 (Statement of Appeal) and
10 December 2008 (Appeal Brief) also for the purpose of this Answer”.

IIL.3 THE ANSWER OF THE FEI TO BOTH APPEALS

30. On 24 February 2009, the FEI submitted an Answer to both appeals containing the
following prayers for relief:

“The Fédération FEquestre Internationale respectfully requests the CAS Panel 1o
make an Award to:
- dismiss the appeal filed by the PR in its entivety,

- decide in its discretion on the appeal brought by the GER-NF and as to
whether (and, if so, how) the PR should be sanctioned for a rule violation
Class ‘Doping’ in accordance with Article 10.1 EADCMR;

- order the Appellants to pay any and all costs of these appeal arbitration
proceedings, including a participation towards the legal costs incurred by the
Fédération Equestre Internationale;

- dismiss any other relief sought by the Appellants”.
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II1.4 THE PARTIES’ SUBMISSIONS

a) The German NF

31.

The submissions of the German NF, in essence, may be summarized as follows:

The appeal of the German NF is admissible and was filed in a timely manner.

The application by Mr Christian Ahlmann of Equi-Block on the horse Céster and
the presence of Capsaicin in its A and B samples constitute an anti-doping rule
violation prohibited by the EADMC Rules.

In the case at hand, “the definition of doping in the FEI Prohibited List has been
met in at least three respects, because (a) Capsaicin has the potential 1o affect the
performance of a horse, (b) it has no generally accepted use in competition horses,
and (c) it has actually been used to hypersensitise or desensitise body parts of the
Horse”.

Contrary to the findings of the FEI Tribunal and in order to establish an anti-doping
rule violation, the EADMC Rules do not place the burden of proof upon the FEI to
demonstrate an actual hypersensitisation of the legs of the horse Coster.

The “fact that this is an anti-doping rule violation and nor a medication rule
violation must lead to an accentuation of the sanction as provided in article 10.1 of
the EADMC™.

b) Mr Christian Ahlmann

32

Mr Christian Ahlmann’s submissions, in essence, may be summarized as follows:

The Appeal Brief of the German NF was not filed in a timely manner and,
therefore, must be dismissed.

The German NF has no legitimate interest to lodge an appeal.
The evidence not presented before the FEI Tribunal must be disregarded.

The FEI Equine Prohibited List is unclear, misleading and has not been adapted to
scientific and technical progresses. Furthermore, it does not comply with general
legal principles or Swiss law. Notably, because it only provides an illustrative list
of doping substances, the FEI Equine Prohibited List falls short of providing a
precise definition of “doping”. “Therefore, according to the applicable Swiss civil
law the FEI's Equine Prohibited list must be interpreted in favour of Mr. Ahlmann
meaning that:

- in case of doubis about the therapeutic effect of Capsaicin the violation under
the Equine Prohibited List must be denied:

- in case of uncertainty about the applicable category of the offence (doping,

medication class A or medication Class B), the category with the mildest
sanction has to be chosen’.

- Capsaicin is a very common substance that can be found in many authorised herbal

products, feed supplements and care-products for horses such as Equi-block, which
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can be bought in many countries and at some FEI Sporting events. Capsaicin is
commonly used in horse training. Under such circamstances, Mr Christian
Ahlmann could not be expected to have known that he was doing something wrong
when using a Capsaicin-based product. That is particularly true since Capsaicin is
not expressly mentioned on the FEI Equine Prohibited List and since many
experienced veterinarians ignored that this substance was prohibited until the 2008
Summer Games. “Ir would grossly contravene the principles of justice to sanction
Mr. Ahlmann based on arbitrary rules that can only be understood by a small
group of insiders and that leave grey areas berween medication and doping and
between legal and illegal practises. Further, such grey areas have o be interpreted
in favour of Mr. Ahlmann, meaning that in case of doubts (grey area) a practice
must be considered legal.

Capsaicin concentration in Equi-block is too low for a therapeutic effect. It
exclusively serves the purpose of enhancing the effectiveness of a manual massage
and, hence, must be regarded as a care-product. “According to article 3.1 EADMC-
R, the German NF has to establish the doping or medication rule violation with a
standard of proof thar is greater than a mere balance of probabiliry but less than
proof beyond a reasonable doubt. The proof presented by Mr. Ahlmann establishes
that the concentration found in Equi-Block is too low for any therapeuric effect.
Hence, not only the German NF failed to establish a medication offence, but
Mr. Ahlmann has proven the contrary”.

If Capsaicin is a prohibited substance, it would only constitute a “Medication Class
A" case, as it was not applied to the front of the legs of the animal, to unduly
sensitise its limb(s).

Should Mr Christian Ahlmann be held responsible for an anti-doping rule violation,
a four-month suspension is a severe penalty, inconsistent with sanctions imposed in
the past under similar circumstances.

submissions of the FEL in essence, may be summarized as follows:

“The FEI Prohibited List refers to the substance’s ‘potential’ for a certain use, and
not the ‘probability’ of such use in each concrete case. This is supported by the
wording of Article 146 FEI GR ‘use of any substance or method that has the
potential to harm the Horse or to enhance its performance is Sforbidden’ (emphasis
added) and the French wording of the FEI Prohibited List ‘susceptibles’. When a
substance is defined through its potential effects there is no possibility to argue that
the substance did not have those effects in a particular case’.

“It was the very purpose of the introduction by all sports-governing bodies of the
so-called “analytical offence’ to allow for a finding of a rule violation on the sole
basis of the detection of a substance in an athlete’s ~ or horse’s — system. Unless
the FEI has introduced a threshold for a particular substance — which it has not
done for Capsaicin, being neither an endogenous substance nor a common
environmental contaminant, the mere presence of the substance constitutes a rule
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violation, regardless of its concentration, its performance-enhancing effects or its
origin in the particular”.

- The FEI Tribunal erred in its approach when it decided that in the presence of a
substance with hypersensitising as well as pamn-relieving qualities, the FEI must
prove more than the mere existence of the substance.

- Capsaicin 1s a substance that can be used for hypersensitisation and is therefore a
hypersensitising or sensitising agent under the FE] Prohibited List. Those properties
are per se sufficient to characterise Capsaicin as a doping substance.

- The use of Capsaicin as a pain-reliever seems unlikely, as there are better
alternatives for horses,

- Regarding the sanction, Mr Christian Ahlmann has not discharged his burden of
proof that he bore no fault or negligence for the violation of the EADMC Rules.

I11.5 THE HEARING

34,

A hearing was held on 5 March 2009 at the CAS premises in Lausanne. All the
members of the Panel were present. The parties raised no objection regarding the
constitution of the Panel.

The following persons attended the hearing:
- For the German NF, its legal director, Mr Joachim Wann, assisted by its attorney,

Mr Stephan Netzle.

- Mr Christian Ahlmann accompanied by his attorneys, Ms Monika Gattiker and Mr
Uif Walz,

- For the FEL its legal counsel, Ms Carolin Fischer, assisted by its attorneys Mr Xavier
Favre-Bulle and Ms Marjolaine Viret.

- Mr Georg Ahlmann, Mr Christian Ahlmann’s father, who was admitted by the parties
as an observer to the hearing.

With the consent of the parties, the Panel decided to hear the various expert witnesses
summoned by the parties in conferencing format, at the same time allowing the parties
the possibility to examine and cross-examine them. The Panel heard evidence from the
following expert witnesses:

- Mr Manfred Kietzmann, Professor of Toxicology and Pharmacology at the Institute
for Pharmacelogy, Toxicology and Pharmacy School of Veterinary Medicine, in
Hanover, Germany.

- Mr Bjorn Nolting, the team veterinarian of the German NF.
- Mr Paul Farrington, the FEI Veterinarian.

- Mr Peter Cronau, veterinarian for horses, specialist in equine surgery.
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- Mr Marc Gogny, head of the Department of Pharmacology and Toxicology, National
Veterinary School, in Nantes, France.

- Mr Richard Corde, veterinarian at the Clinique Vétérinaire du Domaine de Grosbois.

- Mr Jonas Tornell, the show jumping team veterinarian of the Swedish national team.

Messrs Gogny, Corde and Tornell were heard, with the agreement of the parties and the
Panel via teleconference pursuant to article R44.2, para. 4, of the Code.

Each expert witness heard by the Panel was instructed by the President of the Panel
regarding his obligation to testify truthfully subject to the consequences provided by the
law. Each expert witness was examined and cross-examined by the parties as well as
questioned by the Panel. The parties were then given opportunity to present their cases,
submit their arguments and answer the questions posed by the Panel. After the parties’
final submissions, the Panel closed the hearing and reserved its final award. The Panel
heard carefully and took into account in its discussion and subsequent deliberation all
the evidence and the arguments presented by the parties even if they have not been
summarized herein. Upon closure, the parties expressly stated that they did not have any
objection in respect of their right to be heard and to be treated equally in these
arbitration proceedings.

DISCUSSION
CAS JURISDICTION

The jurisdiction of the CAS, which is not disputed, derives from article 35 of the FEI
Statutes, 22nd edition, effective 15 April 2007 (hereinafter referred to as the “FEI
Statutes™), article 170.1.3 of the FEI General Regulations, 22nd edition, effective 1
June 2007 (hereinafter referred to as the “FEI GR™), article 12.2 of the EADMC Rules
and article R47 of the Code. The jurisdiction of the Panel is further confirmed by the
order of procedure duly signed by the parties.

It follows that the CAS has jurisdiction to decide the present dispute.
APPLICABLE LAW
Article R58 of the Code provides the following:

“The Panel shall decide the dispute according to the applicable regularions and
the rules of law chosen by the parties or, in the absence of such a choice,
according to the law of the country in which the federation, association or sports-
related body which has issued the challenged decision is domiciled or according
to the rules of law, the application of which the Panel deems appropriate. In the
latter case, the Panel shall give reasons for its decision.”

Pursuant to article 35.3 of the FEI Statutes “The parties concerned acknowledge and
agree that the seat of the CAS is in Lausanne, Switzerland, and that proceedings before
the CAS are governed by Swiss Law.”
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It follows that the FEI Regulations and Swiss law are applicable to the present case.
ADMISSIBILITY

Mr Christian Ahlmann submits that the appeal of the German NF should be dismissed
because a) it was not filed in a timely manner and b) because the German NF has no
legitimate interest to appeal before the CAS.

A) The Timely Appeal of the German NF

Pursuant to article 12.3 of the EADMC Ruies, “The time to file an appeal to CAS shall
be thirty (30} days from the date of dispatch of the decision to the appealing party”. The
decision of the FEI Tribunal was issued on 22 October 2008.

The statements of appeal of the German NF and of Mr Christian Ahlmann were filed
respectively on 13 and 19 November 2008, i.e., before expiration of the deadline. Both
parties submitted their Appeal Brief within the time extension granted to them by the
Deputy President of the CAS Appeals Arbitration Division.

However, Mr Christian Ahlmann is of the opinion that the appeal of the German NF
should be dismissed as it was filed by registered mail only, and not by “courier or
faesimile”, as provided under article R31, para. 3, first sentence, of the CAS Code. This
provision states as follows: “All communications from the parties intended for CAS or
the Panel shall be sent by courier or facsimile to the CAS, failing which they shall be
declared inadmissible.” The French version of this provision reads as follows: “Les
communications émanant des parties er destinées au TAS ou a Ila Formation sont
adressées par courrier etfon par télécopie an Greffe du TAS, sous peine
d’irrecevabilité.”

The Code exists in a French and in an English version. According to its articles S24 and
R68, in the event of any divergence, the French text shall prevail. In English, the word
“courier” primarily refers to an express messenger which forwards shipments of
documents on an expedited basis to their designated addressees. However, the French
term “‘courrier” may encompass a full range of postal services, including “registered
mails”.

Considering that the German NF is represented by a Swiss lawyer, with his office in
Switzerland, that all its submissions were made from Switzerland, that it filed its
Statement of Appeal well before the end of the 30-day deadline allotted by the EADMC
Rules, that its Appeal Brief was sent before midnight on the last day on which such time
limits expired (in conformity with article R32 of the Code), that its Appeal Brief was
received on 12 December 2008 by the CAS Court Office (i.e., less than 48 hours after
dispatch), the Panel takes the position that the term “‘courier”/ courrier” must not be
interpreted restrictively and can indeed — at the very least — include the “registered mail”
service of the Swiss Post Office. This service of the Swiss Post Office is just as speedy
and offers the same traceability as private companies. This position is consistent with
the established practice of CAS and with the principles laid down in the jurisprudence
of the Swiss Federal Court with regard to the formal conditions required for submitting
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an appeal in Switzerland (See ATF 121 I 252). Any other approach would lead to
excessive formalism, incompatible with the German NF’s right to be heard and would
be unjustified in the view of the circumstances of the present case.

It follows that the German NF filed its appeal in a proper and timely manner.
Accordingly, the appeal is deemed by the Panel to be admissible.

B) The Standing of the German NF to file an Appeal

Mr Christtan Ahlmann claims that the German NF has no right to appeal as it has no
tangible interest of a financial or sporting nature at stake and is not affected by the
Appealed Decision issued on 22 October by the FEI Tribunal. Therefore, he asserts that
the German NF has no legitimate interest to file an appeal which hence renders it
inadmissible as a consequence.

According to article 170, para. 1 of the FEI GR, “An Appeal may be lodged by any
person or body with a legitimate interest against any Decision made by any person or
body authorised under the Statutes, GRs or Sport Rules, provided it is admissible.”

Article 12.2 of the EADMC Rules relating to “Appeals from Decisions Regarding Anti-
Doping and Medication Control Rule Violations, Consequences, and Provisional
Suspensions” provides notably the following:

“12.2.1 In cases arising from competition in an International Event the decision
may be appealed exclusively to the Court of Arbitration for Sport {“CAS”) in
accordance with the provisions applicable before such court (...)

12.2.2 In cases under Article 12.2.1, the following parties shall have the right to
appeal to CAS: (a) the Person Responsible who is the subject of the decision
being appealed; (b) the other party to the case in which the decision was
rendered; (c) the FEIL; (d) the Person Responsible’s National Federation and (e)
the International Olympic Committee or International Paralympic Committee

{(..)".

Despite the clear text of article 12.2.2 of the EADMC Rules, Mr Christian Ahlmann
asserts that this provision should not be taken into consideration as it is in conflict with
article 170, para. | of the FEI GR which must therefore prevail in accordance with
article 15.5 of the EADMC Rules.

The Panel does not perceive any conflict to exist between the EADMC Rules and the
FEI GR which are, in the view of the Panel, obviously complementary. This is
confirmed by article 100.8, first sentence of the FEI GR (“The Sport Rudes must be read
in conjunction with the GRs”). Article 170, para. 1 of the FEI GR is the general
regulation and article 12.2.2 of the EADMC Rules is the lex specialis. This Tast
provision clearly identifies the circle of entities and persons who are enabled to lodge
“Appeals from Decisions Regarding Anti-Doping and Medication Control Rule
Violations”, i.e., who by definition have a “legitimate interest” to submit such appeals.
The Panel concedes that an issue could arise with regard to an appeal submitted by a
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person with a legitimate interest (as provided by article 170, para. 1, of the FEI GR), but
who s not mentioned in article 12.2.2 of the EADMC Rules. However, the Panel does
not need to deal with this issue as it is not relevant to the decision in the present
proceedings.

In addition, the Panel observes that the German NF is a member of the FEI which is an
association established and organized in accordance with articles 60 et seq. of the Swiss
Civil Code (see article 4 of the FEI Statutes). The right to contest a resolution of an
association pursuant to article 75 of the Swiss Civil Code (or, alternatively, pursuant to
an arbitration clause) is a mandatory right of membership (cf. HANS NATER, Mandarory
State Law as part of the CAS Appeals Process: Must Art. 75, Swiss CC, as a mandatory
provision of Swiss law, be considered?, in CAS Newsletter, N° 4, October 20006, p. 23).
This provision applies to resolutions made not only by the highest decision-making
organ, but also by a lower internal body, provided that all internal procedures and
remedies have been exhausted and provided that the resolution is final (ATF 118 II 12;
ATE 132 111 503).

The FEI Tribunal is the FEI competent body for the administration of justice and its
deciston of 22 October 2008 is final. As a member of the FEL the German NF must
comply with the Statutes, general regulations, sporting rules and any decision issued by
the authorized bodies of the FEI in relation to the conduct of international equestrian
events (see article 2.6 of the FEI Statutes). The German NF has, therefore, a direct
interest to intervene when its opinions and views diverge from those of the FEI Tribunal
on the interpretation of the FEI rules and annexes (namely article 3 of the EADMC
Rules and the FEI Equine Prohibited list). One might actually expect the German NF to
promote and support, by all means, the fair and correct application of the regulations,
especially when fairness in sport and the health of horses are at stake. This lies in the
legitimate interests of the German NF and of all its members.

Moreover, the German NF was not permitted to participate in the proceedings before the
FEI Tribunal. Tt was not in a position to review or respond to Mr Christian Ahlmann’s
allegations until it initiated the instant proceeding before the CAS which constitutes the
first chance for the German NF to exercise its right to be heard. There is no doubt in the
view of the Panel that the image and reputation of the German NF sustained
considerable damage following the revocation of the Gold Medal in two consecutive
Summer Olympics. This occurrence might indeed suggest, in the public’s perception,
the existence of carelessness and superficiality of the German NF in the prevention and
prosecution of doping violations. As a consequence, in the view of the Panel, it lies
indeed in the interests of the German NF, both from a sporting and financial perspective,
to attempt to rectify the situation and to reinstate itself in the public’s perception.

Based on the foregoing, the Panel is of the opinion that the German NF has standing to
appeal under article 12.2.2 of the EADMC Rules and article 170 par. 1 of the FEI GR.

C) Congclusion

For all the above reasons, the Panel hoids that the appeal of the German NF is
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admissible. The same is the case with regard to the appeal filed by Mr Christian
Ahlmann and the procedural measures undertaken by the FEI, all of which were filed in
a timely manner and in compliance with the other requirements of the Code.

JOINDER

As confirmed by the CAS Court Office on 28 November 2008, the iwo appeal
procedures (CAS 2008/A/1700 and CAS 2008/A/1710} have been consolidated with the
parties” unanimous consent. Therefore, the Panel shall render one commeon award for
both appeals.

PROCEDURAL MOTIONS
A) Admissibility of New Evidence

Based on article 170.7 of the FEI GR, Mr Christian Ahlmann alleges that evidence
which was not presented to the FEI Tribunal is inadmissible. This provision reads as
follows: “No new evidence may be presented on Appeal, other than in circumstances
where it is shown that such new evidence could not have been obtained, with reasonable
diligence, prior to the hearing before the first instance”.

However, the Panel wishes to note that article 12.2.1 of the EADMC Rules provides as
follows: “In cases arising from competition in an International Event the decision may
be appealed exclusively 1o the Court of Arbitration for Sport (‘CAS’) in accordance with
the provisions applicable before such court. Subject to these provisions, evidence that
should have been readily available at the hearing before the FEI Hearing Body and had
not been presented to such Hearing Body shall be inadmissible on appeal”.

The Panel remarks that, owing to the above quoted proviso “Subject to these
provisions”, article 12.2.1 of the EADMC Rules grants priority to the CAS Code over
FEI evidence rules with regard to anti-doping and medication cases. Stated differently,
the provisions of the CAS Code supersede the EADMC Rules.

Among the “provisions applicable before” the CAS, the Panel refers to article R57,
para. 1 of the CAS Code which reads as follows:

“R57 Scope of Panel’s Review, Hearing

The Panel shall have full power to review the facts and the law. It may issue a
new decision which replaces the decision challenged or annul the decision and
refer the case back 1o the previous instance. Upon itransfer of the file, the
President of the Panel shall issue directions in connection with the hearing for the
examination of the parties, the witnesses and the experts, as well as for the oral
argiments. He may also request communication of the file of the federation,
association or sports-related body, whose decision is the subject of the appeal.
Articles R44.2 and R44.3 shall apply.”
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Under article R57 of the CAS Code, the Panel’s scope of review is fundamentally
unrestricted. It has full power to review the facts and the law and may even request ex
officio the production of further evidence. In other words, the Panel not only has the
power to establish whether the decision of the disciplinary body being challenged was
lawful or not, but also to issue an independent decision based on the regulations of the
interested federation {(CAS 2004/A/607 Galabin Boevski v. IWF; CAS 2004/A/633
IAAF v. FFA & Mr Choukt; CAS 2005/A/1001 Fulham EC (1987) Limited v. FIFA;
CAS 2006/A/1153 WADA v/ Portuguese Football Federation & Nuno Assis Lopes de
Almeida). The CAS Code contemplates a full hearing de novo of the original matter and
grants the CAS Panel the authority to render a new decision superseding that rendered
by the previous instance. The “full power” granted the deciding Panel under the CAS
Code precludes any notion that the Panel must abide by restrictions on evidence which
may or may not have been adduced in previous proceedings before a national or
international disciplinary tribunal. National or international sports organizations may
freely decide to accept or not to accept the arbitral jurisdiction of the CAS; however,
when they do accept the CAS’s jurisdiction they necessarily accept the application of the
basic principles of the CAS Code, including the principle of a de novo review of the
case. The CAS must, therefore, be accorded the unrestricted right to examine not only
the procedural aspects of an appealed decision, but also, and above all, to review and
evaluate all facts and legal issues involved in the dispute.

This unlimited scope of review is especially justified and fundamental in the case at
hand as the German NF was not a party to the proceedings in the previous instance.

In addition, the Panel observes that all parties — including Mr Christian Ahlmann —
availed themselves of new evidence subsequent to the hearing before the FEI Tribunal.
Moreover, in the case at hand, the Panel can find no “evidential ambush” which might
have given unfair advantages to one or the other party.

As a result, the Panel accepts all the evidence presented before it.

B) Admissibility of new arguments presented by Mr Christian Ahlmann in his
Answer.

The FEI submits that the “The CAS Panel should not accept such litigation by ambush
where an appellant comes up with entirely new appellate arguments in an answer
submission (...). These new points and exhibits brought in defence to an appeal and not
in appeal should be disregarded as belated and therefore inadmissible”.

The CAS Code prohibits only the submission of new arguments after the filing of the
Appeal Brief and the Answer, except when agreed to by all parties (see article R56 of
the CAS Code). Furithermore, it does not limit the content of an Answer. The latter
should contain “a starement of defence; any defence of lack of jurisdiction, any
counterclaim, any exhibits or specification of other evidence upon which the
Respondent intends 1o rely” (article R55 of the CAS Code). In the case at hand, Mr
Christian Ahlmann had the right to file an Answer to the Appeal Brief of the German
NF containing new argumentation.
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In his Answer, Mr Christian Ahlmann raised procedural motions and focused his
arguments in support of his request for dismissal of the appeal of the German NI on the
alleged belated filing and lack of standing or legitimate interest. With regard to the
merits, Mr Christian Ahlmann did not amend his original submissions or the request for
relief set forth in his own Statement of Appeal. As to the new arguments presented in
Mr Christian Ahlmann’s Answer, it lies at the discretion of the Panel to assess their
relevance.

Furthermore, Mr Christian Ahlmann’s new arguments resulted in no adverse effect on
the FEI's position, the latter having filed its own submissions after the receipt of Mr
Christian Ahlmann’s Answer. The FEI had the possibility to present factual and legal
reasoning in connection with these so-called “new arguments” and to comment on the
entire breadth of Mr Christian Ahlmann’s submissions, to address the evidence
produced by him and to challenge such evidence by adducing its own evidence.

For all the above reasons, the Panel is of the view that the procedural motion of the FEI
must be dismissed.

IV.6 THE MERITS

75.

76.

77.

It is undisputed that Capsaicin was found in the blood and urine samples collected from
the horse Coster. Stated differently, the accuracy of the testing methods, the test results
and the positive findings have been accepted by the parties.

The German NF and the FEI claim that the positive finding constitute an anti-doping
rule violation, whereas Mr Christian Ahlmann asserts that the violation constitutes — at
the most — a “Medication Class A” offence. However, the rider’s first line of defence is
that, because the findings evidence a very low concentration of Capsaicin, Equi-Block
must be classified as a care product without any therapeutic effect and cannot be
sanctioned within the parameters of the “ambiguous and unclear Equine prohibited
List”.

In view of the above, the main issues to be resolved by the Panel are:

a)  What rule violation has been committed?

b) What is the appropriate sanction?

IV.6.1 What rule violation has been committed?

78.

79.

The applicable FEI regulations include three classes of prohibited substances: Doping,
Medication class A and Medication Class B (see article 2 of the EADMC Rules). In the
present case, it is accepted by the parties that the conditions for a Medication Class B
are not met.

A) The FEI Rules and their compatibility with Swiss law

Article 146, para. 1 of the FEI GR reads as follows: “The use of any substance or
method that has the potential to harm the Horse or to enhance lis performance is
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forbidden. The precise rules concerning Prohibited Substances and Medication Control

are laid down in the EADMCRs”.

Article 2.1.1 of the EADMC Rules reads as fotlows: It is each Person Responsible’s
personal duty to ensure that no Prohibited Substance is present in his or her Horse’s
body during an Event. Persons Responsible are responsible for any Prohibited
Substance found ro be present in their Horse’s bodily Samples. Accordingly, it is not
necessary thar intent, fault, negligence or knowing Use on the Person Responsible’s
part be demonstrated in order to establish an anti-doping or medication control
violation under Article 2.17.

Article 2.1.2 of the EADMC Rules reads as follows: “Excepting those substances for
which a quantitative threshold is specifically identified in the Equine Prohibited List,
the detected presence of any quantity of a Prohibited Substance in a Horse’s Sample
shall constitute a rule violation”.

Article 2.2 of the EADMC Rules reads as follows: “The success or failure of the Use of
a Prohibited Substance or a Prohibited Method is not material. It is sufficient that the
Prohibited Substance or Prohibited Method was Used for a rule violation to be
conmmitied”.

Article 4.1 of the EADMC Rules provides that the EADMC Rules incorporate the FEI
Equine Prohibited List, which reads as follows, where relevant:

“PROHIBITED SUBSTANCES {DOPING)

Agents, cocktails or mixtures of substances that may affect the performance of a
horse; masking agents; substances with no generally accepted medical use in
competition horses; substances which are usually products prescribed for use in
luunans or other species; agents used to hypersensitise or desensitise the limbs or
body parts, including but not limited to:

{...)

° hypersensitizing or sensitizing agents {organic or inorganic or other
substances likely to have been applied to body parts or to tack to influence
performance);

(..

and other substances with a similar chemical structure or similar biological

effeci(s ).
PROHIBITED SUBSTANCES (MEDICATION CLASS A)

Agents which could influence performance by relieving pain, sedating, stinulating
or producing/modifying other physiological or behavioural effects, including:
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{...)

and other substances with a similar chemical structure or similar biological

effect(s).”

The Panel notes that the FEI rules put in place a system according to which the mere
presence of a prohibited substance in the horse’s body constitutes a rule violation
regardless of its concentration, its performance-enhancing effects or its origin, and that
the PR is responsible for any such prohibited substance found to be present in the
horse’s bodily samples.

The Panel finds that the FEI disciplinary system is indeed compatible with the principles
and statutes of Swiss law. Importantly, the Swiss Federal Court has recently ruled that
this disciplinary system, based on strict liability, is fully justified in equestrian sport by
prevailing public interest, as the fight against doping tends to safeguard parity among
competitors and fairness of competitions, protect the animals™ health, maintain breeding
quality, combat the use of dangerous substances, preserve the integrity of the sport, and
ensure that a good example is set for young people. These objectives are unanimously
recognised by sports organisations and government institutions (ATF 134 1IIT 193, p.
203, para. 4.6.3.2.2; in the same sense, see CAS 2008/A/1569 Kiirten v/FEI paras. 7.6 -
7.7: CAS 2008/A/1654 B, Alves v/FEI, paras. 5.18 — 5.23).

The Panel remarks also that Mr Christian Ahlmann’s allegation that the FEI regulations
are “very unfair” and do not comply with article 7 of the Swiss Cartel Law is
unsubstantiated by any evidence or market analysis. In particular, the rider has not even
tried to define the relevant market, has not adduced any evidence on how the allegedly
abusive conduct of FEI affects the economic activities of riders and has not concretely
explained how the Swiss Cartel Law has been violated. Certainly, it cannot be argued
that the FEI disciplinary rules run afoul of antitrust law because sometimes competitors
are suspended and cannot perform their economic activity, as this would be tantamount
to asserting that criminal laws alter competition between entrepreneurs when,
occasionally, an entrepreneur is imprisoned and thus excluded from the market. In short,
the Panel holds that Mr Christian Ahimann’s submission based on Swiss Cartel Law is
too vague and unsupported by any economic evidence and must thus be disregarded.

B) Capsaicin as a prohibited substance having a doping effect

On the basis of the ample evidence put forward by the experts, the Panel harbours no
doubt that Capsaicin is a prohibited substance having first an hypersensitising effect and
then a pain relieving effect.

In particular, all the experts heard by the Panel agreed that a treatment with a Capsaicin-
based product has an unavoidable two-step effect:

—Firstly, when applied to the skin, Capsaicin induces an immediate sensation of burning
and pain. This effect is caused by the interaction with receptors located on sensory nerve
terminals and causes a skin sensitisation. In other words, after topical administration,
Capsaicin causes a sensation comparable to an inflammatory reaction with stimulation
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of the nerves, which can last between 10 minutes to 2 hours. This phenomenon is called
hyperalgesia as it has a hypersensitising effect.

—Secondly, the burning sensation is replaced by an analgesic effect and removal of pain
by desensitisation. As explained in the instruction leaflet for Equi-block, Capsaicin
“depletes and prevents the accumulation of Substance P. Substance P is a little known
chemical that triggers the pain signal sent to the brain”. The loss of sensation of pain
results from an interruption in the nervous system pathway between the injured area
sense and the brain. This effect can last between 2 and 3 hours.

The Panel must accept the unanimous experts’ opinion, according to which the above
effects are necessarily consecutive, as the analgesic effect is the consequence of the
hypersensitising effect. It is not possible to obtain the decrease of the pain perception
without passing through the hyperalgesia stage. Capsaicin has an analgesic effect
because, previously, it hypersensitises the body part on which it is applied. In the
Panel’s view, the fact that Capsaicin is also a pain-reliever does not and cannot elude
the fact that it is indeed an “agent wused to hypersensitise or desensitise the limbs or body
paris”, thus to be considered as a doping substance.

Based on the above, the Panel finds that by establishing the presence of Capsaicin in the
bodily samples of the horse Coster, the FEI has proven that, at some phase, some part of
the horse’s body has necessarily been hypersensitised and, accordingly, that a doping
offence — as defined by the FEI Equine Prohibited List — has effectively occurred.

The Panel does not share the FEI Tribunal’s view that “the FEI has to prove more than
the mere existence of the substance”, because this would imply that the FEI has not only
the burden of proving the presence of Capsaicin, but that it also must demonstrate the
wrongful act itself, i.e., the application of Capsaicin on a limb or on any other part of the
horse’s body. Most of the times, such evidentiary burden would be nearly impossible to
meet. The expert witnesses explained to the Panel that this substance is difficult to
detect because it does not leave traces on the skin (in particular if the horse is dark-
coloured) and is absolutely untraceable in the horse’s bodily fluids after a few hours. In
this respect, Mr Jonas Tornell testified to the Panel that after the positive findings for
Capsaicin at the 2008 Summer Games, the Swedish equestrian national team adopted a
rule according to which a horse treated with Capsaicin cannot compete for the next 96
hours in order to avoid any positive findings.

As a resuit, the CAS Panel concurs with the FEI when it submits that “No product is
specifically designed to hypersensitise a horse’s legs to increase his performance. Thus,
any PR could simply declare that he used the substance for its original — e.g.
therapeuric — purposes 1o escape any charge of doping. The effective use of the
substance would be impossible to prove in most cases. This would make the fight
against doping illusory, precisely against those types of offences which must be viewed
as particularly serious, because they also put the horse’s health and welfare at risk”.
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In conclusion, the Panel holds that Mr Christian Ahlmann must be considered as having
committed a doping offence prohibited by the applicable FEI regulations and must take
responsibility for it (see articles 142 of the FEI GR and 10 of the EADMC Rules).

C) Irrelevance of the other issues concerning Capsaicin

The parties have debated at length several issues concerning Capsaicin, in particufar,
those related to the fact that a) Capsaicin-based products must be registered under state
laws, by it is commonly used in the equestrian world, c) its concentration in Equi-block
is too low to have any therapeutic effect, d) alternative drugs are more appropriate to
treat the chronic back pains of the horse.

In fact, having evaluated the experts’ oral and written statements, the Panel observes
that there are divergent views on several aspects concerning Capsaicin. While some
experts assert that this substance is not registered in Germany and is therefore illegal in
this country (Mr Bjorn Nolting) and probably in the rest of Europe (Mr Manfred
Klietzman), other experts claim that it is authorised in many places, where it can
actually be bought over the counter (Mr Jonas Tornell, Mr Peter Cronau and Mr Thomas
Tobin). Mr Peter Cronau maintains that, because of the low concentration of Capsaicin
in Equi-block, this product must be classified as a skin care product, mainly used as a
massage ointment. This assertion is contested by others (Messrs Manfred Kietzmann,
Bjorn Nolting, Paul Farrington, Marc Gogny, Richard Corde). There is also
disagreement between those who allege that Capsaicin is rarely used for its analgesic
properties (Mr Marc Gogny), those who contend that it is a very common substance that
can be found in many preparations with no therapeutic effect (Mr Peter Cronau, Mr
Thomas Tobin) and those who assert that it is often used as part of a progressive
rehabilitation treatment after injuries or chronic inflammations (Mr Richard Corde).
Finally, Mr Thomas Tobin claims that he is not aware of any positive calls for Capsaicin
anywhere else in the world outside the 2008 Summer Games, whereas Mr Bjérn Nolting
contends that he knew that Capsaicin could test positive and Mr Richard Corde
maintains that he warns his clients not to use Capsaicin in competition, because of the
controls that may be performed on these occasions, as there was already a positive case
two years ago in France.

The Panel is of the opinion that the above described conflicts of opinion need not to be
resolved by the Panel, as the related issues are irrelevant in light of the strict liability
principle adopted by the FEI and of the above finding that Capsaicin is a prohibited
substance that was found in the bodily samples of the horse Coster. Those opinions are
probably relevant in the process of drafting a new update of the FEI List of Prohibited
Substances and they need to be considered and harmonised there. Therefore, the Panel
dismisses without further consideration the issues related to the registration of Capsaicin
under state laws, to its common use in the equestrian world, to its low concentration in
Equi-block and to the fact that other drugs are more appropriate to treat the chronic back
pains of a horse.
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IV.6.2 What is the appropriate sanction?
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This is the first time that Mr Christian Ahlmann has been found guiity of an anti-doping
rule violation. On the basis of a doping offence, a period of ineligibility of up to two
years and a fine of up to CHF 15,000.- may be imposed (see article 10.1 of the EADMC
Rules). In comparison, a Medication Class A rule violation is sanctioned with a period
of up to one year’s ineligibility and a fine of up to CHF 15,000.- (see article 10.2 of the
EADMC Rules).

Puarsuant to article 166 of the FEI GR, 1. The CAS has the power to impose the same
scale of penalties as the FEI Tribunal. 2. The CAS may impose more severe penalties
than those imposed in the first instance, provided they are within the limits of the
penalty jurisdiction of the body from which the Appeal to the CAS is brought”.

In accordance with article 10.5 of the EADMC Rules, Mr Christian Ahlmann might
obtain the elimination or reduction of the ineligibility period on the basis of
“exceptional circumstances” if he proved, by a balance of probability, that he bore “ne

fault and no negligence” or “no significant fault and no significant negligence” for the

anti-doping violation. However, given that the evidence submitted to the Panel that the
initial hypersensitising action of Capsaicin is both evident and well-recognized by
veterinary experts of equestrian sports, the Panel holds that an experienced rider such as
Mr Ahlmann has been significantly negligent in allowing his horse to be treated with a
Capsaicin-based product just before competition. Accordingly, the Panel does not find
any exceptional circumstance which would eliminate or reduce the ineligibility period.

However, the Panel notes that, in contrast to anti-doping rules applicable to humans,
equine anti-doping rules provide sanctions “up 10" a given maximum, with regard to
both the ineligibility period and the pecuniary fine (see supra at 97). In the Panel’s view,
this means that the Panel must take into account proportionality considerations in view
of any aggravating or mitigating factors.

Accordingly, the Panel has taken into consideration the following aggravating factors:

- The competition in which the horse was participating (i.e. the Olympic Games) is
the most important international event, with very large media coverage;

- Mr Christian Ahlmann should have exerted particular care with regard to doping
matters as he had already experienced the revocation of a Gold Medal at the 2004
Athens Summer Olympic Games because of a rule violation committed by one of
his teammates;

- Mr Christian Ahlmann caused serious damage to the image of the German NF and
of equestrian sports in general;

- After the incidents in the 2004 Athens Summer Olympic Games, the German NF
formally cautioned its riders against the use of medication and creams applied on
horses. A similar warning with regard to herbal or natural medicinal products can
be found in Annex VHI to the applicable FEI Veterinary Regulations, which states
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notably the following: “5. The use of a herbal or natural prodiuct may result in a
positive rest result, contrary to the claim by the manufacturer or marketing agent.
Many prohibited substances (e.g. salicylatels, digitalis, reserpine) have their
origin in plants and may be regarded as serious rule violations. 6. As the
analytical technigues in the testing laboratory become more refined, the fact that
these products have not been detected by testing in the past does not hold any
guarantee for their safe use in competition”;, nevertheless, Mr Ahlmann applied a
Capsaicin-based product on his horse a couple of hours before the Team Jumping
Final — Round 2/Individual 2™ Qualifier which took place on 17 August 2008;

- Mr Ahlmann administered a Capsaicin-based product to his horse without
mentioning it to his team veterinarian or to any official and without declaring it on
the FEI medication control form during the sample collection procedure.

As mitigating factors, the Panel has considered that the FEI list of prohibited substances
operates with a system of general definitions, which is supported by a non-exhaustive
list of examples; this tends to exacerbate the nebulous situation encountered in the
present case and complicates the Person Responsibie’s freedom and discretion when
faced with the need to administer a product to his horse for any reason whatsoever. The
Panel has also taken into consideration the fact that Mr Christian Ahlmann admitted
before the Panel that he made a mistake when he administered Equi-block without
further research or inquiry with a professional veterinarian.

The Panel has also considered that, due to the prohibition of witra petita, it cannot
impose a larger sanction than that which was requested by the German NF in its motions
for relief.

Based on the foregoing, and after a careful assessment of all the circumstances, the
Panel considers that it is appropriate to impose an eight-month period of ineligibility
vpon Mr Christian Ahlmann. The Panel is comfortable with this sanction, as it
represents a third of the maximum ineligibility period for a doping offence, which is
proportionally equivalent to the penalty imposed by the FEI Tribunal for a Medication
Class A offence (a third of the maximum of one-year ineligibility).

Pursuant to article 10.8 of the EADMC Rules, “the period of Inefigibility shall start on
the date of the hearing decision unless otherwise provided for by the decision of the
Hearing Body. Any period of Provisional Suspension (whether imposed or voluntarily
accepted) shall be credited against the total period of Ineligibility to be served”.

In view of all the circumstances, the Panel has considered that it is both im Mr Christian
Alhman’s and in the interests of the sport to serve an uninterrupted period of
ineligibility. Therefore, the Panel hereby increases the penalty and declares Mr Christian
Ahlmann ineligible for a period of eight months, starting on 21 August 2008 and thus
ending on 20 April 2009,

All results obtained by Mr Christian Ahlmann during the above-mentioned period of
ineligibility are invalidated, with related forfeiture of any medals, points and prizes that
he has obtained.
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108. The fine of CHF 2,000.- imposed by the FEI Tribunal in its Appealed Decision can be
confirmed, as the Panel finds it reasonable and appropriate under the circumstances.

109. (...)
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ON THESE GROUNDS
The Court of Arbitration for Sport rules:
1. The appeal of the Deutsche Reiterliche Vereinigung e.V. against the decision of the

FEI Tribunal dated 22 October 2008 is upheld.

2. The appeal of Mr Christian Ahlmann against the decision of the FEI Tribunal dated 22
October 2008 is dismissed.

3. The decision issued by the FEI Tribunal on 22 October 2008 is modified to declare Mr
Christian Ahlmann ineligible for a period of eight months, starting on 21 August 2008
and thus ending on 20 April 2009.

4. All results obtained by Mr Christian Ahlmann during the above-mentioned period of
ineligibility are invalidated, with related forfeiture of any medals, points and prizes.
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Operative part communicated on 2 April 2009
Done in Lausanne, 30 April 2009
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