Testimony of Dr. Matthews

“As you start to get down to the meat of the
issue and you keep your eye focused on
what's leading to the adverse events and
you do your own calculations, taking this
raw data and then redoing it yourself and
looking at it this way and looking at it that
way, it all keeps stacking back up to the
same conclusion”

Tr. at 263:13-264:22 (emphasis added).
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'Report on the reprocessing of the
Electronic Data Files (EDFs)

' Dr. Francesco Botré
| . , Independent Expert for the Panel

‘Rome, May 10th 2007




1. Structure of the Report

1.1. This report is formed by a main document of 12'pages and by three Enclosures.

2. Data, documents and information considered in this Report

2.1. The present document is the result of the study of the data obtained following the
reprocessing of the electronic datafiles (EDFs) originally generated and processed by
the Laboratoire National du Depistage du Dopage (LNDD) in Chétenay-Malabry
(Paris, France) on the occasion of the GC-IRMS analysis of the samples “A” and “B”
of stage 17. The LNDD is a WADA-accredited and ISO 17025-accredited anti-doping
laboratory. GC-IRMS (gas chromatography coupled to isotopic ratio mass
spectromeétry) is a relatively new technique used by the anti-doping laboratories to
.discriminate between the endogenous and the synthetic origin of naturally produced
steroids, primarily testosterone and its precursors. :

2.2. The reprocessing of the EDFs was carried out, under my supervision and
responsibility, on May 4™-5" 2007 at the LNDD, at the presence of Technical Experts
of both Parties.

2.3. The data to be reprocessed had been previously retrieved, and copied on CD-
ROMs, from the LNDD on April 26" 2007, also in this case under my supervision and
responsibility and also in this case at the presence of Technical Experts of both
Parties.

2.5. The reprocessing of the data was carried out taking into account the instructions
reported in the two documents, originally produced by the Representatives of the

athlete, that I have received from the Panel (documents transmitted to me in .pdf .

format on May 2™ 2007, filenames “07-04-22 EDF instructions to Dr. Botre.pdf” and
“07-04-29 EDF instructions to Dr. Botre.pdf”).

2.6. The documents obtained following the reprocessing of the electronic datafiles '

(EDFs) have been evaluated also in the light of the information reported on the
Laboratory Documentation Packages (LDPs) produced by the LNDD following the
original analysis of the “A” and “B” samples '

2.7. Other non-analytical documents, and namely

s the printouts of the list of files/folders present on the computer supports used to
produce the CD-ROM containing the EDFs to be reprocessed, and

o the logfile produced by the GC-IRMS system used for the analysis of other 10
(ten) blind “B” samples, and specifically the postion of the file referring to the
period April 17% 2007 — April 22 2007

have also been considered in this report.
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3. Objective of this Report

3.1.. The objective of the present document is to report and discuss the data obtained
following the reprocessing of the electronic datafiles (EDFs) originally produced and
processed on the occasion of the GC-IRMS analysis of the “A” and “B” samples of
stage 17. 8

3.2. The above process imposed also to verify and confirm that the EDFs to be

reprocessed were authentic copies of the original files. This involved the study of the -

backup history of the relevant files and the review of the corresponding “chain of
copy”.

3.3. Finally, the logfile produced by the instrument used for the GC-IRMS analysis of
the 10 additional blind “B” samples, analyzed at the LNDD in the period from April
17" 2007 to April 22" 2007, was also studied, in order to verify whether other
analyses were performed on the same instrament in the same period.

4. Reprocessing of the EDFs: activities carried out at the LNDD on
April 26™ 2007 and on May 5%-6% 2007

4.1. As outlined above, my involvement as Independent Expert of the Panel included
not only the evaluation of experimental data, but also the supervision of all the
activities necessary to prepare, and perform, the reprocessing of the EDFs.

© 42, The following activities were therefore carried out under my supervision and
responsibility:

* the retrieval (copy) of the electrohic data files (EDFs) and of other relevant
electronic and printed documents, necessary to perform the reprocessing of the
EDPFs, carried out at the LNDD on April 26® 2007;

* the actual reprocessing of the EDFs, carried out, again at the LNDD, on May 4" -
5" 2007, and the extraction and printout of the portion of the logfile referring to
the period April 17® 2007 — April 22™ 2007, of the new GC-IRMS instrument,
also backed up, on a different CD-ROM, on April 26™ 2007.

4.3. A record of the above mentioned acuvmes is outlined in two documents:

*  “Copy of Blectronic Datafiles — Summary of Operation”, dated April 26" 2007
(Enclosure #1);

* “Reprocessing of Electronic Datafiles — Chatenay—Malabry (Paris, France) May
4-5 2006 Summary of Operation” (Enclosure #2).
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4.4. The above documents were reviewed and undersigned by all present on both

occasions. They were also distributed in copy and/or transmitted in electromc format
to the Panel and to the Parties.

4.5. For what concerns the description of the activities carried out on both occasions, I
entirely confirm the information reported in the Enclosures #1 and #2.

5. Backup history of the EDF's

5.1. Before proceeding with the reprocessing of the EDFs, it has been necessary to
review the backup history of the files (the “chain of copy™) to be reprocessed.

5.2. This confirmation of the authenticity of the files was deemed necessary since the
files obtained on April 26" 2007 had not been copied directly from the internal
memory of the instrument, i.e. from the site on which they had been originally stored,
but from other CD-ROMs, produced as a part of the back up policy of the LNDD.

5.3. The review of the backup history, and namely the study of the information
contained in the printouts obtained on May 5" 2007 and reported at pages 1-36 of
Enclosure #3 , showed that the chain of copy was documented in its entirety and that
it was poss1ble to trace all copies of the original files stored on the internal hard dlSk
of the GC-IRMS instrument.

5.4. Nonetheless, I still considered necessary to further verify the identity of the files.

" This could be done during the reprocessing of the EDFs on the instrument on which
they had been originally created and processed. The evidence obtained is reported
later on in this document, at point 7.7.

6. Reprocessing of the EDFs: descriptio,h of .the operation |

6.1. As reported in the Enclosure #2, the reprocessing of the EDFs started in the
afternoon of May 4 2007, at 3.45pm, it was suspended at 7.00pm on the same day
and it was completed on the following day, May 5" 2007.

6.2. The reprocessing of the EDFs was first performed on the same instrument used
for the original analysis of the “A” and “B” samples of stage 17. Once this process
was complcted the EDFs were also reprocessed by the new instrument, following
their conversion to a readable format, i.e. compatible w1th the operating
system/software installed on the new instrument.

6.3. To carry out the reprokc':essing of the files on the old instrument it was neécessary to
copy back the files from the CD to the internal memory of the instrument. Two new
- folders (“230706" and “040806™) were then created on the internal memory of the
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instruments, and the relevant files were copied inside these two folders from the CD-
ROM produced on April 26 2007.

6.4. A printout of the list of folders contained in the data directory of the internal hard
disk of the instrument was produced immediately before and right after the copying
process took place. A further printout of the same kind was produced when the
operation was suspended, after deleting the files from the internal hard disk, thus
documenting that no. EDFs were left on the internal hard disk of the instrument
overnight. These three erntouts are reported at pages 37-39 of Enclosure #3.

6.5. The reprocessing of the EDFs was carried out, under my supervision and
responsibility and at the presence of the Technical Experts of the Parties, by the same
analyst of the LNDD.who originally processed the data on the occasion respectively
of the “A” and “B” analysis, according to the information reported on the Laboratory
Documentation Packages,

6.6. However, reprocessing of the EDFs was carried out, both on the old and on the
new instrument, without consulting the Laboratory Documentation Packages
produced by the LNDD for the analysis of the “A” and the “B” samples. This ensured
the analyst to operate in an unbiased way.

6.7. Reprocessing on the old instrument was carried out in three different modes:

(a) with automatic adjustment of the background

(b) with manual adjustment of the background

(c) with no adjustment of the background
Procedures (a) and (c) above are performed automatically by the instrument: the
analyst has only to select the relevant option from the menu of the software of the
instrument. Procedure (b) is, instead, performed manually by the analyst.

6.8. Three outputs were therefore produced for each EDF reprocessed by the old
instrument. Each output consists of two pages, a data page (“Data Processing
Results™) and a graphical page. The output of each file is then formed by 6 (six)
printed pages. These outputs are shown at pages 40-87 (reprocessing of the “A”
sample datafiles) and at pages 88-135 (reprocessing of the “B” sample datafiles) of
Enclosure #3. , '

6.9. Additional files that were also reprocessed include the stability runs (for both the .

“A” and the “B” sample) and the two sets of linearity runs, performed by the LNDD
on June 26" 2006 and on July 31* 2006. The data obtained by reprocessing those files
are reported at pages 136-149 of Enclosure #3.

6.10. Reprocessing on the new instrument started at 11.20am on May 5" 2007. In this
case it was not necessary to first copy the files on the internal hard disk of the
instrument, but it was instead necessary to preliminarily convert the EDFs into a
format that could be readable by the instrument/software.

6.11. The conversion proéess could not be performed in a totally automatic way. It
was indeed necessary not only to create a new, ad hoc folder
(“Reprocessing050507™), but also, following the suggestion given by one of the
Technical Experts (Dr. Simon Davis), to copy into it some additional files that were

g
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still missing once the automatic conversion process was completed. Practically, these
“missing” files were “borrowed” from other data folders containing files obtained by
the analysis of other real samples. This process is documented by the printouts
reported at pages 185-186 of Enclosure #3. More precisely, page 185 shows the files
that are produced after the automatic conversion of the original EDF is completed,
while page 186 shows the whole set of files that are necessary to carry out the
reprocessing of the file. '

6.12. The above process:is not described in the manual of the instrument and of the
software, nor in the procedure outlined in the document “07-04-29 EDF instructions
to Dr. Botre” (see above, point 2.5.). However, following this procedure it was
possible to start with the reprocessing of the EDFs.

6.13. Also in this case the EDFs were reprocessed, under my supervision and
responsibility and at the presence of the Technical Experts of the Parties, by the same
analyst of the LNDD who originally processed the data on the occasion respectively
of the “A” and “B” analysis.

6.14. The BDFs were reprocessed following the routine procedure. of the laboratory
for the analysis of real samples. The processing parameters are shown in the printouts
reported at pages 181-182 of Enclosure #3. A representative printout of the plots
obtained by this procedure is reported at page 161 of Enclosure #3.

6.15. All those files that had just been reprocessed by the “old” instrument/software
were also reprocessed by the new instrument/software. In this case the output of each
file is represented only by one printed pages. These outputs are respectively shown at
pages 150-160 (reprocessing of the “A’ sample datafiles, including the datafiles of the
stability runs) at pages 162-174 (reprocessing of the “B” sample datafiles, including
the datafiles of the stability runs), and at pages 175-180 (reprocessing of the datafiles
of the linearity runs) of Enclosure #3. '

6.16. The reprocessing was successfully performed for all EDFs but one, namely the
datafile “data010”, respective to the fraction 3 of the blank urine analyzed on August
4" 2006 as part of the procedure followed for the “B” sample analysis. This is
documented by the screenshots shown at pages 183-184 of Enclosure #3

7. Reprocessing of the EDFs: discussion of the data

7.1. It has to be preliminarily pointed out that the reprocessing of the EDFs on the old
instrument has been carried out also following some procedures (i.e. the processing
with the totally automatic correction of the background and without any correction of
the background) that, even if carried out by the same analyst that performed the
original analysis and on the same instruments on which they had been originally
generated and processed, are not part of the internal Standard Operating Procedure for
GC-IRMS analysis of the LNDD, which instead specifically allows the manual
processing,

USADA 1642




| @

7.2. This is also true for the procedure of reprocessing the EDFs, after conversion into
a readable format, on an instrument/software different from the one by which the
same data had been originally generated and processed.

7.3. Nonetheless, I realize that some concern can be due by the fact that the “manual”
processing of the analytical signal, especially if not performed correctly, can, in
principle, markedly modify the result of the analysis, and that therefore it has to be -
whenever possible — clearly ascertained that such a manual process is aimed to
improve the quality of the analytical signal, and not to alter the result of the analysis.

7.4. Therefore, all the data obtained by the procedure described in the previous section

" of this document were evaluated to verify whether some flaws could be discovered in

the process of data acquisition and processing originally carried out, on the occasion
of the analysis of the “A” and of the “B” samples, by the LNDD.

7.5. As previously reported (6.5), the reprocessing of the files was carried out without
referring to the data/plots obtained on the occasion of the original analyses; this
means, for instance, that none of the two analysts of the LNDD involved in the
reprocessing of the EDFs, nor the responsible of the IRMS Department of the LNDD
Dr. Buisson, nor the Director of the Laboratory, Dr. de Ceaurriz, could access the
original hardcopies produced for the preparation of the Laboratory Documentation
Packages of the “A” and “B” samples, and that no comparison with the data reported
on the above mentioned LDPs was ever done by the same people during the
reprocessing of the datafiles. This procedure aimed to cairy out the process in a way
that can be considered equivalent to the one followed by the analysts when they
analyze a real sample for the first time.

7.6. It has to be highlighted again that this process is not part of the internal Standard
Operating Procedures of the LNDD, and therefore it is not a process covered by the

" ISO 17025 accreditation nor by the WADA accreditation; more specifically, it also

included some procedures — i.e. the processing with the solely automatic correction of
the background and without any correction of the background — that are outside of
the internal Standard Operating Procedure of the LNDD. This obviously applies also
to the analysis of real samples, and not only to the reprocessing of EDFs.

7.7. A first information that was possible to obtain only by re-opeﬁiﬁg (and not even

by reprocessing), on the old instrument, the EDFs, was related to the identity. of the -

files. Based on the filenames, date and time of original acquisition and, in general, on
the information available on the data page of the printouts (see previous point 6.8.)
there is no evidence that the files are not authentic copies of the original ones, i.e.

those originally generated by the instrument on the occasion of the “A” and the “B”
analysis.

7.8. The process of conversion of the files from the original format to the new format,
performed with the aid of a dedicated software (MassLynx, utility Data Bridge) was
not totally automatic, and required some manual adjustment of the operating
conditions. It is highly probable that this “manipulation™ did not affect at all the real
data.
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7.9. The final results of the reprocessing of the EDFs, expressed as the difference of
the 8 values (corrected to take into account the contribution of the acetylation process)
between a target analyte (androsterone, etiocholanolone, 5-alpha-diol, 5-beta-diol)
and an endogenous reference compound (11-keto-etiocholanolone and pregnanediol)
are reported in the tables below, referring respectively to the “A” and the “B” sample:

é (%a) Difference (corrected values) - sample “A”

11KE-Andro  11KE-Etio Prgdiol-5adiol Prgdiol-5bdiol

Blu Orig 0,48 0,87 1,59 0,55
Blu repr auto 0,49 0,51 3,65 0,92
Blu repr man 0,53 0,56 1,87 0,27
Blu repr noBG 0,02 - 0,06 1,46 0,47
Blu new instr 0,59 0,09 2,45 1,00
A Orig " 3,99 2,58 6,14 2,15
A repr auto - 3,14 1,72 . 5,65 1,70
A repr man 3,65 2,32 6,95 2,65
A repr noBG 2,94 1,87 ; 5,55 2,08
A new instr 3,78 2,18 7,22 2,63

8 (%o) Difference (corrected values) — sample “B*

11KE-Andro 11KE-Etio Prgdiol-5adiol Prgdiol-5bdiol

Blu Orig. 0,08 1,08 1,60 0,67

Blu repr auto 0,03 1,11 3,45 1,33
Blu repr man 0,17 0,94 1,89 0,69
Blu repr noBG ' 0,83 0,25 1,24 0,54
Blu new instr 0,55 0,51 3,66 ) 1,52
B Orig 3,51 2,02 6,39 2,65
B repr auto 1,67 0,32 7,61 3,37
B repr man o 1,61 0,35 7,19 3,05
B repr noBG 2,81 1,66 5,58 2,33
B new instr : 4,01 2,39 7,03 2,80

Abbreviations: 11KE = 11-keto-etiocholanolone; Andro = androsterone; Etio =
etiocoholanolone; Prgdiol = Pregnanediol; Sadiol = 5-alpha-diol; Sbdiol = 5-beta-diol;
Blu = blank urine; A = sample “A”; B = sample “B”; Orig = original data (as reported
on the relevant LDP); repr auto = totally automatic reprocessing, with automatic
subtraction of the background; repr man = reprocessing with the manual subtraction
of the background and manual integration of the peaks; repr noBG = totally automatic
reprocessing, with no subtraction of the background; new instr = reprocessing carried
out on the new GC-IRMS instrument. .
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7.10. The data summarized in the above two. tables allow to draw the following
observation:

a) the difference of the 6 values between pregnanediol and 5-alpha-diol is always
greater than 3, for both the “A” and the “B” sample, regardless the protocol
followed to process/reprocess the relevant EDF;

b) the difference of 8 values between pregnanediol and 5-alpha-diol is maximal if
the EDFs are reprocessed by the new instrument, both on the “A” and on the
“B” samples;

¢) the difference of the d values of 11-keto-etiocholanolone and etmcholanolone

. is always smaller than 3, for both the “A” and the “B” sample, regardless the
protocol followed to process/reprocess the relevant EDF;

d) both on the “A” and on the “B” samples, the difference of the & values of 11-
keto-etiocholanolone” and etiocholanolone is minimal if the EDFs are
reprocessed by the old instrument and by the totally automatic procedure
(automatic subtraction of the background);

e) the difference of the 8 values between pregnanediol and 5-beta-diol is always
smaller than 3 for the “A” sample, regardless the protocol followed to
process/reprocess the relevant EDF; while it is slightly greater than 3 on the
“B” sample in the case the EDFs are reprocessed performing either the totally
automatic correction of the background or the manual correction of the
background;

) the difference of the & values between 11-keto-etiocholanolone and
androsterone is slightly smaller than 3 on the “A” sample only in the case the
reprocessing is performed automatically and without subtraction of the
background; in all other reprocessing modes the difference is greater than 3;

g) data obtained by the totally automatic procedure (i.e. with the automatic
subtraction of the background) gave rise, both on the occasion of the “A” and
of the “B” analysis, to a value of the & difference between pregnanediol and 5-

- alpha-diol greater than 3 also for the negative reference urine; '

h) data obtained by the reprocessing of the EDFs on the new instrument gave
rise, on the occasion of the analysis of the “B” sample, to a value of the 8
difference between pregnanediol and S-alpha-diol greater than 3 also for the
negative reference urine,

7.11. The above data also show that the manual subtraction of the background
performed by the Paris laboratory, apart from being covered by their internal Standard
Operating Procedures, appears to be a scientifically sound process, aimed to improve
the quality of the signal and, therefore, the reliability of the obtained results, and not
to alter the results of the analysis. This is particularly evident if one considers that the
totally automatic reprocessing of the EDFs on the old instrument gave rise to a value
of the difference between pregnanediol and S-alpha-diol greater than 3 also for the
negative reference urine, both on the occasion of the “A” and the “B” sample analysis.

7.12. Apart from the numeric data, the appropriateness of the manual subtraction of
the background is also evident from the comparison, between the manual and the
automatic subtraction of the background, of the baseline of the upper part of the plots
reported on the graphical page of the relevant, reprocessed outputs.
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7.13. Finally, there was nothing in the data obtained by reprocessing the EDFs related

to the stability and to the linearity runs that could 1nva11d the results of the analysis of
the “A” and of the “B” sample

8. Analysis of the 10 “B” blind samples: study of the logfile

.
8.1. The last set of printouts produced on May 5 2007 (pages 187-206 of Enclosure
#3) refers to the portion of the logfile — referring to the period April 17th 2006 — April

22nd 2006, produced by the GC-IRMS system used for the analysis of the other 10

(ten) blind “B” samples in the same period (see also previous point 2.7.)

8.2. This information had been requested by the Representatives of the Athlete, to
verify whether any sample other than the 10 blind “B” samples were assayed in the
same period.

8.3. By carefully reviewing the extracted and printed portion of the logfile, I was able
to verify that, indeed, it contained information on the analysis of 10 samples only, and
of the relevant reference standard, control urine and calibration samples. These
samples were identified by the following codes: 1704429, 1804855, 1804423,
1904426, 1904428, 2004856, 2004425, 2104427, 2184865, 2204424. I believe that
the first part of the code indicates the date of the analysis, while the second part is an
internal identification code of the LNDD.

8.4. The logfile also confirms that three fractions were injected for each one of the 10
samples whose internal codes are reported above. Apparently, only the third fraction

of sample code 1904428 was assayed twice, while all other samples were assayed

once.

8.5. Not having at hand the information regarding the codes of the 10 blind “B”
samples, I am presently unable to verify whether only those samples — and all those
samples — have been analyzed in the period April 17%2007 — April 22™ 2007.

8.6. Nonetheless, this information can Abe easily verified by comparing the actual,
internal laboratory codes of the 10 blind “B” samples with those extracted from the
logfile and reported at the point 8.3. above.

8.7. Finally, the time intervals between the single instrumental runs are consistent
with the total times of assays, if one considers that the duration of the
chromatographic runs is of approximately 45 min if the method applied is the one
used for the analysis of (i) all the samples; (ii) the reference urines; and (iii) the
acetate calibration mix, and of approximately 15 min if the method applied is the one
used for the analysis of the alkane calibration mix.
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9. Summary of the Conclusions

9.1. The review of the backup history of the EDFs, and their reprocessing on the same
instrument originally used for the analysis of the “A” and the “B” samples of stage 17
did not show anything that can indicate that those files are not an authentic copy of
the original files. Therefore, the EDFs retrieved on April 26" 2007 and reprocessed
on May 4%-5% 2007 can be considered authentic copies of the corresponding original
data files, i.e. of those glectronic files produced, under the OS-2 operating system, by
the GC-IRMS instrument used on the occasion of the analytical operations carried on
the “A” and “B” sample of stage 17, respectively on July 23" 2006 and on August 4®
2006.

9.2. The reprocessing of the EDFs on the same instrument originally used for the

analysis of the “A” and the “B” samples of stage 17, carried out in three different
processing modes (with automatic correction of the background, manual correction of
the background and with no correction of the background) showed that:

* filenames, date and time of acquisition are identical to those reported on the
Laboratory Documentation Packages of the “A” and “B” sample, thus further
confirming that the EDFs are authentic copies of the originals;

* the manual correction of the background - originally carried out on the occasion
of the analysis of the “A” and “B” samples — had been carried out correctly and
appropriately, this meaning (i) that this procedure had been performed in
agreement with, and without any deviation from, the internal Standard Operating
Procedures of the laboratory, and (ii) that it was aimed, and indeed allowed, to
improve the quality of the instrumental signal;

¢+ the reprocessed data, regardless the variability of the individual results, show that,

in all cases, the difference of the 6 values between pregnanediol and 5-alpha-diol

. is greater than 3, for both the “A” and “B” samples, also taking into account the
stated value of the measurement uncertainty value (0.8%o).

9.3, The conversion of the original datafiles into a format that could be processed by

the new instrument and by the new software was a process that could not be

performed in a totally automatic way. It indeed required some extra activities not

described in the procedure reported on the manual of the instrument/software and not .
included in the documents, transmitted to me in electronic format, “07-04-22 EDF -

instructions to Dr. Botre.pdf” and “07-04-29 EDF instructions to Dr. Botre.pdf”.

9.4. However, giving for granted that the conversion of the original datafiles into a
format that could be processed by the new instrument and software was completely
successful, it can be stated that the results obtained after the reprocessing of the
datafiles on the new instrument — which is an almost completely automatic process —
led to the same final result (i.e. a difference of the 8 values between pregnanediol and
5-alpha-diol greater than 3, on both the “A” and “B” sample, also taking into account
the stated measurement uncertainty) obtained by both the original manual process and
by reprocessing the data on the old instrument with different process parameters.

11
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'9.5. Finally, the study of the logfile, and specifically of the portion that was extracted
and printed out on May 5 2007, confirmed that only 10 samples, identified by the
internal laboratory codes reported at point 8.3 of the present document, were analyzed
by the new GC-IRMS instrument in the period from April 17° to April 22" 2007. The
relevant portion of the logfile indeed shows that only those 10 samples, together with
the relevant reference standards, calibration samples and control urines, were
analyzed in the above mentioned period. It would be very simple to verify whether
those 10 codes actnally refer to the codes of the 10 blind “B” samples. The study of
the logfile also confirmed that the time intervals between the single instrumental runs
are consistent with the actual times of the GC-IRMS assays. '

Fo Ji

Dr. Francesco Botré
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Attachment #1
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COPY OF ELECTRONIC DATAFILES
- SUMMARY OF OPERATION

S

On April 261?1 2007, at 1.00 pry, at the Labamone National du Depistage dv Dopage

(LNDD} in Chatenay Malabry, representatives of Mr Landis and of the USADA have

met at the presence of an indpendent expert of the Panel to carry out the retricval of
the Electronic Data Files (EDFs).

The following people were present:
Dr. Simon Davis, Dr. Will Price (scientific expetts of Mr, Landis}, Dr. Larry Bowers,

. Dr. Jeanine Jumean (scientific experts of the USADA), Dr. Jacques de Ceaunriz
{Director of the LNDD}, Dr. Corinne Buisson (Respansible for the IRMS Department
of the LNDD) Dr, Francesco Botrd (Independent expert for the Panel)

Prior to begin the extraction of the EDFs, the Parties discussed on which were the
files to be extracted, whether only the files of the sample (A and B) callected on the
occasion of the stage 17, or also those referring o the 10 blind “B" samples analyzed
by IRMS in the perfod from Apiil 17th to April 22nd 2007. Dr. Bated called by phone
Prof. Richard McLaren, who, on bohalf of the panel, commnnicated to retrieve also
the data of the 10 blind samples, but 1o store thetn on a separate support.

Dus to the size and features of the files to be extracted, it was decided to use CD-
ROMs as the slectronic support to be used for the back up,

It was agreed that only one copy of the data would have been produced and that this
copy will be given in custody to Dr. Botrd,

The datafiles of the IRMS analysis of the “A” and "B” sample of stage 17 were not
capied directly from the hard disk of the instrument, but from a CD-ROM on which
they had been previously backed iwp, as part of the iuternel procedures of the
laboratory, by the personnel of the LNDD. This transfer was made by removing the
Internal hard digk of the instrument, connecting it to a PC with a CD-writer and then
re-installing lhe hard dlsk back in place Instde the instrument.

Duting the exlmction of EDFs of the 10 blind "B samples three further issues came
out:

1) Dr. Davis requested that not only the datofiles, but also the logfiles, had to be

extracted and backed up )

2) Dr. Buisson explained that one calibradon file (filename:
1704mixcallRMSO01.raw) did not match the criteria of the laboratory and
therefore it was decided not to use it; this is the reason why four calibration
files, and not three, were saved on the memory of the computer

3) The file named “1704bruitl.raw™ rtefers .to an instrumental check fr the
background noise

The following decisions were taken:

14

USADA 1650




1} 1t was decided o copy also the logfiles, but to store them on a separate CD-
" ROM. .
2) The file pamed “1704mixcallRMS01.caw” was also copied, on the same CD
contaiting the datafiles of the 10 blind “B" samples. '
3} The file named “1704bruitl.raw” was also copied as above

A total of 3 CD were therefore produced, The CD were labelled as follows

“Electronic Data Files Stage 17 A+B + Linearity”

“B Sample analysig 10 Blind Sarples”

“Logfile”

The content of the CD (Folders/Subfolders) is reported in the Attachment #1.

The 3 CDs were placed in sealed envelopes signed by Dr. Davls, Dr. Bowess Dr. de
Ceaurriz, Dr. Buisson and Dr. Botr2,

At the end of the backup ptocess, the Parties discussed on how to proceed for the
reprocessing of the datafiles, Dr. Thomas Brenna (USADA expert) also patticipated
. o this discussion by phonc. It was agreed that Mr. Landis representatives and experts

will prepare a detailed request to the Panel, outlining not only the reasons why they -

think the reprocessing is important, but also the technical detaits of the procedure.
The operations ended at 7.30pm. '
Chateray-Malabry, April 26th 2007.

Dr. Simon Davis

Dr. Will Price %/( %/

Dr. Larry Bowers

e

Ix. Jeanine Jumeau

N
Dr. Jacques de Ceaurriz .
Dr. Corinne Buisson . . i

Dr. Francesco Borrd J IRt At \/’A L .

1]
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REPROCESSING OF ELECTRONIC DATAPILES
Chatenay-Malabry (Paris, France) May 4-5 2006
' Suimnmary of Operation
W . .

On May 4th 2007, at 1.00 pr, tachnical experts of Mr Landis and of the USADA
have met in the presence of an independent expert of the Panel at the Laboratoire
Naticmal du Depistage du Dopage (LNDD) in Chatenay Malabry, to carcy out the
reprocessing of the Electranic Data Files (BDFs) copied on April 26th 2007, '
“The following people were present:

Dr. 8imon Davis (scientific expert of Mr. Landis), Dr. Thomas Brenna, Dr. Jeanlne
Jumean (scientific sxperts of the USADA), Dr. Jacques de Ceaurriz (Director of the

LNDD), Dr. Corinne Buisson (Responsible for the IRMS Departmsnt of the LNDD)

Dr. Francesco Botrd (Independent expert for the Panel).

Before proceeding with the re-processing of the EDFs, Drs. de Ceaurriz and Buisson
were asked 1o supply additional information on the process of backup of electronic
datn, either in gemeral and with specific reference to thoss data copied on the three
CD-ROMs an April 26th 2006 and still under the custody of the independent sxpert of

the Panel. This mainly o forther clarify the meaning of the following staterment, -

reported at page 1 of the docuinent “Copy of Blectronic Datafiles — Summary of
. Operation” dated April 26th 2007;

“The datafiles of the IRMS analysts of ithe “A" and “B" sample of stage 17 were not copied
directly from the hard disk of the Instrumens, but from a CD-ROM or which they had been
previously backed up, as part of the internal procedures of the lnboratoty, by the personnel of
the LNDD.™.

The following information was Qbmincd:

« The process of backup of the datafiles from the intermal memory of the old
Isoprime (8.N. JA 010), i.e. the instrament on which the insttumental analysis of
the “A" and “B" samples of stage 17 was performed, is periodically carried out
manuaily, under the responsibility of the LNDD. In practice, these operations are
performed by an external company that has a specific contract with the LNDD.

. = Specifically, the original backup of the data concerning the analysis of the *A” and
“B" samples of stage 17 was carried out on Qcgober 31th 2008, This is the process
that was performed by removing the internal hard disk of the instrument,

_ connecting it to a PC with a CD-writer and thea re-installing the hard disk back in
place inside the instrument. The data were stored on two CD-ROME, labelled ag
“Backup dua 31/10/2006 Data: 010206 — 251006 CDI” and “Backup du
31/10/2006 Data: 010206 ~» 251006 CD1”, These are to be considered the two
“master” CDs.

s The data stored on the two above mentioned master CDs were then copied, for

practical reasons (i.e. to aflow a faster retrieval of informalion), on more,

additional CDs. Particularly, the data cancerning the analysis of the “A™ sample of
stage 17 had been archived, together with other data fileg, also into mother CD,
labelled as “Isoprime I Data Juin 06 & 31/07/06 {oreé 1e 30/01/07)".

+ Finally, the data concerning the analysis of the “A™ and “B” samples of stage 17
were also copied on another CD, labelled as “Tsop 1 23/07/06 04/08/06™; this last
CD, produced in the morning of Aprit 26th 2007, contained onty the data of the
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‘twiy samples without any additional daga (e.g. thoss of the assays to assess the
. linearity).

e The CI» labelled as *Blectronic Data Files Stage 17 A+B + Linearity”, produced in

the afternoon of April 26th 2007 at the presence of the technical experts of the
Parties and of the independent expert of the Panel, contained copies of files stored
on both the CIY labelled as “Isop 1 23/07/06 04708/06" (data files of samplas “A"
and “B* of stage 17) and on the CD labelled as “Tsoprime I Dara Juin 06 4 31/07/06
(creé le 30/01/07)" (data files of the linearity assays).

The above back-up history was documented by obtaining hardcopms of the list of
foldersitiles stored on each ong of the above mentioned CD-ROMs.

Prior to begin the extraction of the BDFs, the Parijes discussed on which were the

- files to be reprocessed, whether only the files of the sample (A and B) collected on the

oceasion of the stage 17, of also those referring to the 10 blind “B” samples analyzed
by GC-TRMS in the period from Aptil 17th to April 22nd 2007. The discussion also
involved the vequest of Mr. Landls' expert, to access the logfile copied on the CD-
ROM labeled as “Logfile” on the occasion of the previous meeting at the LNDD, on
April 26th 2006. According to the instructions received hy the President of the Panel,
Mr. Patrice Brunet, in his email message of May 3rd 2007, Dr. Botr2 tried without
success to contact by phone Mr. Richard Camgbell, and Jeft a message on his mobile
phone voicemail. In ordex to optimize the timeframes of operation, it was agreed to go
on anyway with the reprocessing of the EDFs of the “A” and “B" samples-from stage
17 fixst, and to go back w the issue of the 10 blind sarsples datafiles and of the logfile
later on,

The sealed envelope containing the CD-ROM Jabelled as “Electronic Data Fﬂes Stage
17 A+B + Lineerity” wag then opened by Dr. Botd and, at 3.05 pm, all present
moved from the meeting room to the laboratory room hosting the GC-IRMS
instruments. _

The reprocessing of the EDPs was first performed on the same instrument used for the
original analysis of the “A” and “B” samples of stage 17. The process was performed
in the presence of Dis. Davis, Brenne, Junean, Buisson and Botrd, while Dr. de
Ceaurriz was not constantly present in the GC-IRMS room.

To carry out the reprocessing of the files it was necessary to copy back the files from

the CD to the internal memory of the instrument, It was indeed not possible to load -

and reprocess the data directly from the CD-ROM. Two new foklers (“230706" and
“040806™) were then created on the internal memory of the instruments, and the
relevant files were copied inside these two folders from the CD-ROM. A printout of
the list of folders contained in the dams directory of the internal hard disk of the
instrument was produced 1mmedmtaly before and right after the wpymg process took
place.

Once the files were copied, it was possible to start with their wprocessang Tt wag
agreed that an snalyst of the LNDD (namely, the same person who originally

processed the data on the occasion respectively of the “A™ and “B" analysis, .

according to the information reported on the Laboratery Documentation Packages)
would have operated the computer ta carry ant the reprocessing of the datafiles, under
the responsiblity and at the presence of the independent expert of the Panel and at the
presence of the experts of the Parties,

It wes agreed that three outputs had to be produced for each file: (2) a first one,
applying the antomatic subtraction of the background; (b) 4 second one, manually
) ,
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subtracting the background; (c) a thied one, with no backgroand subtraction. Each
output consists of two pages, & data page (“Data Processing Results”) and a graphical
page. The output of each file is then represented by 6 (six) printed pages.

It was agreed to start with the reprocessing of the datafiles of the “A” sample, t.e. with
those copied in the folder “230706". '

The reprocessing of the files stasted at 3.45pm, The reprocessing of the datafiles of
the “A" sample was completed withont consparing the oufputs with those reported it
the Laboratory Documentation Packages.

AL 7,00ptn, 1t was agreed to suspend the operation to continue on the following day. _
It was agreed to delete the files (both those just reprocessed and these still o be
reprocessed) copied on the tnterns] hard disk of the instrument, A, printout of the new
list of folders in the data divectory was also produced.

The operations ended at 7.30pm. It was sgreed to continue the operation on the
following day, May Sth, at 9.00am.

The operations started again at 9.15am on May 5th 2007, In a preliminary meeting, it
was agreed to complete the process suspended the day before. All the presents rioved
again to the laboratory room hosting the GC-IRMS instruments at 9.30zrm. The files
not yet reprocessed were copied again on the internal hard digk of the instrument.

The above files were then reprocessed, starting with the BDEs of sample “B", then
proceeding with the two sets of the stability runs (one for the “B” and one for the “A”
sample), and with the two sets of linearity nns originally performed on June 26th
2006 and on July 3ist 2006, Also in this casé the reprocessing of the datafiles was
completed without comparing the outputs with those reported in the Laboratory
Documentation Packages.

After all the above processes were completed, the dats were deleted again from the
internal hard disk of the instrument,

At 11.20am it was agreed 1o start the reprocessing of the EDFs on the new instrument.
The conversion of the files was carried out by Dr. Buisson, under the supervision of
the independent expert of the Panel and at the presence of the techmical experts of the
parties, A new directory {(“Reprocessing(50507") was created on the internal hard
disk of the instrument and the procedure outlined in the docurpent “07-04-29 EDF
Instructions to Dr. Bowd” was followed. The files were successfully converted and
saved into the new directory; nonetheless, it was not possible to reprocess them. Dr,

Davis explained that this could be due to the fack of some “support” files that are .

automatically generated during the analysis of real samples and that, consequently,
- were not present in the new directory. To proceed with the reprocessing of the

datafiles, it was agreed to copy, from other data directories into the newly crested

directory, also those support files. This procedure allowed to open the files under the
software of the instrument and to reprocess them for the ficst time by this instrument.
It was agreed reprocess all those files that had just been reprocessed by the original
insirument. The reprocessivg of the files was carried out by the same two analysts
who had just reprocessed. the data on the original instrument.

The file were reprocessed following the toutine procedure of the laboratory for the
" smalysis of real samples. Two printouts were produced to show the routine processing
parameters of the lshoratory, which were applied also for the reprocessing of the
datafiles. '
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Tt was possible o complete the teprocessing of all files, apart from the datafile
“datad1Q” (respective to the blank urine fraction 3 of the “B" analysis), for which an
eqror message appeared. This is documented by two printouts of the screenshot.

At 1.45pm. the reprocessing of the datafiles on the new instrument was campleted. Al
the presents 1eft the GC-IRMS laboratory and went fo the meeting roorn.

At this point, Dr. Davis stated that the reprocessing of the datafiles of the 10 blind -
samples was no longer necessary. I was therefore agreed not to open the sealed
envelope containing the corresponding CD-ROM, which remained under the custody
of the independent observer. It wae no Jonger necessary (o contact the Paoel for this
issue.

‘With respect to the igsue of the loglile ~ copied on the CD-ROM labelled as *Logfile”
on April 26th 2007 — Dr. Botr® felt it necessary to ask for the opinien of tha Panel,
also to decide whether or not o supply copies of the printonts produced during the 2-
days operation to the Parties. To this respect, Dr. Botrd repeatedly tried to contast —
sequentially ~ Mr. Campbell, Mr. McLaren and Mr. Brunet, without sbccess. At
ground 15.35pm Mr. McLaren called back. The following indications were supplied
to Dr. Botrd: (L) the Parties could be given copies of the printouts, provided it was
possible to clearly mark all the copies as originuls; (2) it was also agreed that it was
not possible to printout the content of the logfile and to ghve it to the Parties its
entirety, since it cointained confidential information regarding the activity of the lab
for samples other than Mr, Landis’. It was agroed to cut-and-copy only the portion
regarding the six days (April 17-22) in which the analysis of the 10 blind samples
took place. :

A total of 206 printed pages (mimbered from 1 to 206) were produced during the two-
days of operation. The original copy is under the custedy of Dr. Botré. The other three
copies, with every page stamped in red as “Copie certifiée conforme des donuées et
formulaires originaux®, were distributed to the Parties and to the LNDD.

The operation ended at 5.20 pm.

Chatenay-Malabry, May 5th 2007,

Dr. Simon Davis - 4
- Dir. Thomas Brenna %/gﬁjék/’;

Dr, Jeanine Jumesu.

Dr. Jacgques de Ceaurriz

Dr, Corinne Buisson

. -
Dr, Francesco Boira _ {Mﬁ‘q—‘ V[”D’C‘\‘

mn
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__ Original Result Autc Manual Zero Masslynx

-2.58 -1.72 -2.32 -1.76 -2.18
-3.14 -3.65 -2.94 -3.78

-1.70 -2.65 -2.08 -2.63

; -5.55 -71.22

-1.66 -2.39

-2.81 -4.01

, -2.33 -2.80

-7.61 -1 -5.58 -7.03
Original Result Auto Manual Zero _{_mmmE:x_
-0.87 -0.51 -0.56 -0.06 0.0e
-0.48 -0.49 -0.53 -0.02 -0.59
-0.55 -0.92 -0.27 -0.47 -1.00
-1.59 -3.65 -1.87 -1.46 -2.45
-1.08 -1.11 -0.84 -0.25 -0.51
-0.08 0.03 0.17 0.83 0.56
-0.67 -1.33 -0.69 -0.54 -1.62

-1.60 -3.45 -1.89 -1.24 -3.66




Peak Identification — GC/MS
Mass Spectra Full Scan
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shows that peaks are pure and properly identified

Ex. 26, LNDD337-339



GC/MS Retention Times Match and are Recorded

Sohstance charmrinde © | 56 Antirestanc-3a, 1 Th-diol AL ) Fichier: [ A0IA7A0 ]
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Peak Identification
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Ex. 24, USADAO171, 0173



Peak Identification — GC/MS
Order of Elution and ldentification under WADA
TD2003IDCR

Mix Acetate (all peaks of interest) - Ex. 25, USADA0309
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Ex. 25, USADA0319 Ex. 25, USADA0321



GC/C/IRMS Retention Times Recorded and Matched

Codibcation | E-FCR-06
. Version - E
LNDD ENREGISTREMENT Dute 24/11/05
Fage : 172
FICHE D' ANALYSE / RESCLTATS GO/CIRMS

Echastillon: | 1TH07 BE9S8T4 | kzstnzpor . QUACRMS Isoprine |
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Ex. 25, USADAO0351



GCI/C/IRMS: Retention ._.==mm_ Match

Blank Urine F3, Ex. 25, USADA346-347

P2 Cptima 6L LET-Z - Manual DP

"fHp EOt Yiew Colclate Report Poasamelsrs States bolp

Sample 995474 F3, Ex. 25, USADA349-350
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Mix Cal Acetate, Ex. 25, USADA360
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GCI/C/IRMS Matches GC/MS

A Sample
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Ex. 24, USADA 0172, 0173
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GC/C/IRMS Matches GC/MS
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LNDD

ENREGISTREMENT

TCodifoation  E-FCR-06

Version : E
Date :24/11/05

Page : 1/2

FICHE D'ANALYSE / RESULTATS GC/C/IRMS

Echantillon : r

178/07 995474 | - Instrurent :

GC/

Répertoire: | 230706 ] CO et paraphe: |49 ]
Valeur isotopique du réactif c\g:'{dérivétion: il -53 |
Fraction F1 (métabolites de 1a cortisone et du cortisol)
Blanc urinaire Echantillon
. sl 11 Kétoétio SI 11 Kétoétio
| Nom du fichier Data 010 Data 010 : Data 011 Data_011
rs) 867 1474, 867 1478
tr - 1.700 - 1.705
Intensité (nA) 3.7 33 40 . A6
5 "°C %o mesurée -30.80 -24.55 3164 -24.10
5 "°C %o corrigée - ' 21.56 - 21.06
Fraction F2 (Kétos)
Blanc urinaire ‘Echantillon )
ST - Etio - Andro, SI " Etio | ~ Andro
Nom du fichier Data_012 | Data 012 Data_012 Data_013 Data 013 Data 013
tr (5) 868. 1232 1257 - 866 1230 1254
tr - 1419 1.448 - 1420 . 1.448
Intensité (nA) 2.7 45 5.3 2.2 4.0 34
& °C %o mesurée -29.94 -25.34 2498 -30.07 " 2643 T2
& C %o corrigée - 2243 | 2203 - 23.63 25.05
Fraction ¥3 (Q.iqlsl
Blanc urinaire
Sl 5p Adiol. 50, Adiol . 58 Pdiol -
- Nom du fichier |  Data_008 Data_008 Data_008 Data’ 008
tr (s) 867 1306. 1337 1652
tr - 1.506 1.541 . '1.904
Intensité (nA) 6.2 A .23 36
5 1°C %o mesurée -30.66 27.54 -28.40 -26.65
" |8 ¢ %o corrigée - 2218 | 322 -21.63
~ Echantitlon
Sl 5p Adiol Sa Adiol. 5B Pdiol
Nom du fichier Data_009 Data_009 Data 009 |  Data_009
tr (s) 367 1305 1337 1652
trr- . - 1504 | 1542 1.905
Intensité (nA) - | 6.8 55 , 26 3.3
& C %o mesurée -30.05 2882 | -3212 -26:61°
5 °C % corrigée - -23.73 2172 -21.58 -

AUSADA 0185 496{



Credibility

“But in particular, as this case has
progressed, to this point it has become
truly about the credibility and the integrity
of LNDD and its procedures and bluntly,
LNDD’s and USADA'’s attempts to cover
up the errors that LNDD committed.” -

Opening Statement by Appellant’s Counsel, Tr. at 44:8-14



Appellant’s Defense Strateqy

“He was unaware of what was going
on,” Maurice said when he returned.

“So I explained that our defense was
essentially to take down the French
_~lab i an embarrassing way.”

-Positively False, p. 275



