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Annex |: Catalogue of mistakes to be corrected byt  he JSP during the course of
a test

Conditions for the correction:
I. A judge is clearly higher than his colleagues (minimum 2 points)

II. The marks of the other judges should be 5 or below

Mistakes that could be corrected:

1. Numerical mistakes

a. in series of flying changes

b. in canter zig-zags

2. Clear and definite technical mistakes

a. single changes late behind
b. clear changes of leg in pirouettes
c. every technical mistake that leads to a mark of 5 or below, unnoticed by a judge (e.g.

unnoticed breaking into canter in extended trot, passage, half pass, short moment of jogging
in walk)

The correction mark does not have to be the average of the other judges' marks. It is up to
the JSP to decide on the correction mark.
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Initial Report on the Judging Systems Trials held at Aachen,September
6-7 2009

Dr. David Stickland
Executive Summary

1.  Testla: Seven judges.

»Removing scores based on final scores of course improved the consistency between the
remaining judges, but had no significant effect on final scores or ranks. Removing them
movement-by-movement changed final scores in a few cases by up to 0.6%.

o[t may not be cost effective to invite 7 judges but to use only 5 scores.

o Removing outlying movement scores, has little effect, and the goals would be better achieved
by targeting truly anomalous scores using for example the Judge Supervisory Panel

Zy Test 1b: Component scoring system

eRemarkably good agreement was achieved given the radical nature of the system. The system
may be useful today in judge training, further analysis and development of the details would be
required before it could be actually used in competition.

3. Test 2: Half-Points

o The judges used half-points about 25% of the time, with roughly as many upward as downward
corrections to the standard system. They were able to use them consistently. There is the good
reason to suppose that with practice the use of half-points would improve precision

4.  Test 3: Separating Collective and Technical scores for Grand Prix

eWhile the rankings were more or less the same, the individual judges using the new collective
scores showed a wide variation in final scores, possibly due to the small total number of notes
that they can give. It would not seem to be a wise choice to base so much on such a few marks,
the likelihood is that this would distort the final results more than improve their precision.

5. Test 4: Separating Artistic and Technical scoring in the Freestyle

o This test was popular with the judges as it allowed the “artistic” judges to concentrate on those
aspects of he performance. The results were encouraging and the few ranking differences were
ascribed to genuine effects.

6.  Test5: Long-side and Short-side differences

o There was clear evidence of consistency between judges on the same side of the arena and their
inconsistency with judges on the adjacent side. This supports the (current) wide distribution
of judges around the arena to be sure that the performance can be properly assessed from all
angles
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Test 1a ,
The description of this test is given below:

1. 7judges judging, Grand Prix test positions E,H,C,M,B + both sides of A), otherwise today’s
system (using scale 0-10, giving marks for all movements and collective marks)

This will let us test:
a. 5 judges as today for reference (by selecting the results of E,H,C,M,B judges)
b. 7 judges all counting

c. 7judges, 5 counting, removing highest and lowest score (final score)

Nine riders participated to this test, and the results are summarized in Table 1

7 Judge |7 Judge 7-5 7 Judge 5 Judge

Rider E B e M B L K Average | Rank Closest:S Difference | Max-Min | Max-Min
4 65.11| 66.17| 67.87| 67.66]| 62.98| 63.19| 62.98| 65.14 1 65.02 0.12 4.89 4.47
2 62.77| 63.40| 64.68| 64.04| 64.04| 59.36| 62.98| 63.04 2 63.45 -0.41 5.32 1.28
6 60.43| 60.00] 63.40| 63.62]| 61.91| 61.70| 65.32 62.34 3 62.21 0.13 5.32 3.19
9 61.06| 61,49 61.06| 62.55| 64.47| 59.15| 65.32 62.16 4 62.13 0.03 6.17 3.40
1 61,49|61.91| 61.91| 64.04| 61.91| 60.21] 61.91| 61.91 5 61.83 0.09 3.83 0.00
3 59,57 61.91| 60.21| 62.77| 61.06| 58.09| 58.94| 60.36 6 60.34 0.02 4.68 2.98
5 58.30| 55.74| 60.43| 59.36]| 62.77| 60.64| 60.64| 59.70 7 59.87 -0.18 7.02 2.34
8 60.00] 56.81] 59.57| 58.30| 59.36| 56.38| 58.72| 58.45 8 58.55 -0.10 3.62 2.77
7 57.02| 58.94| 57.45| 57.45| 57.23| 56.38| 61.06| 57.93 9 57.62 0.32 4.68 1.91
Averages 0.0 5 2.5

Table 1 Testla, 7 judges using standard system. The highest and lowest judges scores are hi

the ranking at all, however it reduc

hlighted in red

To PAanee
e range

he avel

sdo

10t chang

and blue. Removing these two judg
of marks by a factor of two from about 5 to 2.5,

In this first treatment we compare the scores from the 7 judges with that obtained by
removing the two judges with the highest and lowest scores. While the consistency of the 5
remaining judges is inevitably better when the two extremes are removed, there is in this case
no change of ranking nor is there a large change of final score.

In Table 2 we show a similar result, but this time removing (arbitrarily) the two “new” judges
(Those at EK on the A-shortside)

= 7 Judge |7 Judge |Standard 7-5 7 Judge 5 Judge

Rider E H € M B £ K Average | Rank |5 Judges| Difference | Max-Min | Max-Min
4 65.11]| 66.17| 67.87| 67.66] 62.98]| 63.19| 62.98 65.14 1 65.96 -0.82 4.89 4.89
2 62.77| 63.40| 64.68| 64.04| 64.04| 59.36| 62.98| 63.04 2 63.79 -0.75 5.32 1.91
6 60.43| 60.00| 63.40| 63.62]| 61.91| 61.70| 65.32 62.34 3 61.87 0.47 5.32 3.62
9 61.06]| 61.49| 61.06| 62.55] 64.47]| 59.15| 65.32 62.16 4 62.13 0.03 6.17 3.40
1 61.49]| 61.91| 61.91| 64.04| 61.91| 60.21| 61.91 61.91 5 62.26 -0.34 3.83 2.55
3 59.57| 61.91| 60.21| 62.77] 61.06] 58.09( 58.94 60.36 6 61.11 -0.74 4.68 3.19
5 58.30| 55.74| 60.43| 59.36| 62.77| 60.64| 60.64 59.70 7 59.32 0.38 7.02 7.02
8 60.00| 56.81| 59.57| 58.30| 59.36| 56.38| 58.72| 58.45 8 58.81 -0.36 3.62 3.19
7 57.02| 58.94| 57.45| 57.45| 57.23| 56.38| 61.06 57.93 9 57.62 0.32 4.68 1.91
Averages -0.2 5.1 3.5

Tahle 2 Test1a, this time removing (arbitrarily) the scores from the two new judge positions (F,K). In this
case there are small changes of rank that are highlighted in yellow. The total range of scores is also reduced

by a smaller factor from 5.1 to 3.5.
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The statistical sample is small (only 9 riders) but the test shows that removing outlying final
scores achieves (inevitably) the desired reduction in range of scores, but makes no significant
real difference in the final scores or the ranking. Probably the rider is happier to see a range of
scores that are closer together, but there is no real effect on the final result.

Undoubtedly having 7 judges does reduce the negative, or positive, effects of any single one of
them on the final score, and so in the absence of economic factors might be desirable. But it is
probably not cost-effective to introduce 7 judges instead of 5 and then remove the scores of

two of them.

We can also study the effect of removing the top and bottom scores from each figure, rather
than from the final scores.

[ Score Distribution | | Scores { Score with Max & Min Removed | Scores
!En!r;ns 333 Entries 333
70 S 77| Mean  6.08 Mean  6.0%6
AMS 07213 | RMS 07348
[
- 60__. ...T—].—‘.—.
60}- | l |
sl 500~ ile
a0} 40~
il
|
3o}~ 301 i J
20}~ 1‘ 20‘_' i .J'
|
10}~ HJ 104~
| ‘ i Ed ‘
" =1 {
G.“"Ilw-'ilvrﬂ-_:."-”ldi 1 |M|!|:-]H|-|!r|=ll' u'lr-lw'l-|!'!'ri'flz‘ll‘l‘ il -{"l'll il L
0 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 9 10 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

» assigned by the seven judges for

each figure; in the right hand lot we show the ave e for the remaining 5 judges after the highest and lowest
s and RMS (That is the spread) are virtually

unchanged, and indeed the entire distributions are essentially identical

In Figure 3 we show the distribution of scores given in the first case by the average of 7 judges,
and in the second case by the average of the 5 judges remaining after the top and bottom score
have been removed for each figure.

We see that averaged over all movements in the 9 tests, the effect of removing top and bottom
scores is very small. There is no significant effect on the mean score per figure. The effect on
the RMS spread is that it changes from 0.721 to 0.735, this RMS is measured with a precision
of about 0.004, so this is also only a marginally significant observation.
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[f we restrict the analysis to the first 5 judges (E,H,C,M&B), removing again the top and bottom
scores for each figure, the means of these distributions are essentially unchanged, but the RMS

spread changes from 0.703 to 0,713, again with marginal significance in this difference

[n each case, removing judges from the final average slightly increases the RMS spread in the
average score for each figure, this is quite probably just because the average is now an average

of a smaller number of scores, and thus the average itself is less well measured.

In Table 4 we show the effect on the final scores of removing the highest and lowest scores on
a movement by movement basis. There are three changes of rank but the average final score
change is only 0.1%.

Removing
" 7 Judges 7 Judges axttome New Score Rank
Rider scores § Y
average rank : Ranking |Difference| Difference
Figure by
Figure

4 65.14 1 65.32 1 0.18 1]

2 63.04 2 63.23 2 0.19 0

(] 62.34 3 62.21 5 -0.13 -2

9 62.16 4 62.47 3 0.31 1

1 61.91 5 62.47 3 0.56 2

3 60.36 6 60.30 6 -0.06 o

5 59.70 7 59.57 7 -0.13 Q

8 58.45 8 58.68 8 0.23 ]

7 57.93 9 58.00 9 0.07 0

Table 4. Final scores after removal of the highest and lowest notes on a
movement by movement basis. Rank changes are indicated in yellow.
All 7 Figure
Aachen Test Event judges |scores with |Difference
GRAND PRIX (2009) figure [top/bottom
Rider 1 E H C M B F K scores |removed

1|Halt-immobility-salute 1 6 6 6 6 (3 6 5 5.9 6.0 0.1
2|Extended trot 1 6 6 B 3 7 7 7 6.4 6.4 0.0
3|Half-pass right 2 3 & 6 6 (3 & 6 12.0 12.0 0.0
4|Half-pass left 2 6 v/ 7 6 (5] 7 . 13.1 13.2 0.1
S|Rein back 5 steps 1 6 6 6 6 6 6 5] 6.0 6.0 0.0
6|Extended trot 1 6 6 7 7 7 7 7 6.7 6.8 0.1
7|Passage 1 & 6 5 6 6 6 6 5.9 6.0 0.1
8|Piaffe 12 to 15 steps 1 S 6 5 6 6 4 5 53 54 0.1
9|Transitions passage-piaffe-passaq| 1 [ 6 6 6 b 5 6 5.9 6.0 0.1
10|Passage 1 3 6 6 3 6 el 6 5.9 6.0 0.1
11|Extended walk 2 7 7 6 7 7 7 7 13.7 14.0 0.3
12|Collected walk 2 7 6 7 7 7 ] 7 13.4 13.6 0.2
13|Transition collected walk-passage | 1 5 6 [ 7 5 6 [ 5.9 5.8 -0.1
14|Passage 1 [ [ 6 6 5 5 5.7 5.8 0.1
15|Piaffe 12 to 15 steps 1 5 6 6 6 5 6 5.7 5.8 0.1
16|Transitions passage-piaffe-passag| 1 ) 6 s 6 [ 6 6.0 6.0 0.0
17|Passage 1 6 6 6 5 4 6 5.6 5.8 0.2
18|Collected canter 1 7 7 7 b, 7 7 7 7.0 7.0 0.0
19|9 flying changes every 2nd 1 7 7 7 7 Z 7 7 7.0 7.0 0.0
20|Extended canter 1 6 7 7 8 7 7 7 7.0 7.0 0.0
21| Flying change of leg i 7 7 7 8 3 7 7 7.0 7.0 0.0
22|5 half-passes 2 6 5 6 6 6 6 & 11.7 12.0 0.3
23|15 flying changes every stride 2 5 (3 6 6 5 4 5 10.6 10.8 0.2
24/|Pirouette left 2 5 5] 5 5 5 4 4 9.7 9.6 -0.1
25|Flying change of leg 1 7 6 7 7 7 6 [} 6.6 6.6 0.0
26|Pirauetie right 2l 7 6 5 6 7 6 & 123 12.4 0.1
27|Collected trot 1 6 3 7 7 3 7 7. 6.6 6.6 0.0
28|Extended trot 1 6 7 6 7 7 7 7 6.7 6.8 0.1
29|Passage 1 6 [} 6 7 & (] & 6.1 6.0 -0.1
30|Piaffe 12 to 15 steps 1 6 6 6 6 5 6 & 5.9 6.0 0.1
31| Transitions passage-piaffe-passag| 1 7 7 6 7 6 6 6 6.4 6.4 0.0
32|Passage i 5 6 6 [ 6 6 6 5.9 6.0 0.1
33| Halt-immobility-salute 1 7 2, 7 7 7 8 7 7.1 7.0 -0.1
34|Paces 1 7 5] 7 7 7 7 6.7 6.8 0.1
35|Impulsion 1 6 6 6 [} 6 6 6.0 6.0 0.0
36 issi 2 [} 6 6 6 ] 6 12.0 12.0 0.0
37|Rider's position and seat 2 7 6 7 7 7 7 13.7 14.0 0.3

Table 5. The effect of removal of top and bottom scores on a particular rider, See text for details
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Finally, we can examine in detail the effect of extreme score removal on Rider1, where the final
score was changed upwards by 0.56%. this is shown in Table 5. This table also neatly
illustrates that often many judges give the same score, consider line 1 (6,6,6,6,6,6,5) where the
maximum score is 6, the minimum is 5, but of course we cannot tell which score of 6 we
remove. In red we highlight the maximum scores, and in blue the minimum, only the scores
that are neither a maximum nor a minimum are in white, We see that the final shift of 0.56% is
comprised of many small shifts the largest of which is +0.3 points. Nothing stands out as being
very strange. In fact what stands out is how close the judges were to each other in almost
every movement.

[ conclude that reducing the number of judges contributing to a final score is statistically not a
sensible thing to do. If however, one judge were scoring “very poorly” then the correct
approach would be to identify that judge and remove all of their scores, (or possibly just those
that are wildly divergent from the other judges — however this second approach seems to be
philosophically wrong as it is equivalent to just keeping the scores that have no effect on the
final result, thus also rendering this judges scoring as being “irrelevant”). This begs the
question of how one determines that a judge is indeed judging “very poorly”.

Test 1b
The description of this test is given below:

1. 7judges judging, Grand Prix test positions E,H,C,M,B + both sides of A), otherwise today’s
system (using scale 0-10, giving marks for all movements and collective marks)

b. 4 judges, judging various elements of training scale,

In this test 4 judges used a radically different judging system, being asked to evaluate not the
entirety of the movement, but its separate components ( Impulsion, Rhythm, Contact,
Suppleness, Precision, Submission, Collection and Straightness ). This clearly required
considerable effort from the judges, and some questions arose about for example the
definition of straightness in a lateral movement. Nevertheless the judges put maximum effort
into this and came up with a remarkably consistent ranking. Ignoring all coefficients, and
indeed any collective-marks, the final percentage scores were also remarkably close as shown
in Table 6.

___|impulsion| Rk | Rhythm | Rk | Contact| Rk [Suppleness Rk | Precision Rk [submission Rk Cn_l!_n_r.tiun! Rk [Straightness Rk | Total | Rk | 7 Judges | Rk
Rider 4 68 |2 65 |3 72 1 68 1 82 1 7I 1] 61 |1 62 2 | 6863 | 1] 6514 |1
Rider 2 63 4 67 1 57 6 57 8 73 2 68 P 60 3 57 7| 6288 | 3] 63.04 |2
Rider 6| 60 7|1 60 8| 70 2| 66 3 66 6| 62 6| 58 |6 58 | 4] 6270 | 4] 6234 |3
Rider 9 62 5 57 9 68 3 68 2 71 4 64 4 60 2 62 116398 |2] 6216 |4
ridert| 59 |9 62 [5[ 50 [s]| 65 [s| 60 |5| 65 [3]| 58 [a] 60 |3)6206]6/|6191|5
Rider 3 69 1 67 21 53 9 58 7 73 3 _:__53 5 58 4 58 416250 | 5] 60.36 | 6
Rider 5 60 [ 62 5 66 4 65 4 65 7 59 8 56 8 56 8| 61.07 | 7] 59.70 | 7
Rider8] 61 6| 61 71 56 |7 58 | 6 65 7 59 | 7] 56 8] 58 4 | 59.14 [ 8] 58.45 |8
Rider 7 66 3 64 4 54 8 53 9 63 9 55 9 58 7 56 9| 5849 | 9] 5793 |9

Table 6. Component judging
component is shown, as are
standard system

score for a rider in each component and their rank in that

gned by 7 judges using the































Education System for Dressage Judges

Draft VII October 2009

1. Preliminary Remarks
Terminology and Abbreviations

- Course Director (CD)
Definition: CDs are responsible to deliver FEI QC, RC and RS. The group of CDs is
also responsible for updating the existing FEI education material.

- 5* Judges Seminars
To be defined

- Dressage Committee (DC)

- Freestyle (FS)

- Grand Prix (GP)

- Grand Prix Special (GPS)

- Grand Prix Free Style (GPFS)

- FEIl Headquarters (HQ)

- International Judges are divided into three categor ies:
3* Judges (former International Candidate Judges)
4* Judges (former International Judges)
5* Judges (former Official International Judges)

- Intermediate level 1 or 2 (Int. 1 or Int. 2)

- Judges Supervisory Panel (JSP)
To be defined

- Mentor
A judge who supervises Site-ins. Normally it is a 4* judge, if possible 5 * judge (from
another country than the candidate). The MJ is a approved by FEI

- Qualification Course (QC)
Definition: A course with exam to obtain the FEI Qualification as 3* or 4* judge.
The participation in a QC without taking the exam counts as participation in a RS.

- Re-Qualification Course (RC)
A course with exam to maintain the FEI Qualification as 3* or 4* judge. A RC is the
same course as the QC. The participation in a RC without taking the exam counts as
participation in a RS.



Refresher Seminar (RS)

A seminar for the purpose of educating and updating actual FEI Judges. RS will be
open for National Judges for education purposes in addition to the invited FEI
Judges.

Shadow Judge (SJ)
A judge who judges the class parallel to the official judges under supervision of the
mentor judge.

Sit-In
A judge who sits together with the official judge to learn about the judging an the
process around it.



Education Strategy

The number of 3*, 4*, and 5* Judges for different regions and countries will be dependent on
- the number of international events
- the number of international riders
- the number of qualified candidates
- the role of an individual on national Level

The FEI will provide statistics on the actual balance between number of international events

and number of FEI Judges per NF, Group and world-wide. A corresponding analysis will
determine areas of various needs and the education strategy.

Nomination Process
A judge, who passed the examinations during a qualification course, can act as Judge on

that particular level 1 month after the course. Corresponding certificates will be awarded
during the closing ceremonies of the qualification course.

Judges Review

The Judges Supervisory Panel reviews all FEI listed Judges at least biannually. A report will
be submitted to FEI Headquarters.

Information Resources on Quality of Judging
The following resources will be used for an evaluation of the quality of judging:

The Judges Supervisory Panel
The Foreign Judges Report
The Consistency Statistics
Informal Resources

PownhpE

These resources will be complied and analysed within the FEI HQ also consulting the
Dressage Committee.

Codex

To be signed by all Judges.

National Education...

Will be continued as separate project.



2. Diagram of the FEI Education System for Dressage  Judges

To be developed



3. Description of the FEI Education System for Dres

sage Judges

3* Judge

Entry requirements for a 3* Judges Qualification Co

1. To have proven experience as competitor

2. To be a certified National GP judge

3. To speak and write English

4. Recommendation of respective NF

5. Sit-Ins

6. Shadow Judging

urse

up to at least PSG Level, preferably GP.
Proofs are provided either through results
lists or to be confirmed by the NF.

Exceptions possible which have to be
considered by the FEI (DC, HQ, JSP). In
these cases compensation by: 2 more Sit-Ins
and 2 more Shadow Judgings with an
evaluation from the MJ graded “good” or
better.

have judged a minimum of 9 national GP
Level classes in the last three years prior to
the application (proven by official results or
NF written confirmation).

Minimum 3 in last 12 month before exam and
application.

Written confirmation by the NF and
assessment of Mentor Judges during Sit Ins
and Shadow Judging

Letter

3 Sit-Ins (Int. 2, minimum 1 GP/GPS,
minimum 1 GPFS) with at least 2 out of 3
positive recommendations of different MJ (4%,
whenever possible 5*). The MJs are to be
approved by the FEI (HQ).

2 Shadow Judgings (GP, GPS, minimum 8
horses, 2 different shows) with 2 positive
recommendations of different MJs. One of
the MJs per Shadow Judging to be a 5* or 4*
judge. The MJs are to be approved by the
FEI (HQ) and forwarded to the applicant.

The Sit-Ins and the Shadow Judging must be
conducted at a minimum of 2 CDIs.

Sit-Ins and Shadow Judging may be done at
the same show but the Shadow Judging
must be done before the Sit-In.

One of them should be a CDI 3* or above



Course Organisation 3* Judges Qualification Course

Number of days

Number of Course Directors

Minimum number of participants

Maximum number of participants for exams
Syllabus

Debriefing

Awards Ceremonies

Course Material

CD Notes

3

2

10

15

To be developed

Average 10 Min per participant Depends
To be decided

To be developed

To be developed

Course Examination 3* Judges Qualification Course

Practical Examination

Written Examination

Oral Examination

Marking Criteria

Final Evaluation

Judging of GP class with min of 10 horses

Format and size to be decided

Questions on

- the practical judging

- knowledge of the principles of riding /
judging

- FEI Dressage- and Freestyle Rules

Exam duration, to be decided
Number of questions, to be decided

To be developed

To be developed



Criteria to remain listed
3* Judges
Proof of activity within 3 years

Minimum of 12 international classes (except Young Horses classes) at a minimum of 4 CDI 2*
above. 6 of the classes judged must be Intermediate Il and higher.

Max. 3 classes on level Int. 2 or higher and max 3 classes on lower level can be replaced by
either 1 positive Shadow Judging (per class to be judged) or the participation in FEI RS (per
class to be judged).

MJs for the Shadow Judging, one of them being a 5* judge, are to be approved by the FEI
(HQ).

Course with re-examination only when needed (taking into account assessment of DC, HQ,
JSP, Consistency Statistics).



4* Judge

Entry requirements for a 4* Judges Qualification C ~ ourse

1. Certified International 3* judge

2. Sit-Ins

3. Shadow Judging

4. NF notification

5. Application letter from the Judge to FEI

For at least 2 years and have judged a
minimum of 8 CDIs 2* and above including
12 classes on GP level

2 Sit-Ins (GP, GPS) with 2 positive
recommendations of different MJ (4*,
whenever possible 5*). The MJs are to be
approved by the FEI (HQ).

2 Shadow Judging (GP, GPS, minimum 8
horses, 2 different shows) with 2 positive
recommendations of different MJs. One of
the MJs per Shadow Judging to be a 5* or 4*
judge. The MJs are to be approved by the
FEI (HQ) and forwarded to the applicant.

The Sit-Ins and the Shadow Judging must be
conducted at a minimum of 2 CDIs.

Sit-Ins and Shadow Judging may be done at
the same show but the Shadow Judging
must be done before the Sit-In.

One of them should be a CDI 3* or above

NF will be notified on the invitation and have
the possibility to object. FEI (HQ) will
consider the reasons for objection.

The Judge has to formally apply to FEI (HQ)
for invitation to a 4* Judges Qualification
Course, specifying within the application all
necessary requirements.



Course Organisation 4* Judges Qualification Course

Number of days

Number of Course Directors

Minimum number of participants

Maximum number of participants for exams
Syllabus

Debriefing

Awards Ceremonies

Course Material

CD Notes

3

2

10

15

To be developed

Average 10 Min per participant
To be decided

To be developed

To be developed

Course Examination 4* Judges Qualification Course

Practical Examination
Written Examination

Oral Examination

Marking Criteria

Final Evaluation

Judging of GP class with min of 10 horses

Format and size to be decided

Questions on

- the practical judging

- knowledge of the principles of riding /
judging

- FEI Dressage- and Freestyle Rules

Exam duration, to be decided
Number of questions, to be decided

To be developed

To be developed



Criteria to re main listed
4* Judges
Proof of activity within 3 years

Minimum of 12 international Intermediate Il and higher classes at a minimum of 8 CDI 2* and
above.

Max of 3 classes can be replaced by either 1 positive Shadow Judging (per class to be
judged) or the participation in a FEI RS (per class to be judged).

MJs for the Shadow Judging, one of them being a 5* judge, are to be approved by the FEI
(HQ).

Course with re-examination only when needed (taking into account assessment of DC, HQ, JS
Consistency Statistics average of minimum 3 years)



5* Judge
Promotion requirements for a 5* Judge

1. Certified International 4* judge For at least 3 years and have judged a
minimum of 15 CDIs 3* and above including
30 classes on GP level

2. To fulfil the conditions required to be a 5* High quality of judging and high ethical
Judge and the Guidelines for FEI 5* standards. Able to give clinics, willing to
Judges develop the sport further, willing and be able

to act as Foreign Judge, take over more
responsibility

3. Selected by FEI (HQ) HQ proactively selects from the list of 4*
Judges based on competence, knowledge,
experience and appearance and after
hearing the DC and JSP.

Criteria to remain listed
5* Judges
Proof of activity within 3 years

Minimum of 12 internat. GP-Level classes at a minimum of 8 CDI 3* and above.

Attendance of 5* Judges Seminars every 2" year and one RS every four years, if not acted as
CD.

Available for further development of the education system.

Course with re-examination for 5* Judges only when needed (taking into account assessment
DC, HQ, JSP, Consistency Statistics)



4. Failure of Exams

If a judge first time fails an exam within a qualification or re-qualification course for 4* judges,

1. he/ she will have to re-do the exam within a period of 2 years

2. he/ she will have to do 3 Sit-Ins and 2 additional Shadow Judgings with
recommendations of the MJ graded “good” or better as a result of

Shadow Judging. MJs for the Shadow Judging, one of them being a 5* judge, are to

be approved by the FEI (HQ).

If a second failure occurs, the Judge will be downgraded to the status of national judge.After
2 years the judge can try again by starting to fulfil the entry requirements for 3* judges.

5. Removal from and return to list

A judge can be taken off the FEI list for the following reasons, controlled by the FEI (HQ):

1.

Inactivity, not fulfilling the requirements (considered by FEI HQ in a case-by-case
evaluation) 1 successful FEI RS or positive 1 Shadow Judging to get back.

Poor quality or of judging (see Information Resources on Quality of Judging) ) results in
minimum 1 year off list

Poor quality to be specified

To get back on the list: to fulfil conditions of class again (Sit ins, Shadow Judging) and
exam.

Proven to have acted seriously or repeatedly against guidelines, proven biased judging /
Codex results in minimum 1 year off list

To get back on the list: to fulfil conditions of class again (Sit ins, Shadow Judging) and
exam.

The JSP will decide in a case-by-case evaluation on the individual return conditions.

6. Course Directors

The FEI has to keep a sufficient number of course directors. The list shall be reviewed by HQ
every 2nd year to secure the quality of the education. Course Directors will be selected,
trained and monitored by the FEI HQ. A list of CDs is published on the FEI Website.
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