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A. Report by Luxembourg

1. Foreword

On 16 November 1989, the Grand Duchy of Luxembaiggedthe Council of Europe’s
Anti-Doping Convention In so doing it undertook, within the limits dfsiconstitutional
provisions, to take the necessary steps to redut@léimately eliminate doping in sport.

Since then, to ensure compliance with the Convantioxembourg has adopted a number of
different measures and set up a national body fordmate efforts to combat doping. Under
the Convention, each Party is also required to dlenapreport summarising all the measures
it has taken in connection with the various prawisi of the Convention.

Luxembourg would like to use this report to showatvit has done since signing tAati-
Doping Conventionn 1989 in order to honour its commitments undher €Convention. The
report will explain the different policies, proceda and infrastructure developed since the
Convention was signed and describe what has bdeavad in the fight against doping at
national level.

To that end, it was decided to take stock of aafikdg policies in Luxembourg by carrying
out a self-assessment at national level, lookingthet most important Articles of the
Convention and describing the different measuresntéor each Atrticle,.

In order to be as objective as possible, the aittb®mresponsible for combating doping in
Luxembourg decided to commission an outside bodyradt the report. It is based on
interviews conducted with all the parties concerneith this issue and an exhaustive
documentary analysis.
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2. Introduction
2.1 Sport in Luxembourg

The sports movement clearly plays an important irolleuxembourg civil society. Although
there are no real professional sports structuhescountry’s population of 440,000 includes
more than 100,000 licensed membefssports federations, who are all involved in the
national movement in one way or another, whethesgstsmen and women, coaches,
managers or helpers.

The movement is self-governing, with 59 nationabrsp federations responsible for the
various sports. They are grouped together in @emité Olympique et Sportif
Luxembourgeoi¢COSL — Luxembourg Olympic and Sports Committea) eateive support

from theMinistry of Education, Vocational Training and Spor

The Act of 26 March 1976 on Physical Education &pdrt provided for the setting up of the
Conseil Supérieur de I'Education Physique et desrtSgHigher Physical Education and
Sports Counc)l and the accreditation of a central umbrella body the various sports

federations and associations. It also made physidacation and sport a compulsory
component of Luxembourg’s school education systain,down rules governing competitive
sport, and led to the introduction of sports mediccentres whose primary function is to
carry out the medical examinations that are congoyl®r all members of a sports federation.
The Act also provides for the drawing up of regutiogrammes with respect to sports
facilities.

The Act is currently being amended in an attempbriag it into line with current needs.
There are plans to incorporate a separate articteefight against doping.

Luxembourg is able to boast impressive sportsifes| which are to be developed further
following the launch under the Authorising Act ofN®vember 2002 of the"85-year plan to
promote sports facilities, in which the state hgeead to invest € 120 million in helping to
finance 60 projects set up by 50 municipalities asdociations of municipalities. Priority
will be given to the building of regional facilisethat will be used for school sports,
competitive sporting events and recreational sport.

Because of its size, Luxembourg is unable to coepeth other countries, particularly its
neighbours. The emphasis is therefore on amapeut, @lthough the country’s top teams and
top individual athletes regularly take part in imi@ional events such as t@dympic Games
the Games of the Small States of Europe, and méogy &uropean and international sporting
competitions.

Of particular note in 2002 were a number of cyclewvgnts, such as the start of the Tour de
France in Luxembourg City, the arrival of one stafjthe Giro d’ltalia, and the hosting of the
World Military Cyclo-Cross Championship.

2.2 Luxembourg’s approach to combating doping

As pointed out by theMinister for Education, Vocational Training and 3$poMs Anne

Brasseur, in the speech she gave to mark the afficesentation of the Tour de France in
Paris on 25 October 2001, a great many major sgpewents are still haunted by doping. Ms
Brasseur said that while doping was not a new phemnon, general attitudes towards it had
changed. It would appear that those in positidnmesponsibility with regard to sport are no
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longer prepared to bury their heads in the sandaaedietermined to break the silence that
has surrounded such practices. It is not sufftce#mply to apportion blame or single out

guilty parties. On the contrary, what is needednsapproach that involves all those in

positions of responsibility, with clear and unamimgs rules that apply to everyone, and the
resources needed to ensure they are observed.

Clearly, Luxembourg is not immune to the threatloping abuse, and the way the situation
has changed for the worse in recent years hasdewtter of considerable concern for those
in charge of the sports movement in Luxembourg.

It is only natural, therefore, that Luxembourg didgoin forces with the international sports
movement, and in particular comply with the CourdilEurope’sAnti-Doping Convention,
with its list of banned products and substanceghvis applied in Luxembourg, as well as the
conclusions and measures identified by Werld Conference on Doping in Spdreld in
Lausanne in February 1999. Luxembourg accordimgiicomes all the initiatives taken by
bodies such as thiaternational Olympic Committe@OC), theWorld Anti-Doping Agency
(WADA),and sports federations and political bodies, mby at international but above all at
national level, since sport must continue to playiraportant role in health protection, in
moral and physical education, and in promotingrimd@onal understanding.

The National Committee against Doping in Sp@@NLDS) was set up to ensure compliance
with the Council of Europe’anti-Doping Conventioand to develop efficient instruments for
combating doping. By common consent, the Commétds as the prime contact point for all
questions relating to prevention, education and-doyging controls with regard to sport in
Luxembourg. In accordance with Luxembourg traditic consults all the different parties
concerned by the problem of doping: thknistry of Education, Vocational Training and
Sport the Ministry of Health the world of sport through the COSLukembourg Olympic
and sports committeegnd sports federations, sports doctors and phnesiapists, and P.E.
teachers.

The national authorities are fully behind the @fdip agree on an internationally recognised
definition of doping, and endorse the need for maméorm rules relating to prevention,
suppression and punishment. Luxembourg consideas it is only with the help of
exemplary preventive, educational and to some éxtenitive measures, internationally and
nationally, that sport will be able to retain itedibility and ethical values, which are so vital
to justify its existence. With that in mind, those charge of the Luxembourg sports
movement advocate investing more funds in dopingtrots in order to detect the use of
banned substances and methods.
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3. The different articles of the Convention
3.1 Article 1; Aim of the Convention

The Parties, with a view to the reduction and evemnil elimination of doping in sport,
undertake, within the limits of their respective castitutional provisions, to take the steps
necessary to apply the provisions of this Conventin

In signing the Convention on 16 November 1989, ImbBeurg indicated that it was fully
committed to the international anti-doping campaidine Convention was incorporated into
Luxembourg law following the statutory procedur#iated by the government on 31 January
1991 when a bilapproving the Anti-Doping Convention was broughtobe theChamber of
Deputies together with an explanatory memorandum and amapdrawn up by the COSL.

In the light of the opinion of th€ouncil of State(Conseil d’Etaj of 4 July 1995, and
following the report by theParliamentary Committee on Sport and Youth Questioin
28 March 1996, the Convention was incorporated linbeembourg legislation with the Act of
26 April 1996 approving thénti-Doping Conventiosigned in Strasbourg on 16 November
1989.

Luxembourg has, therefore, followed up the reconaagans set out in the Conventionter
alia by:

— incorporating the full text of the Convention inte domestic legislation;

-  setting up the CNLDSNational Committee Against Doping in Spprt)

— introducing a common approach to combating dopirtgelevel ofsports federations;

- having conducted campaigns to develop awarenessgiaseminate information among
the relevant target groups for many years;

— making available state funding for carrying outtegsatic doping controls.

In general terms, implementation of Luxembourg'$igyoto combat doping is based on the
following:

- the principle of self-regulating sports federations

— the principle of using awareness, information amication campaigns to combat
doping;

—  active participation in the international anti-dagpimovement;

-  the setting up of an efficient system of regulapidg controls;

—  public-sector funding of anti-doping measures outhe budgets of the Ministry of
Education, Vocational Training and Sport and treouoeces of the COSL (Luxembourg
Olympic and sports committee).

3.2 Article 2: Definition and scope of the Conventin

1. For the purposes of this Convention:

a. "doping in sport" means the administration to gortsmen or sportswomen, or
the use by them, of pharmacological classes of dagi agents or doping
methods;

b.  "pharmacological classes of doping agents or gong methods" means, subject

to paragraph 2 below, those classes of doping agsnbr doping methods
banned by the relevant international sports organiations and appearing in
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lists that have been approved by the Monitoring Grap under the terms of
Article 11.1.b;
C. "sportsmen and sportswomen" means those persomgho participate regularly
in organised sports activities.
2. Until such time as a list of banned pharmacologal classes of doping agents and
doping methods is approved by the Monitoring Groupunder the terms of Article
11.1.b, the reference list in the Appendix to thi€onvention shall apply.

3.2.1 Definition

Luxembourg fully concurs with the definition giventhe Convention and therefore interprets
doping in sport to mean the administration to sgodn or sportswomen, or the use by them,
of pharmacological classes of doping agents or mdppnethods banned by the relevant
international sports organisations.

This definition is fully applicable in the Grand Ehy, not only because Luxembourg has
signed theAnti-Doping Conventiorbut also because the Convention was incorporatied i
Luxembourg law by the Act of 26 April 1996 approyitheAnti-Doping Convention

In line with the Convention, Luxembourg also suppdhe definition of doping adopted by
the International Olympic Committee (I0C), in otlveords “the administration to or the use
by a healthy person, in any manner whatsoever,gehts foreign to the organism, or of
physiological substances in excessive quantitiestosduced by an abnormal channel, with
the sole purpose of affecting artificially and byfair means the performance of such a person
when taking part in a competition.”

Doping, in other words the use, conscious or otiserwof methods or substances in breach of
the laws and regulations in force, for the purposartificially enhancing performance, is
therefore prohibited in Luxembourg. The ban cowes use by active sports federation
members of any substance or method which may adfemtting capability and performance
or masking the use of such substances. The swestdimat are banned are those included in
the list drawn up by the national body responsibieco-ordinating anti-doping measures, the
CNLDS (National Committee against Doping in Sport

Because of the specific context of competitive §pdoping in sport is therefore subject to
special rules. Not only do these rules relateheodoncept of fair play, they also reflect the
desire of those with positions of responsibilitythee sports movement to protect athletes’
health from the damage that can be caused by tietasices used for doping purposes.

3.2.2 Pharmacological classes of doping agentsomirn methods

The pharmacological classes of doping agents artiaie in Luxembourg are published
regularly by the CNLDS and correspond to the lrstwch up by théAnti-Doping Convention.
The list is open-ended rather than exhaustive amdsgthe names of known or new
substances that belong to prohibited classes arhndmie related to such substances in terms
of their chemical structure or pharmacological et§e

It is the responsibility of théMinistry of Health’sDivision of Pharmacy and Medicing
ensure that the brand names of drugs marketed werhbourg and containing such
substances are added to the list.
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The lists are circulated among the medical professind pharmacists and distributed to all
sports federations in Luxembourg, and to top spwets and sportswomen. They are also
available on request to members of the generaligidy information and may be consulted

on the CNLDS’s website (www.cnlds.lu).

3.3 Article 3: Domestic co-ordination

1. The Parties shall co-ordinate the policies and céions of their government
departments and other public agencies concerned wittombating doping in sport.

2. They shall ensure that there is practical applation of this Convention, and in
particular that the requirements under Article 7 are met, by entrusting, where
appropriate, the implementation of some of the progions of this Convention to a
designated governmental or non-governmental sport@uthority or to a sports
organisation.

3.3.1 Luxembourg’s anti-doping policy

It was theMinistry of Sportand theSociété Luxembourgeoise de Médecine du Spait
initiated and launched the first national anti-eshgpscheme in the 1960s.

This scheme was based on a model agreement drawibetyeen by theSociété
Luxembourgeoise de Médecine du Spord theMinistry of Sportand approved by several
federations responsible for sports particularlynesdble to the threat of doping, such as
cycling, boxing and athletics.

At the time, doping controls were carried out a txpress request of the federations and
mainly concerned individual sports. Compared wuhith total number of controls, incidents

of doping were extremely rare, and over a periodseferal years there was only one
disqualification.

In accordance with the principle of subsidiaritypbgd by the public authorities to physical
and sporting activities, the Luxembourg governmeimgfenerally unwilling to encroach on the
responsibilities specific to sports organisationf.ccordingly, the main features of the anti-
doping policy are the result of a joint effort thetMinistries of Sport and Health, the COSL
(Luxembourg Olympic and Sports Committead theSociété Luxembourgeoise de Médecine
du Sport

The fundamental principles in this context are thatsports movement itself should be given
responsibility, be self-regulating and self-distiplg, given that to date Luxembourg — as
part of its non-coercive policy — has refrainedniréaking a legislative approach, on the
understanding that the sports movement itself uakles to play a direct and active part in the
fight against doping. Luxembourg intends to manégeanti-doping policy through an
approach based on ongoing dialogue and discusstbimvhe sporting fraternity.

At national level the policy focuses on awarenessing, information and education and at
international level on active participation in coittees and movements set up under the aegis
of world-wide, European and national sports anérgdvernmental organisations, through
Luxembourg’s adoption of international norms.

To begin with, anti-doping efforts were concentdateainly on controls carried out during
international sporting events held in Luxemboufdey were largely confined to sports such
as cycling, boxing, athletics, weight-lifting, abddybuilding. Now, however, the number of
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controls is steadily increasing, and they concdrsports. Also, far more of the sportsmen
and women tested for doping now come from Luxemdpoparticularly all those who take

part in top-level sports or who are coached abro@dntrols are increasingly carried out at
random, outside a competition context.

These efforts are obviously all backed up by exgstaws, and the initiative with respect to
the various measures and controls still comes mé&ioim the sports world, via the CNLDS.

3.3.2 CNLDS (National Committee against Dopingpord

Since signing the Convention, the Grand Duchy ofdmbourg has set up a special body, the
CNLDS (National Committee against Doping in Spowjth general responsibility for
combating doping on behalf of the entire sports @emeent in Luxembourg.

This association, founded by notarial Act 1180/9® dAugust 1990 as a public corporation
promoting the public interest, is a direct consemgeeof Luxembourg’s signature of the
Council of Europe’s Anti-Doping Convention

It was therefore the Convention that was used bas#s for developing such an efficient
instrument for combating doping in Luxembourg, ierfpct harmony with national
legislation. The scope of the CNLDS is fairly bdoasofar as it is officially recognised as
the competent body for addressing all questioratingl to doping in sport, with the exception
of sanctions which are decided by the relevanttsgederations.

The structure and purpose of the CNLDS reflect Inlxeurg’s tradition of ensuring that all
the parties concerned by a particular problem,her dssociations that represent them, are
involved in the decision-making process by plaatogoperation in the fight against doping
on an institutional basis. Accordingly, the CNLD@s set up as an independent authority
with its own legal status.

The CNLDS sees its primary purpose as preventioough information, and stresses the
need for all those involved in the sports moventershoulder their share of the responsibility
in the fight against doping, be it the sportsmed awmmen themselves, or their managers,
parents, teachers, coaches, helpers, clubs, spodies and federations. Accordingly, it
quickly launched an awareness campaign that maslefus wide range of media possibilities
(information and press campaigns, Internet, trgrgourses, regional and international co-
operation) in an attempt to reach as many peopb®ssible.

In particular, it is responsible for:

—  studying all questions relating to the fight agaohsping;

—  formulating and proposing measures to improve doping efforts;

— developing an appropriate programme of activitedatng to education, prevention and
information;

-  helping to promote greater awareness of the eftéddigyh-level sports training;

— setting up an information and documentation cerspecialising in the problems
associated with doping;

— drawing up rules for the protection of sportsmed aomen;

— organising and carrying out doping controls;

— issuing opinions and recommendations on how tolesatisputes relating to the
application of anti-doping rules;
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- drawing up and updating the list of doping agemd arganising doping controls for
sportsmen and women.

The CNLDS is run by a governing body comprisingrdi&mbers as follows:

- 3 members appointed by the Minister of Sport;
- 2 members appointed by the Minister of Health;
- 5 members appointed by the COSL (Luxembourg Olynmgmd

sports committee); CHARTE DU FAIR-PLAY
- 3 members appointed by the Société Luxembourgegddédecine
du Sport (Luxembourg society for sports medicine); TR—
- 1 member appointed by the Association des ProfessEtducation
Physique et Sportive de I'Enseignement Public @agon of - cin o
public-sector physical education and sports teagher St s oot steres

- Je reste digne dans la victoire comme dans la defaite

- 1 member appointed by the Société Luxembourgeoise
Kinésithérapie du Sport (Luxembourg Society for &po
Physiotherapy).

- Jexclus tout recours a un artifice, un stimulant ilicite
ou une tricherie pour obtenir fe succés.

- Je porte secours a tout blessé dans un esprit
de générosité et d'altruisme.

- Je m'engage a donner |'exemple d'une conduite
loyale et sportive
Je respecte les principes énoncés ci-dessus
me comportant ainsi comme véritable
ambassadeur du sport.

Je suis fair-play lorsque

Together with national federations and internaticperts organisations,

the CNLDS is in charge of conducting doping corstr@ind has drawn up procedural
guidelines on how the controls should be carriet oli decides the number of controls
needed and the competitions during which they areet carried out and determines which
athletes are to be tested outside competitions.

The controls are carried out by CNLDS inspectorscegdly trained for competition and
random controls.

If the result of a doping test is negative, the @uttee notifies the relevant federation
authorities, who in turn notify the athlete. Ipwever, one or more banned substances are
detected in sample A, the results of the test ansidered to be positive and notified by the
CNLDS to the athlete and the federation authoriti€se athlete then has 21 days in which to
submit a written request for a second opinion basedn analysis of sample B and may be
present in person during the analysis accompanyednbexpert or another person offering
support. If the result is negative, the doping iesonsidered to be negative. If, however, the
result confirms the result obtained with sampleti#e test is considered to be positive, in
which case the athlete must bear the cost of anglgample B.

Athletes who test positive are entitled to havarthay, to access their file and to consult —
like their federation — the CNLDS experts. Itheit own federation, however, which issues
the sanctions. Athletes may appeal against thesidacbefore an impartial court of
arbitration, currently thelribunal Arbitral du Sport(Court of Arbitration for Sport) in
Lausanne.

The CNLDS receives funding from tiMinistry of Education, Vocational Training and Spor
primarily to carry out doping controls and finant® information, awareness and education
campaigns.

The summary table below shows the number of dopmgrols carried out in the Grand

Duchy of Luxembourg since the beginning of the X99@ can be seen that there has been a
steady increase in the number of controls overptt ten years, that whereas in the early
1990s the controls concerned mainly foreign atklétere has been a proportional increase in

anbsio| Ae|d-Jiej SIns o
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the number of tests carried out on athletes a#fitidao sports associations in the Grand Duchy
of Luxembourg, and above all that random testing lbeeen stepped up recently. However,
the number of cases of athletes testing positigenlod changed significantly in absolute terms
and has even fallen in percentage terms comparétdtiae increase in the total number of
tests. The drop in the number of controls caroetlin 1996 is the result of major staff
restructuring within the administration.

Table: Trends in respect of doping controls carriecbut in Luxembourg

1990 1991| 1992| 1993| 1994 1995| 1996| 1997| 1998| 1999 2000| 2001 2002

Number of controls 58/ 76 60 80 70 90 44 D3 113 1a20 | 124| 166
Number of controls involving

athletes affiliated to Luxembourg 23| 32| 18|, 45/ 39 42 33 88 9
sports associations

Number of random controls 15 28 82
Number of positive controls 0 2 2 0 d 0 1 2 4 8 4 23

Graph: Trends in respect of doping controls carriedout in Luxembourg
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3.4Article 4: Measures to restrict the availability and use of banned doping agents and
methods

1. The Parties shall adopt, where appropriate, leglation, regulations or administrative
measures to restrict the availability (including poovisions to control movement,
possession, importation, distribution and sale) awell as the use in sport of banned
doping agents and doping methods and in particulaanabolic steroids.

2. To this end, the Parties or, where appropriatethe relevant non-governmental
organisations shall make it a criterion for the grant of public subsidies to sports
organisations that they effectively apply anti-dopng regulations.

3.  Furthermore, the Parties shall:

a. assist their sports organisations to finance gang controls and analyses, either
by direct subsidies or grants, or by recognisinghte costs of such controls and
analyses when determining the overall subsidies grants to be awarded to
those organisations;

b.  take appropriate steps to withhold the grant okubsidies from public funds, for
training purposes, to individual sportsmen and spaswomen who have been
suspended following a doping offence in sport, dung the period of their
suspension;

C. encourage and, where appropriate, facilitate t carrying out by their sports
organisations of the doping controls required by tke competent international
sports organisations whether during or outside comgtitions; and

d. encourage and facilitate the negotiation by spts organisations of agreements
permitting their members to be tested by duly authdsed doping control teams
in other countries.

4. Parties reserve the right to adopt anti-doping egulations and to organise doping
controls on their own initiative and on their own responsibility, provided that they
are compatible with the relevant principles of thisConvention.

At present, Luxembourg still has no specific ampuhg law. This is because, as already
mentioned, the country’s anti-doping policy corsistainly in raising awareness among the
parties concerned and allowing the different sptotsegulate themselves. Government
measures are geared more towards prevention anderaga-raising than towards the
adoption of legislation and sanctions.

However, apart from the notarial Act establishing €NLDS (National Committee against
Doping in Sport)and the incorporation of thanti-Doping Conventiorof the Council of
Europeinto national law with the Act of 26 April 1996 wdh came into force on 1 August
1996, there are a number of other statutory promssiwhich are designed in one way or
another to keep certain practices in check, namely:

—  the Act of 19 February 1973 on the sale of medgimad efforts to combat drug abuse,
and its subsequent amendments;

—  the Act of 26 March 1976 on sport;

- the Act of 11 January 1989 on the sale of chemsdistances with therapeutic
properties;

— Grand Duchy Regulation of 23 July 1991 defining ttwnditions for the sale of
chemical substances with therapeutic propertiasjtarsubsequent amendment;

—  the Act of 6 January 1995 on the wholesale distidiouof medicines.

The Act on sport provides for the introduction ofsgstem of medical examinations to
establish whether members of sports federationditai@ engage in a particular sport and to
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ensure that high-level athletes have the benefitneélical supervision. The law is also a
means of combating doping insofar as anyone joirangguxembourg sports federation
automatically undertakes to abide by the anti-dgpires in force in the country.

The laws on certain chemical substances and mediaontain provisions relating to the
import, possession, sale and use of medicinessding precursors (ie the substances needed
to make medicines). They all reflect the samedpkilosophy and are aimed at preventing
the most important abuses, such as large-scalmgrad such substances. As such, they are
also concerned with combating doping, even thougtas not their primary purpose.

A bill on sport is also in the pipeline. Its chapbn sport ethics contains an article on the
fight against doping, in which it is stated thatxembourg is committed to combating the use
of doping agents and methods with the help of #onat representative body, tl&NLDS
(National Committee against Doping in Sport) There are also plans for a Grand Duchy
Regulation to define doping agents and methodscoordance with the reference list of
pharmacological classes of banned doping agentsdapihg methods published as an
appendix to the&ouncil of Europe’s Anti-Doping Conventiorin particular, the law targets
persons who are part of an athlete’s entourageingea mind that sportsmen and women are
covered by the controls carried out by the CNLD@8 #mat sanctions are imposed by the
federations.

Without prejudice to disciplinary sanctions impodsdthe competent sports bodies and the
application of more severe penalties under crimignal the following persons are punishable
with imprisonment ranging from eight days to thgears and/or a fine of between € 1,250
and 50,000:

1. persons who, with a view to their use by othemngport, possess or procure doping
agents, and persons who import, export, manufacsete offer for sale, or administer,
even free of charge, doping agents in the knowletige they will be used or are
intended to be used for the purpose of doping antsp

2. doctors who prescribe medicine containing a dopiggnt in the knowledge that it will
be used or is intended to be used for the purpbdepng in sport;

3. persons who administer the agents referred to ragoaph 2 to athletes for doping
purposes or who use doping methods on athletesglhss persons who facilitate the
use of these doping agents and methods or encoathtgtes to use them for the
purpose of doping in sport.

Under the new bill, these penalties may also besased to up to five years’ imprisonment
and € 75,000 when the acts are committed in régffecminor. Violations of the provisions
of this article will be investigated and corrob@toy members of the Luxembourg police
service, criminal investigation department, anda@umsauthorities. However, sports sanctions
imposed on athletes who test positive in dopingrotsmare currently the responsibility of the
competent national and international bodies, ineottvords the sports federations and
organisations.

3.5 Article 5: Laboratories

1. Each Party undertakes:

a. either to establish or facilitate the establisiment on its territory of one or more
doping control laboratories suitable for consideraibn for accreditation under
the criteria adopted by the relevant international sports organisations and
approved by the Monitoring Group under the terms ofArticle 11.1.b;
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b.  or to assist its sports organisations to gaincaess to such a laboratory on the
territory of another Party.

2. These laboratories shall be encouraged to:

a. take appropriate action to employ and retain,rain and retrain qualified staff;

b.  undertake appropriate programmes of research ath development into doping
agents and methods used, or thought to be used, fttre purposes of doping in
sport and into analytical biochemistry and pharmacdogy with a view to
obtaining a better understanding of the effects ofarious substances upon the
human body and their consequences for athletic pasfmance;

C. publish and circulate promptly new data from treir research.

Although Luxembourg undoubtedly has all the humasources and technical skills
necessary for setting up and running a laboratpegialising in doping controls, the decision
has been taken to entrust this task to foreignribdes. The reasons which led to this
decision are the proximity of such specialist labories in neighbouring countries and the
insufficient cost-effectiveness associated witlalelsshing a laboratory in Luxembourg given
the cost of accreditation by thHaternational Olympic Committee (I0OGInd the limited
number of controls carried out each year

Initially, the analyses were entrusted to a Dutabolatory in Utrecht, then to a German
laboratory in Cologne. They are currently carwed by a French laboratory, thaboratoire
National de Dépistage du Dopage Chatenay Malabry, which has been accreditedhiey
IOC. Luxembourg has signed an agreement withl#tieratory under the special sports co-
operation arrangements which are part of the alltagreement between France and
Luxembourg.

3.6 Article 6: Education

1. The Parties undertake to devise and implement, lvere appropriate in co-operation
with the sports organisations concerned and the mas media, educational
programmes and information campaigns emphasising #hdangers to health inherent
in doping and its harm to the ethical values of sptt Such programmes and
campaigns shall be directed at both young people ischools and sports clubs and
their parents, and at adult sportsmen and sportswormn, sports officials, coaches and
trainers. For those involved in medicine, such edational programmes will
emphasise respect for medical ethics.

2. The Parties undertake to encourage and promoteesearch, in co-operation with the
regional, national and international sports organigitions concerned, into ways and
means of devising scientifically-based physiologitaand psychological training
programmes that respect the integrity of the humarperson.

Natiirlech Kraaft... i Natiirlech Vitesse
ouni Doping 77, L ouni Doping

Luxembourg’s anti-doping policy is based on edugtinformation and awareness-raising.

In this context, the CNLDS has conducted a vasirmétion campaign since 1995 targeted
mainly at schools, sports federations and clubbe dim of the campaign is to ensure that
athletes are informed about doping at an early algeted to its dangers and warned against
it. Itis also aimed at club managers, traineefpérs and parents.
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To that end, the CNLDS has used work done by & @ésechnical secondary school pupils
to publish a series of documents that aim to infamgone actively involved in sport about
the risks and dangers of doping, by:

—  providing information on the classes of prohibigents and methods as well as on
authorised drugs;

- describing the procedure and different stagesdufang control,

— defining athletes’ rights and obligations;

—  specifying the authorities to contact for furtheformation.

The awareness campaign emphasises physical gsiaiueh as stamina, strength and speed
and is backed up by posters, pamphlets, stickarge Ibanners, videos and a website that is
constantly updated (www.cnlds.lu). There are a$armation sessions organised in schools,
clubs, and federations, as well as demonstratibdsmng tests.

The posters are designed to raise general awarabess doping among members of the
sporting fraternity (athletes, parents, teacherajnérs, instructors, managers, doctors,
chemists). The pamphlets are intended as a sofinc®re specific information and list the
different groups of doping agents and explain ngstirocedures. In this way, anyone with an
interest in this matter can find answers to theiesijions on doping. Furthermore, athletes
undergoing the compulsory medical examination f@nmhership of a sports federation are
given a copy of the pamphlet and are thereforetealeto the problem. With regard to
teaching materials for use in schools, the CNLDS thatributed videos among secondary
schools for cross-curricular use by P.E., biologyemistry, moral education teachers, etc.
Some time ago, the CNLDS also started invitingtial federations individually to attend
information and awareness-raising meetings on teespecifically related to the fight against
doping, such as primary prevention, athletes’ madjand the procedure for doping controls.
Information pamphlets are distributed to top atdet

These tools are all used on a systematic and mebakis, not only at sporting events but
above all in secondary schools, where teachersugmglied with specific aids so that they can
study the theme with their pupils.

Lastly, there are information sessions, debates #xtures involving federation
representatives, athletes, coaches, etc.

With every case of doping the campaign is steppedamd the CNLDS publishes press
releases in the national press. Such cases pravidexcellent opportunity to hold further
debates and remind the world of sport and the gépeblic of the problem of doping.

This active, extensive approach targets the mamytisg events organised by the large
national school sports movement, and sports clumimes and upper secondary school
teachers who are increasingly being called upomd¢tude activities relating to the anti-
doping campaign in their classes. In this wayargd number of young athletes have access
to exhaustive information and can be alerted todéwegers associated with the use of illicit
substances.

Prevention of doping is also an integral part af thrther training programme for sports
coaches in Luxembourg, and for the past two yetwesEcole Nationale de I'Education
Physique et des SporfENEPS) has included a doping module in all levastraining
administered to coaches in recreational and cotngesport. This development is backed up
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by transfrontier co-operation in the field of coashtraining with neighbouring regions in
Belgium, France and Germany.

The main means of combating doping is thereforectimestant and repeated emphasis on the
wide-scale dissemination of information, educateond awareness-raising at all levels by
means of a proactive approach.

Although it remains difficult to assess the ovenmapact of the campaign, the very fact that in
the course of all the events organised it has Ipessible to reach such a large number of
sportsmen and women would seem to indicate thaethdts have been more than positive.

It is also worth noting that a conference-debat¢hentheme of doping was organised in 2001

by thelnternational Women’s Tennis Promotiohe event was sponsored by the European
Commission and took place during an annual inteonal tennis tournament under the slogan

New Hope — No Dope

3.7 Article 7: Co-operation with sports organisatims on measures to be taken by them

1. The Parties undertake to encourage their sportsrganisations and through them the
international sports organisations to formulate andapply all appropriate measures,
falling within their competence, against doping irsport.

2. To this end, they shall encourage their sportsrganisations to clarify and harmonise
their respective rights, obligations and duties, irparticular by harmonising their:

a. anti-doping regulations on the basis of the regations agreed by the relevant

international sports organisations;

b. lists of banned pharmacological classes of dog agents and banned doping
methods, on the basis of the lists agreed by thelegant international sports
organisations;
doping control procedures;
disciplinary procedures, applying agreed interational principles of natural
justice and ensuring respect for the fundamental ghts of suspected sportsmen
and sportswomen; these principles will include:

Qo

(i) the reporting and disciplinary bodies to bedistinct from one another;

(i) the right of such persons to a fair hearingand to be assisted or represented;
(i) clear and enforceable provisions for appdag against any judgement
made;

e. procedures for the imposition of effective pertdes for officials, doctors,
veterinary doctors, coaches, physiotherapists andteer officials or accessories
associated with infringements of the anti-doping rgulations by sportsmen and
sportswomen;

f. procedures for the mutual recognition of suspesions and other penalties
imposed by other sports organisations in the same other countries.

3.  Moreover, the Parties shall encourage their spts organisations:

a. tointroduce, on an effective scale, doping ctyols not only at, but also without
advance warning at any appropriate time outside, ampetitions, such controls
to be conducted in a way which is equitable for allsportsmen and
sportswomen and which include testing and retestingf persons selected,
where appropriate, on a random basis;

b.  to negotiate agreements with sports organisatig of other countries permitting
a sportsman or sportswoman training in another coutry to be tested by a duly
authorised doping control team of that country;
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C. to clarify and harmonise regulations on eligibity to take part in sports events
which will include anti-doping criteria;

d. to promote active participation by sportsmen ad sportswomen themselves in
the anti-doping work of international sports organisations;

e. to make full and efficient use of the facilitie available for doping analysis at
the laboratories provided for by Article 5, both during and outside sports
competitions;

f. to study scientific training methods and to dese guidelines to protect
sportsmen and sportswomen of all ages appropriat®f each sport.

The Luxembourg sports movement is grouped togettidrin the COSL (Luxembourg
Olympic and Sports Committee). Set up in 1912 hesLiuxembourg National Olympic
Committeeit brings together all sports and sporting federet in Luxembourg.

In an attempt to encourage Luxembourg sports osgdons to implement appropriate
measures for combating doping in sport, the COSwdip a number of general anti-doping
provisions and, with the support of the Luxembogayernment and all the federations,
unanimously adopted a resolution at its generambl/ on 25 February 1989 in which the
federations for competitive sports undertook to lia® use and administration of doping
agents, require their members to submit themselwesompulsory doping controls even
outside competitions and impose sanctions on anfglirgg to comply.

Under these general anti-doping provisions, whithh& sports federations in Luxembourg
have now incorporated into their statutes, theriitens undertake, without prejudice to their
obligations ensuing from their membership of anennational federation, to ban the
administration of doping agents and methods totspwmn and women, as well as their use by
them.

The federations accordingly accept the authorityhef national co-ordination body, namely
the CNLDS (National Committee against Doping in i$pand recognise its right to draw up
the list of doping agents, carry out doping corstramong their members, decide on the
control procedures, define measures intended ttegranembers’ rights, and choose the
establishment(s) authorised to carry out the laboydests. Sanctions, however, are decided
by the federations’ own judicial authorities.

The provisions also serve to clarify certain pqirgsich as the definition and express
prohibition of doping, the rules governing the w$erugs that contain prohibited substances,
the duties incumbent on the members of athletegbueage, the obligation to submit to

doping controls when requested to do so by thentestody, the conditions of suspension
from competitions, etc.

In 1998, the COSL supplemented the provisions witleclaration on Dopingand anAction
Plan against Dopingn which it reaffirmed its firm belief thatompetitive sport can have no
value or credibility unless it continues to abidedihical principles and the principles of fair
play, equality, respect for and protection of hunfngs, and fraternity between sportsmen
and women, and unless it steps up the fight agalh&irms of doping

Some sports federations, such asltheembourg Cycling Federatiphave also adopted their
own fair play charter. In signing it, cyclists ¢tee that they will not resort to any artificial
means, illegal stimulants, or forms of cheatingoider to obtain success, that they agree to
extend the scope of Article 129 b of the UCI's adping rules to national selection
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procedures and national championships, and thatviiieonly use medicines backed up by a
doctor’s certificate.

3.8 Article 8: International co-operation

1. The Parties shall co-operate closely on the mats covered by this Convention and
shall encourage similar co-operation amongst thegports organisations.
2.  The Parties undertake:

a. to encourage their sports organisations to opate in a manner that promotes
application of the provisions of this Convention wthin all the appropriate
international sports organisations to which they ae affiliated, including the
refusal to ratify claims for world or regional records unless accompanied by an
authenticated negative doping control report;

b.  to promote co-operation between the staffs ohéir doping control laboratories
established or operating in pursuance of Article 5;

C. to initiate bilateral and multilateral co-operation between their appropriate
agencies, authorities and organisations in ordeptachieve, at the international
level as well, the purposes set out in Article 4.1.

3. The Parties with laboratories established or opating in pursuance of Article 5
undertake to assist other Parties to enable them tacquire the experience, skills and
techniques necessary to establish their own laboraies.

Generally speaking, the Grand Duchy of Luxembousr@gtively involved in international
efforts to combat doping, in particular throughstgport for European and international anti-
doping movements.

Firstly, Luxembourg has accepted the principles ldown in theEuropean Anti-Doping
Charter for Spori(1984) and thénternational Olympic Anti-Doping Chart€d.988).

Secondly, right from the start Luxembourg has bgant of the Council of Europe’s
Monitoring Groupin the anti-doping field and in 1989 signed tbeuncil of Europe’s Anti-
Doping Conventionvhereby it undertook to take all necessary stegply the provisions of
the Convention with a view to reducing, and elintimgdoping in sport.

Thirdly, Luxembourg supports the approach recomradriay theWorld Anti-Doping Agency
(WADA) set up in November 1999 on the initiative of theetnational Olympic Committee
(I0C) with the support and participation of intevgonmental organisations, governments,
public authorities, and other bodies in the private public sector. In so doing, Luxembourg
is keen to help promote and co-ordinate internatiefforts to combat doping in sport with a
view to defining anti-doping procedures that areropnd transparent, while helping to ensure
that anti-doping controls are carried out fairlglampartially.

Fourthly, with a view to reinforcing their effort® eliminate doping agents from sport,
Luxembourg federations all regularly take part, emthe aegis of theuxembourg Olympic
and Sports Committ€€OSL), in debates and activities taking place initihhe associations
that represent them at international level, thayipg the role of active partners while at the
same time respecting their country’s size.

Fifthly, the CNLDS (ational Committee against Doping in Sporto-operates
internationally with the Swiss government and Frelaboratories to ensure that Luxembourg
has access to the prevention and testing equipamehprocedures it needs to implement its
national anti-doping policy. The CNLDS also co-@ies closely on joint anti-doping
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measures with neighbouring regions in Belgium, Eearand Germany. In addition,
Luxembourg is represented by a member delegatethé&yCOSL on thecommittee on
education and ethicsf the European anti-doping network, CAFDIS. 3amhy, the Ministry

for Education, Vocational Training and Sport is reented on theStandards and
Harmonisation Committeef theWorld Anti-Doping AgencifWADA).

Lastly, on 12 September 2002 in Warsaw, Luxembaigged the Additional Protocol to the
Anti-Doping Convention. As Party to the Additiorratotocol it agrees that it will mutually
recognise the competence of sports or nationaldming organisations to conduct doping
controls on their territory, in compliance with thational regulations of the host country, on
sportsmen and women coming from other Parties ¢ Gbnvention, including therefore
Luxembourg athletes. In addition, Luxembourg dtg#ends to take such measures as are
necessary for carrying out such controls and resegrnthe competence of théorld Anti-
Doping Agency(WADA) and of other doping control organisationseogting under its
authority to conduct out-of-competition controlstbeir sportsmen and women.

4. Outlook

Since time immemorial human beings have tried toaaoe their physical prowess through
fitness training and sport. Unfortunately, receus doping agents has developed in parallel,
although it really only took off with the adventmiodern medicine and modern sport.

There can be no disguising the fact that the Olgnmpotto of faster, higher, strongerhas

its downside. Nowadays, the complex social, fimgne and indeed political — conditions
surrounding high level sporting performance arehsti@at athletes are under considerable
pressure from those around them. As a result, sufnieem have difficulty accepting their
natural physical and physiological limits and loét& other ways of improving their
performance still further.

It also has to be said that doping has developegrapidly — too rapidly, indeed — in several
stages: first heroin and morphine, then from amphetes to hormones, including growth
hormones. Limited in the past to occasional ussw amounts to biological reprogramming
with all the legal, sporting, medical and moral Irog@tions that this entails.

However, although in the past doping has alway# begarded as a matter for the sporting
fraternity to handle, with responsibility, contr@ad sanctions entrusted to sports federations
and national and international sports organisajidnsould seem that the extent of doping
nowadays has also triggered a new approach to cigngown on the problem. Some
countries, for example, have begun to enact argirgdplegislation and introduce measures
relating to controls and sanctions using procedprescribed by law. France and lItaly are
two examples of this new approach.

Luxembourg is obviously no exception to the scowfjdoping, even though the size of the
country and lack of any real structure for profesal sport work in its favour.

The authorities and bodies in charge of Luxembausgorts movement are well aware of the
problem, which is why the CNLDN@tional Committee against Doping in Sppthe COSL
(Luxembourg Olympic and Sports Committea)d the sports federations, in close co-
operation with theMinistry of Education, Vocational Training and Spand theMinistry of
Health, have embarked on a series of measures that slamtidkly contribute towards
combating doping in sport.
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As the previous sections have shown, a charactefesiture of Luxembourg’'s anti-doping
campaign is that, in accordance with the princgdlsubsidiarity, responsibility for managing
this problem has been entrusted to the sports meneitself. The CNLDS National
Committee against Doping in Spoig)responsible for national co-ordination.

The three main principles guiding the fight agaithgping are therefore, in order of priority,
prevention by means of a long-term campaign to promote méiion, awareness and
education;controls with more and more doping tests being carriedooua random basis by
the national authority; anglanctionsapplied in a manner that respects the autonomipef t
federations and their right to decide for themsglve

Inevitably, any efforts in this field must also éaliccount of developments at the level of the
Luxembourg sports movement in general and the fag#inst doping in particular. The
following points are important to bear in mind:

m To a very large extent the sports movement in Lib@mg is a movement of
amateurs. It may be presumed, therefore, thavalse majority of those involved in
sport in Luxembourg know that it would be impossilib go from amateur to
professional status by recourse to doping alonen éliough there are some sports
where, in places, even amateur status gives rideeteystematic use of doping agents.

m There is a growing tendency in Luxembourg for therts movement to become more
professional, especially where individual spores @sncerned. Care must be taken to
ensure that the structures that support such athétd the conditions that allow them
to plan a long-term career in sport are up to tha&lenge. Proper training and the
right attitudes on the part of athletes’ entouragethe only ways in which doping can
be avoided. Clearly, the emphasis must be on modpproaches to training and
medical supervision, a suitable diet, and the rsaggs psychological support.
However, these are all factors that sooner or latene up against natural limits,
namely an athlete’s genetic predisposition and ekegf talent, and the significant
demands imposed by a strenuous training routibés Up to the sports movement to
provide access to education that not only warnsnagaoping but also teaches its
members to understand that everyone has physicahental limits and to accept
them.

s Even though the national anti-doping policy hasasisv been to grant the sports
movement a considerable degree of autonomy andistntine role of awareness-
raising and carrying out doping controls to a repregative sports body, Luxembourg
has no intention of side-stepping world-wide tremdthin the international sports
movement. With the establishment of M®rld Anti-Doping AgencyWADA), the
international sports movement has started harmumiss approach to doping controls
and sanctions with the result that sooner or ldternational federations are likely to
have to give up some of their independence anchauoty.

On the other hand, harmonisation may also havadisntages. With respect to
sanctions, for example, it is currently difficutt €xplain to public opinion why it is
that different federations’ judicial bodies impaaech different sanctions for the same
offence.

It is also the case that doping in sport is anrirggonal scourge, which it is difficult
to defeat using local measures alone.
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= Similarly, there is talk of setting up a singleteigrated judicial body in the form of a
national anti-doping sports tribunal whose juriidic would extend to all the
federations, in particular at national level, aritich would serve not only to support
those federations which do not have their own jatlibody but also to develop
standard procedures, offering access to expertdadigs to which appeals could be
submitted.

Accordingly, discussions are under way with a viewsetting up such a supra-
federation body at national level in the field @fpthg. A consultation procedure has
been initiated to establish whether the idea ofpacislist anti-doping court is

appropriate and to determine the extent of itsreartoy and precise jurisdiction.

Once again, the danger is that such an approathesifict the federations’ freedom
for manoeuvre. The advantage, however, is allf¢derations would have access to
the same tribunal with its uniform code of sancdion

= Still with regard to the autonomy of sports fedewmad, and notwithstanding the
measures taken by them in the event of fraud, Liroemg needs to enact a series of
statutory anti-doping provisions, particularly witbgard to members of an athlete’s
entourage. Such provisions are all the more nacgsgven that most anti-doping
rules apply primarily to the athletes themselves.

By way of conclusion, it should be noted that dgpis not a problem connected exclusively
with the sports movement. It has to do with ati#isiin society generally. The never-ending
quest formore and better be it in sport or in our professional or perddivas — means that
more and more people are faced with a basic dilermamely how are they to meet the
constantly growing demands of their environment aod/ are they to achieve their own
personal aspirations in the face of natural resesutisat are either limited or inadequate?

To combat doping in sport or elsewhere it is nadugih simply to carry out controls and
impose sanctions. On the contrary, it is only bg, the one hand, preventive measures
(awareness-raising, information and above all efitutaand, on the other hand, appropriate
training, a balanced diet, adequate rest periodsabove all proper assistance that recourse to
doping can be limited and ultimately eliminatecbg#ther. Such elimination is necessary not
only in the interests of fair play, to which dopirsgdiametrically opposed, but also in order to
protect athletes’ health.

For this to happen, however, certain practices éinatcurrently very widespread will also
have to be totally reviewed. Examples include eerammed sports schedules, too many
competitions that follow on from each other in suphck succession that the athletes and
their organisations do not have time to recoveg, fdshion for epic rounds of tests, all the
media hype and the excessive financing of sporstsy and indeed the athletes themselves,
and last but not least, over-ambitious parents.th&lse developments are increasingly at odds
with athletes’ physical limitations as human bejngsth the result that, only naturally,
recourse to illicit substances is unfortunatelydmemg more and more “normal”. In order to
eliminate doping, however, it will not be enoughtrieat the symptoms alone; it is a scourge
that must be tackled head-on by adopting more rgserning certain practices that are
damaging to the health of those concerned.

Faced with the growing range of increasingly sajptased physiological and chemical
agents, however, the problem of doping has to lem ses the biggest single challenge
currently facing the world sports movement. Thegjions that must be asked in connection
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with the motto offaster, higher, strongeare how do we keep on going and when and where
do we stop? The answers are certainly not eagythbuvast majority of those involved in
sport agree when it comes to speaking out agaomshd and on the need to combat it.

There have already been some signs of progressehuis information campaigns and high-
profile events have helped to lift the veil and es®@ the hypocrisy clouding the debate.
Progress can also be seen in the fact that thenatienal sports movement has started to
centralise and harmonise its anti-doping efforisparticular through the recent setting up of
the World Anti-Doping AgencyWADA), which Luxembourg joined in 2002, havingigats
governmental contribution and having included aregponding appropriation line in the
2003 state budget. Luxembourg believes that m&nly through exemplary preventive,
educational and punitive measures, internatioratigh nationally, that sport will be able to
retain its credibility and preserve its ethicalued which are so important in justifying its
existence.

Luxembourg is convinced that ti@ouncil of Europe’s Anti-Doping Conventias crucial to
attaining the objectives set. As this report Hasas, Luxembourg is taking active and well-
targeted steps, at both national and internati@val, including the setting up of new bodies
and the implementation of measures and practiegstould all help to combat doping.

Finally, thanks to its active involvement and inrtmaular the scale and diversity of the
measures taken, Luxembourg has shown its full sugpo the Council of Europe’s Anti-
Doping Conventionwhich it would like to see enlarged in the forfnaoglobal and world-
wide convention. Far from constituting a shortrgrolicy, the undertakings entered into by
Luxembourg reflect a long-term and ongoing commitme Accordingly, its pledge to
reinforce and develop anti-doping measures andtstes is a clear sign that it intends to
continue taking an active part in international mments and actions against doping.

5. Contacts

Comité National de Lutte contre le Dopage dan9lertSCNLDS)

p.a. Ministére de I'Education nationale, de la Fation professionnelle et des Sports
National Committee against Doping in Sport

p.a. Ministry of Education, Vocational Training aBgorts

Boite postale 180

L-2011 LUXEMBOURG

Tel. : 00352 478 3400

Fax : 00352 478 3440

www.cnlds.lu

Ministry of Education, Vocational Training and Spor
Sports Department

66, rue de Tréves

L-2630 LUXEMBOURG

Tel. : 00352 478 3400

Fax : 00352 478 3440

www.men.lu

Ministry of Health

Villa Louvigny

L-2120 LUXEMBOURG
Tél. : 00352478 1

Fax : 00352 46 79 63
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Comité Olympique et Sportif du Luxembo(€SL)
Luxembourg Olympic and Sports Committee

14, avenue de la Gare

L-1610 Luxembourg

Tél. : 00352 48 80 48 1

Fax : 00352 48 80 74

www.cosl.lu

Société Luxembourgeoise de Médecine du Sport (SLMS)
Luxembourg Society for sports medicine

B.P. 180

L-2011 Luxembourg

Association des Professeurs d'Education physigspative de I'Enseignement public (APEPEP)
Association of public-sector physical education apdrts teachers

8, rue du Chéateau

L-4433 Soleuvre

Tél. : 00352 59 64 11

Fax : 00352 59 64 11

Société Luxembourgeoise de Kinésithérapie du $BoKS)
Luxembourg Society for sports physiotherapy

12, Chaussée Blanche

L-8014 Strassen

Tél.: 00352 31 98 17

Fax: 00352 31 37 56
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B. Report on the evaluation visit
Introduction

The programme, the documentation and the interviewese carefully prepared by the
Luxembourg authorities, who have shown a clearddsr openness. The parties interviewed
were of a very high level, which enabled the teawh only to gather information on the
situation, but also to exchange ideas and sharettifmights on the future, which was most
helpful when it came to drawing up recommendatidine evaluation team appreciated being
able to talk not only to the Minister of Sport, tlaethor of the evaluation report and
representatives of various ministries, the Natio@a@immittee against Doping in Sport
(CNLDS), the Olympic Committee and the federatidnd, also to people directly concerned
by the scourge of doping, such as coaches andsspamtand sportswomen.

The advantage of Luxembourg’s anti-doping systemviieout a doubt the compactness and
simplicity of the set-up. Most of the people invetvknow one another and some work for
several institutions in different capacities. Dawismaking processes are also relatively short
and uncomplicated. So locating athletes for testa/éen competitions, for example, which in
many countries necessitates regulations and congalexnistrative machinery, is something
that can be done relatively informally and atdittiost in a country like Luxembourg. Yet this
simple set-up and the fact that some people wéfareint hats are not a source of conflicting
responsibilities. The small number of people ineolvin combating doping does, however,
mean that certain highly specialised skills mayao&ing, particularly in connection with the
implementation of new requirements deriving frore tbode, or for the certification of the
quality of the testing procedure.

Article one
Aim of the Convention

The Parties, with a view to the reduction and ewaihtelimination of doping in sport,
undertake, within the limits of their respectivenstitutional provisions, to take the steps
necessary to apply the provisions of this Convantio

Luxembourg signed the Council of Europe’s Anti-dgpiConvention (ETS 135) on 16
November 1989. Since that date, the state has taleasures and adopted standards in
various areas to strengthen the anti-doping effort:

- establishment of an institutional framework fandating doping, in the form of the
National Committee against Doping in Sport (CNLD&public-interest body;

- adoption of basic legal texts directly or inditgarelated to efforts to tackle doping,
including:
the law of 28.3.1996, incorporating the Coun€iEarope Convention into domestic law
(the Council of Europe Convention was ratified dn6296, following the enactment of
this law);

. the law of 11.11.1989, on the sale of chemichktances with therapeutic effects;

- decisions concerning the funding of the anti-dgpeffort, in particular the CNLDS and
anti-doping tests;

- placing of the country’s anti-doping effort in anternational context (Lausanne
Conference, Conference in Copenhagen, WADA).

Evidently, then, Luxembourg is showing lasting amnedible commitment to the anti-doping
effort. The principal foundations of this publiclipy are:
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- the firm belief that doping is a problem that denresolved only by co-operation between
the public authorities and sporting organisatidfa. this reason, the government is seeking
close co-operation with sports organisations, asflscted in the composition of the CNLDS,
whose members represent the different circles corde

- the idea that in a small state, with correspogiginimited resources, there are obvious
advantages in avoiding overlap and friction betwé®sn different units. Accordingly, the
policy of the Grand Duchy is to avoid duplicatioheffort and ensure that the work done by
the different parties is complementary. This pheiapplies to the work done by the state
and by the NGOs, but also to the work done by tfierdnt administrative departments;

- the principle that the state should not necelyslanrden itself with new tasks when the self-
regulating machinery of the NGOs is insufficienyt brather help them to correct their
shortcomings. As a result, the whole anti-dopindpréfis based on the principle of
subsidiarity.

Luxembourg does not consider the anti-doping eiera well-defined task engraved in stone,
but rather as a dynamic process. This approadlussrated by the preparation of a new law
on sport which includes provisions on co-operati@tween state and sports organisations
(see Art. 5 below) and, for the first time, intregs measures into Luxembourg law to punish
the entourage of the sportsmen and sportswomerenweat, but not the actual consumption
of substances (see Art. 16 of the draft law).

Article 2
Definition and scope of the Convention

1. For the purposes of this Convention:

a. "doping in sport" means the administration fmismen or sportswomen, or the
use by them, of pharmacological classes of dopgamis or doping methods;

b. "pharmacological classes of doping agents guiip methods" means, subject to
paragraph 2 below, those classes of doping agentboping methods banned by
the relevant international sports organisations ampbearing in lists that have been
approved by the Monitoring Group under the termarticle 11.1.b;

C. "sportsmen and sportswomen" means those pergbasparticipate regularly in
organised sports activities.

2. Until such time as a list of banned pharmacatafclasses of doping agents and doping
methods is approved by the Monitoring Group undwer terms of Article 11.1.b, the
reference list in the appendix to this Conventioallsapply.

Luxembourg recognises the definitions of the iraéomal organisations (including that
proposed by the Convention and that of WADA). Tledéirgtion is accompanied by a list of
prohibited substances and a list of trade namatedicines that contain prohibited substances.

Article 3
Domestic co-ordination

1. The Parties shall co-ordinate the policies amfians of their government departments
and other public agencies concerned with combadmgng in sport.
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2. They shall ensure that there is practical aglien of this Convention, and in particular
that the requirements under Article 7 are met, byrusting, where appropriate, the
implementation of some of the provisions of thisv@ation to a designated governmental
or non-governmental sports authority or to a spamganisation.

Art. 3, para. 1

The body in charge of co-ordinating the anti-dopeffprt is the CNLDS. It is made up of
representatives of sports organisations and memiggmesenting the public authorities
(Ministry of Sport and Ministry of Health).

It seems to be well established and recognised,tarfdnction to the satisfaction of the
various partners.

Other state bodies that might be interested inlitaggldoping are not represented, although
certain sectors, such as the police, the justictesy and the customs authorities could
conceivably be included in this co-operation (eEammendation n° 7).

Art. 3, para. 2

The main tasks involved in combating doping ardgoered by the CNLDS. The anti-doping

effort is perceived as a whole. So the CNLDS’ jslmot confined to organising checks, but
also includes harmonising the rules of the varifagerations, developing and carrying out
awareness, information and education campaignspaodding advice and assistance to
athletes, coaches and sporting associations aedateahs.

The CNLDS is the cornerstone of the anti-dopingrefin Luxembourg. It is responsible for
the operational side of things, but it is alsoaahore strategic level, behind developments in
efforts to curb doping. In a state the size of lmkeurg, such a concentration of
responsibilities is perfectly justified. Generadlyeaking, human resources are limited. Yet the
work involved and the skills required (in the mediisporting and legal fields) in an effort to
control doping are considerable, even in such allsceenmunity. In Luxembourg, for
example, the Federations are generally not largaginto handle all the work on their own.
This applies not only to the information and edigrateasures, but also to the conducting of
tests and the implementation of proper, transpasenitdoping regulations. Centralising
certain responsibilities within the CNLDS therefansburdens the federations and helps to
guarantee the professional, effective characténefnti-doping effort.

The CNLDS has the operational framework neededutaction smoothly. Through the
representation of Luxembourg’s Olympic and Sporsn@iittee (COSL), it has a direct link
with the sports federations. This considerably litates the implementation of CNLDS
measures and decisions concerning the sportingiatisos. The CNLDS also has a clear and
transparent legal status that specifies its roleambating doping. In fact, the CNLDS’
activities are limited mainly by its human and fuwcal resources. That said, its budget is
sufficient for it to combat doping effectively.

As the system in operation in Luxembourg deleghtead powers to the sports organisations
themselves in respect of disciplinary action arsl ékecution of measures, there is a risk of
similar cases being handled differently by différisderations, if only because they do not all
have the same means at their disposal. There nsamitoring system to guarantee the quality
of the federations’ anti-doping activities. Howevtre legal and regulatory foundations are
theoretically sufficient to encourage the federaido play their part and, if necessary, to
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penalise those federations which neglect theiraesipilities (for example by depriving them
of public funding, withdrawing official approvalalring them from the COSL — see also Art.
3 of the draft law on sport). The existence of §ane is an incentive only if they are clearly
linked to infringement of the rules. The monitoriregdvisory and supervisory role of the
CNLDS could thus be extended and the CNLDS shoalthka position to step in when the
federations fail to do their job (cf. recommendasid and 4).

There is also a need for machinery to ensure Hetdommon rules are applied in the same
way by the different federations. Responsibility diisciplinary action in the event of positive
test results lies with the federations, not witlke tBNLDS, which has no part in them as
examining judge, prosecutor or even observer écommendation 1).

The CNLDS’ powers as an examining authority coutdelitended beyond merely revealing
positive test results, so that it also looked thie facts of the case. The CNLDS could even be
invited to act as prosecutor in disciplinary pratiags (cf. recommendation 2).

A single disciplinary body or a national court gipaal for doping cases would certainly
contribute to equal treatment of the people coremrriThe evaluation team notes that
promising discussions along these lines are alr@agbyogress and recommends that such a
solution be envisaged (cf. recommendation 3).

Article 4
Measuresto restrict the availability and use of banned doping agents and methods

1. The Parties shall adopt, where appropriate, $&gion, regulations or administrative
measures to restrict the availability (including oprsions to control movement,
possession, importation, distribution and sale)vesl as the use in sport of banned
doping agents and doping methods and in particatabolic steroids.

2. To this end, the Parties or, where appropriatege relevant non-governmental
organisations shall make it a criterion for the gtaof public subsidies to sports
organisations that they effectively apply anti-chgpregulations.

3. Furthermore, the Parties shall:

a. assist their sports organisations to financeidg controls and analyses, either by
direct subsidies or grants, or by recognising ttwsts of such controls and
analyses when determining the overall subsidiegrants to be awarded to those
organisations;

b. take appropriate steps to withhold the grantsobsidies from public funds, for
training purposes, to individual sportsmen and $peomen who have been
suspended following a doping offence in sport, durithe period of their
suspension;

C. encourage and, where appropriate, facilitate tbarrying out by their sports
organisations of the doping controls required by tompetent international sports
organisations whether during or outside competgicand

d. encourage and facilitate the negotiation by rigpmrganisations of agreements
permitting their members to be tested by duly aighd doping control teams in
other countries.
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4. Parties reserve the right to adopt anti-dopiegulations and to organise doping controls
on their own initiative and on their own responsij provided that they are compatible
with the relevant principles of this Convention.

Art. 4, para.l

Various laws limit the availability of chemical anitherapeutic substances, effectively
restricting the circulation of doping agents, askeas far as the abuse of medicinal drugs is
concerned. Some medicines may not legally be dsggbwithout a prescription, and the sale
of certain substances (precursor drugs) is suligedegal restrictions (wholesalers require
special authorisation, only chemists may sell tal arsers, documentary evidence of
transactions must be kept, etc). Even though tleage do not specifically target doping
agents, they (and in particular the restrictionstloe sale of substances with therapeutic
effects) have led to a decrease in the circulaifamabolic steroids. Violations of this law are
punishable by imprisonment or fines.

Art. 4, paras. 2-4

Article 16 of the draft law on sport contains a\pson that concords exactly with Art. 4,
para. 1 of the Convention. It prohibits the saleljvery, prescription, etc. of substances to
third parties for doping purposes. The draft prnovisstipulates that infringements of the rule
are punishable by 8 days’ to 3 years’ imprisonn@na fine ranging from 1,250 to 50,000
euros. It also contains special provisions conogrdioctors, in particular those who prescribe
doping agents to minors. The evaluation team wedsorthis draft law, which should
contribute to a lasting, fuller implementation bé&tConvention (cf. recommendation 4.2).

The state finances the analysis of anti-dopingstédte remainder of the funding required to
run the CNLDS is provided by the Ministry of Spdthree quarters) and the sporting
organisations (one quarter). The sporting fedemat@lso receive a general subsidy from the
state designed to encourage sport. There is ndcéxjphk between the granting of this
subsidy and a minimum level of commitment by theéefation to the anti-doping effort, but
as the subsidy is awarded on a discretionary laier than on the basis of any actual right
to the encouragement of sport, the state can alsoituas an indirect incentive for the
federations to take the fight against doping sefpuThe evaluation team suggests making
the link between the state subsidy and the federsiticommitment to combating doping
more explicit, in order to make it clear that comnbg doping is an integral part of the
promotion of sport and an area where sports NG@seapected to pull their weight (cf.
recommendation 4.1). The draft law on sport inctuderovision along these lines. The same
also applies to the encouragement of athletes &yCASL provided for in the COSL’s anti-
doping Action Plan of September 1998, in particslan-paragraphs b and d.

Article 5
Laboratories

1. Each Party undertakes:

a. either to establish or facilitate the estabirgnt on its territory of one or more
doping control laboratories suitable for considecat for accreditation under the
criteria adopted by the relevant international sfsoorganisations and approved by
the Monitoring Group under the terms of Article 1Lb;
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b. or to assist its sports organisations to gartess to such a laboratory on the
territory of another Party.

2. These laboratories shall be encouraged to:
a. take appropriate action to employ and retaiairt and retrain qualified staff;

b. undertake appropriate programmes of researcldl aevelopment into doping
agents and methods used, or thought to be usethdgurposes of doping in sport
and into analytical biochemistry and pharmacologighwa view to obtaining a
better understanding of the effects of various sute®s upon the human body and
their consequences for athletic performance;

C. publish and circulate promptly new data froreitlresearch.

Even though it has the necessary infrastructurekao@v-how, Luxembourg has not set up a
laboratory, as the total number of tests carrieddoes not justify such a step. However, the
samples collected are always analysed in IOC-agprdaboratories. At present it is the
French National Doping Control Laboratory in Chatgialabry that does the analyses. The
situation is therefore fully compliant with Articke

Article 6
Education

1. The Parties undertake to devise and implemdmerevappropriate in co-operation with
the sports organisations concerned and the massameducational programmes and
information campaigns emphasising the dangers &itthenherent in doping and its harm
to the ethical values of sport. Such programmesampaigns shall be directed at both
young people in schools and sports clubs and theients, and at adult sportsmen and
sportswomen, sports officials, coaches and traineos those involved in medicine, such
educational programmes will emphasise respect ftioal ethics.

2. The Parties undertake to encourage and promegearch, in co-operation with the
regional, national and international sports orgaai®ns concerned, into ways and means
of devising scientifically-based physiological grgychological training programmes that
respect the integrity of the human person.

Art. 6, para. 1

Generally speaking, the implementation of Art. 6tleé Convention through educational

programmes is one of the strong points of Luxem@swuanti-doping programme. Even in the

early years following signature of the conventitime national authorities did not confine

themselves to technical and punitive measures ssctesting and sanctions, but attached
considerable importance to education and informati@asures. This effort was manifest in
the search for international co-operation. So #well of education and training programmes
in Luxembourg is high. The following comments ot tkvaluation team should help to

maintain this high level and improve the impactref measures.

The number of very high-level athletes is limitezt@use of the size of the country, so these
athletes are not the main target group of the médion campaigns. This does affect the anti-
doping effort, for the higher the level of the atiels, the more aware they tend to be of the
problem. In a context where sport is practised fgary amateurs or as a leisure activity,
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there is a higher risk that positive cases of dgpwill be the result of inattention or
ignorance. Information and awareness-raising digsvitherefore play an important role.
Basic information, like the list of prohibited stdasces and methods, is communicated to top
athletes directly by the CNLDS and to other atlddig the federations and associations. The
list of prohibited substances and methods is complkhe CNLDS adds a list of trade names
of medicines available in Luxembourg which contaire or more of these substances. The
preparation of this list is a mammoth task, as eieds sold in France, Belgium and Germany
are all sold in Luxembourg. The basic informatidiug disseminated is unanimously
considered sufficient by the federations, the dasioos, the coaches and the athletes
themselves. However, the information passed omants clubs is sometimes still considered
to be insufficient. Some coaches and athletes rabe the list is so complicated and
impractical from the point of view of a user wheyoking for suitable medicines to treat
certain illnesses. Some say they are afraid to takelicines to treat a simple cold, for
example, for fear of testing positive after inadgetly taking medicines that contain
prohibited substances.

The CNLDS is updating a website containing fullbimhation accessible to all. Doctors in the
Grand-Duchy are also kept regularly informed of ts of prohibited substances and

methods and any changes made to it. This serviciglidy appreciated and increasing use is
made of it.

In addition to the basic information on prohibitegbstances and methods, the CNLDS also
prepares information and teaching aids that go &weiner. A fruitful partnership has been set
up with anti-doping agencies in other countries amgarticular in Switzerland. These aids
are distributed not by the CNLDS, but mainly by @®SL, through the federations and
associations.

The materiel is also made available to schoolsuga in the classroom. The efforts made in
this field are considerable, considering the sikz¢he country. But as in other states, the
CNLDS has no say in school syllabuses and it isoufhe teachers to decide what they do
with the information. Although considerable effoat® being made in the field of information
and education, the resulting measures tend to bedis, with little co-ordination between
them. It is difficult to distinguish an overall ategy. It should certainly be possible adapt the
information better to suit the different target gps. There are no means of information, for
example, specifically designed for the athletestoerage (coaches, clubs, relations,
federations, etc). The CNLDS could also developaensystematic strategy. This is not a
practical option, however, at its current manpouwerel. The question also arises as to
whether the basic information disseminated is prieskin the most suitable manner for the
target group, particularly when the target is yoatigetes; would it not be better to present
the list in a more reader-friendly manner?

As mentioned above, education and information lagestrong points of Luxembourg’s anti-
doping policy. But these measures could be furttemgthened by analysing their impact.
This could be done quite simply, using a questioento discuss people’s expectations
concerning anti-doping information and the use timake of it. The replies could be used to
develop the strategy mentioned earlier (cf. recondagon n° 5).

Art. 6, para. 2

The scientifically-based physiological and psyclgatal training programmes that respect the
integrity of the human person called for in Art2@re promoted in different ways. The
mandatory consultation system and the advice dggukto top athletes, and the information
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supplied to federations and coaches, are a stdpeinght direction. Furthermore, in the last
two years, the training course for coaches at @temal school of physical education and
sport (ENEPS) has included a compulsory moduleaping). The evaluation team therefore
considers that Luxembourg meets the requirememsto6.2.

Article 7
Co-operation with sports organisations on measures to be taken by them

1.

The Parties undertake to encourage their sportgnisations and through them the
international sports organisations to formulate aag@ply all appropriate measures,
falling within their competence, against dopingsport.

To this end, they shall encourage their sportgpisations to clarify and harmonise their
respective rights, obligations and duties, in partar by harmonising their:

a. anti-doping regulations on the basis of theutajons agreed by the relevant
international sports organisations;

b. lists of banned pharmacological classes of wppagents and banned doping
methods, on the basis of the lists agreed by tlhevapt international sports
organisations;

C. doping control procedures;

d. disciplinary procedures, applying agreed intgtanal principles of natural justice
and ensuring respect for the fundamental rightsso$pected sportsmen and
sportswomen; these principles will include:

(i) the reporting and disciplinary bodies to tistinct from one another;
(i) the right of such persons to a fair hearingdato be assisted or represented,;
(iii) clear and enforceable provisions for appiegl against any judgement made;

e. procedures for the imposition of effective fieggafor officials, doctors, veterinary
doctors, coaches, physiotherapists and other afficor accessories associated
with infringements of the anti-doping regulatiorysgportsmen and sportswomen,;

f. procedures for the mutual recognition of suspams and other penalties imposed
by other sports organisations in the same or otflemtries.

Moreover, the Parties shall encourage theirrgporganisations:

a. to introduce, on an effective scale, dopingtrad® not only at, but also without
advance warning at any appropriate time outsidengetitions, such controls to be
conducted in a way which is equitable for all sporéen and sportswomen and
which include testing and retesting of personsctete where appropriate, on a
random basis;

b.  to negotiate agreements with sports organisatiof other countries permitting a
sportsman or sportswoman training in another coyrts be tested by a duly
authorised doping control team of that country;
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C. to clarify and harmonise regulations on eligitgi to take part in sports events
which will include anti-doping criteria;

d. to promote active participation by sportsmenl @portswomen themselves in the
anti-doping work of international sports organisats;

e. to make full and efficient use of the facstitevailable for doping analysis at the
laboratories provided for by Article 5, both duginand outside sports
competitions;

f. to study scientific training methods and toigsewguidelines to protect sportsmen
and sportswomen of all ages appropriate for eaartsp

Art. 7 of the Convention refers to some key aspetwfforts to combat doping which states
parties need to take into account. They include:

Harmonising anti-doping regulations and procedures

. A clear and uniform regulatory framework for caatibg doping in all the federations
is a key feature of the battle against doping. Hpplies to the list of prohibited substances,
but also to sample collection and disciplinary ahares. In all these areas Luxembourg’s
policy is in compliance with the provisions of t@®nvention. Luxembourg’s top sporting
organisation adopted a single framework regulatior25 February 1989 to combat doping.
The rules of this anti-doping charter were to beoirporated into the by-laws of all the
COSL’s member federations, which they have beetmout exception.

As yet there is no real monitoring of the fedenagido determine whether they are complying
with anti-doping standards and properly applying thles they have set themselves. True,
flagrant violations would not go unnoticed in a oty the size of Luxembourg. However,
more systematic monitoring by the COSL or the CNL&ild be a good thing. The means
already exist to penalise federations or associatiwwhich do not honour their commitments.
They include withdrawal of their legal status (asvided for in the law on sport), their
exclusion from the COSL or cuts in their subsidesrecommendation 4.1).

The anti-doping charter mentions the main aspeictheoefforts to tackle doping and gives
the CNLDS certain powers vis-a-vis the sports fatiens. The main provisions are:

- the prohibition of doping (this applies to ateetnd also to their entourage);

- the definition of disciplinary sanctions (disqgfiahtion and suspension) and of the
penalties incurred in the event of infringementha& ban on doping;

- the list of prohibited substances and methods;

- the responsibility of the CNLDS in doping contpsbcedures;

- its responsibility for carrying out tests;

- its responsibility in the selection of athletes tiesting;

- the power of the CNLDS to choose the analysisratory.

. Establishment of disciplinary procedures and cbamge with certain standards

Anti-doping rules are often as important as the hmery meant to guarantee their
application. Rules are only observed when thera disciplinary procedure for punishing
transgressions. If disciplinary measures are ttaken, athletes must be subject to strict rules.
The COSL has sought to establish such rules thrawghchannels: through the national
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federations, which are required, as members ofC®&L, to incorporate the national anti-
doping charter into their rules for athletes; ametigh licensing contracts with athletes under
which they agree to abide by the rules of the dogiing charter. These licensing contracts are
not concluded with all the athletes who take partompetitions, but rather with high-level
competitors. Perhaps this practice should be ertémal all the country’s athletes, to provide
a clear and transparent basis for the disciplipapgedure.

At present disciplinary procedure is determinedelagh federation; no uniform procedural
standards have been produced by the COSL or theDSNIt is therefore impossible to say
exactly to what extent the examining body is gliitinct from the disciplinary body and
whether the procedure can be considered fair. OCane suppose that things are done fairly,
however, as association decisions in Luxembourgerewed by the civil court, which is
also responsible for examining procedural irregtiéss.

The situation would certainly be improved by theopttbn of a project currently in
preparation to set up a single supra-federal appedy to deal with doping. Such a body
would be the best guarantee of fair applicatiothefrules governing disciplinary procedures,
but also of equal access for all to an appeals .bblig project also takes into account the size
of the country (and the correspondingly limited fpesional apparatus available to its
federations) and makes up for it by proposing a-¢mst solution that offers guarantees of
professionalism and efficacy. All the arguments fomvard earlier in favour of a centralised
control system plead in favour of a single discipty appeals body. The evaluation team
welcomes this project and encourages its implenientgcf. recommendation n° 3).

. Anti-doping controls

Luxembourg carried out 166 tests in 2002. The nunhids increased steadily, from 76 in
1991 to 166 today, and is expected to continue¢cease gradually. Given the size of the
population, this is a higher rate than that foumdther states. Almost half the tests (81) were
carried out outside the competition context. Tlsisaiso a high rate compared with other
countries. As tests performed outside the compatitontext have a marked deterrent effect,
however, the question arises as to what can be tboinerease the number and/or the quality
of these tests. The number of tests cannot increadinitely without causing financial
problems or threatening to impinge on athleteshtsg Interestingly, however, the athletes
themselves do not object to more frequent testamgthe contrary, when interviewed by the
evaluation team they not only tolerated it but alfjucalled for more tests outside the
competition context.

As for the quality of the tests, it is worth notitigat the tests carried out in Luxembourg meet
high quality standards. It is the CNLDS or an inelegient body that decides how many tests
are carried out, when and on which athletes. Th&[@®also acts as a “clearing house”,
keeping the samples and storing the results oatladyses. As in other countries, the athletes
tested are primarily members of the national spgrélite. As there are fewer very high-level
athletes than in countries with larger populatidhs, tests cover a relatively broad spectrum
of athletes. The result is that athletes who wadder be tested in other countries are tested
in Luxembourg. The evaluation team consider thisasion very positive, but are aware of the
great efforts needed to convey the information e population concerned. The testing
procedure proper meets high quality standards.bBls& details are set out in the “Procedural
instructions for carrying out anti-doping controjgoduced by the CNLDS. They satisfy the
need for effective anti-doping controls, while la¢ same time protecting athletes’ rights. The
tests are carried out exclusively by qualified noatstaff. The samples are collected by two
inspectors. The size of the country is a distimlstaatage for testing outside competitions. For
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one thing, athletes are unlikely to go astray. Amel inspectors do not have far to go to test
them. The size of the country does not only hawsaathges, however: it also means that
athletes regularly go abroad to train for importemnpetitions. The CNLDS also carries out
tests abroad, it is true, but the number is limildthe human and financial resources
available. It would therefore be in the interesttbé CNLDS to conclude co-operation
agreements with similar anti-doping agencies ahraadeast in the neighbouring countries.
Even if the CNLDS has an exemplary co-operatiooneé@s far as information is concerned -
particularly in its partnership with SwitzerlandLuxembourg still has a lot to gain by
developing international co-operation on anti-dgptontrols.

The team’s conversations with athletes pinpointeel @ea where there is no doubt room for
improvement: apparently the athletes can guess nedhonable accuracy when and at what
competition they will be tested. It would probalidg possible, without bringing the whole
system into question, to make spot checks lessigbabte, for example by occasionally
carrying out two checks at a brief interval, or gt necessarily focusing on the major
sporting event of the season, or by testing athlatehome or where they train, rather than at
the competition venue (cf. recommendation n° 8).

Article 8
I nternational co-operation

1. The Parties shall co-operate closely on the enattovered by this Convention and shall
encourage similar co-operation amongst their sportggnisations.

2. The Parties undertake:

a. to encourage their sports organisations to aperin a manner that promotes
application of the provisions of this Conventionthii all the appropriate
international sports organisations to which they affiliated, including the refusal
to ratify claims for world or regional records uske accompanied by an
authenticated negative doping control report;

b. to promote co-operation between the staffsheir tdoping control laboratories
established or operating in pursuance of Article 5;

C. to initiate bilateral and multilateral co-opefan between their appropriate
agencies, authorities and organisations in orderathieve, at the international
level as well, the purposes set out in Article 4.1.

3.  The Parties with laboratories established orragieg in pursuance of Article 5 undertake
to assist other Parties to enable them to acquie éxperience, skills and techniques
necessary to establish their own laboratories.

Luxembourg has participated in an exemplary mammé#re different international institutions
for co-operation on doping, ever since the 198bpgean Charter against doping in sport. Other
than the Convention (and the protocol to it), whiclas ratified, Luxembourg is active in
international co-operation in the European Uniomtert and in the World Anti-Doping
Agency, where a Luxembourg expert sits on the naédmmmittee and is a member of the pool
of independent experts. Furthermore, Luxembourgksvoin close co-operation with
Switzerland on information and prevention and viAtance in the fields of sample analysis and
testing procedure and equipment.
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Article 9
Provision of information

Each Party shall forward to the Secretary Generhlttee Council of Europe, in one of the
official languages of the Council of Europe, allesant information concerning legislative and
other measures taken by it for the purpose of camgphith the terms of this Convention.

Luxembourg regularly answers the questionnaire fan rmonitoring group’s database on
national anti-doping programmes.

Furthermore, when the monitoring group gatherstamdil information on specific aspects of
efforts to tackle doping, Luxembourg is always oped co-operative.

The evaluation team therefore considers the stnatompliant with Art. 9.

General conclusions and recommendations of the evation team

The evaluation team appreciated the commitmertieftate and the sporting hierarchy alike
to combat doping together. This partnership iseéd in the observance of the principles of
subsidiarity and complementarity.

Luxembourg’s anti-doping system is of a high staddand the solutions adopted take into
account the national context. The evaluation foomevidence of any major shortcomings, or
any particular obstacle to access to informatiome Tsystem works well, with no
unnecessarily complex structures or procedureseeld the evaluation team feels that
Luxembourg could serve as a model for other staids small populations faced with the
task of setting up an anti-doping system.

The recommendations made by the evaluation teartiséed in the following table, in order
of priority:

1 Give the CNLDS a role in supervising the actatiof the Ministry of
federations, particularly disciplinary procedurds.should be Sport

involved in prosecution and the right of appeal,éoample, in the
federations’ disciplinary proceedings.

2 Broaden the powers of the CNLDS to investigasesaf doping.| Ministry of
Sport
3 The possibility of setting up a single inter-festteon appeals Ministry of

body (composed, for example, of independent expbtswith| Sport
institutional ties to the COSL) should be given etar
consideration.

4 The draft law currently under examination shoblkl passed Consell
rapidly. d’Etat,
Parliament

4.1 This new law should be an opportunity to establa link| Ministry,
between compliance by the federations with antitagpp Parliament,
standards and the public funding they receive. Otbgulations COSL

(eg those of the COSL) could also be clarified gltrese lines.
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4.2 This new law will clearly prohibit traffickingn doping agents, in Ministry,
conformity with Art. 4 para. 1 of the Convention. Parliament

5 Concerning information and education measuresgvatuationl CNLDS
system should be set in place to help improve thek\wione and
the material produced. Thought should also be gteemow the
CNLDS could adopt a communication strategy targeselected
groups (coaches, associations, parents, clubg, atd. setting
objectives and defining specific means for eaclugro

6 Co-operation agreements with anti-doping agencies| CNLDS
neighbouring countries are recommended, with a Vi@n
improving the testing of Luxembourg athletes tnagnabroad.

7 Broaden the co-ordination role of the CNLDS tolude othen Government
state bodies concerned by the battle against d¢pmgts, police
customs), in order to improve the effort to comipatficking and
reduce the availability of prohibited substancessed up another,
formal or informal, inter-ministerial co-ordinatirigpdy to take up
these issues with the competent authorities.

8 Make spot checks less predictable (for examplenéneasing the CNLDS
weighting of random parameters in the choice oésinplaces and
athletes).
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Programme of the evaluation visit:

7 October 2003

Morning:

Welcoming of the experts by the Government Commissi for Physical Education and
Sport, Mr Guy Fussenig

Presentation of the national report by its authdrMarc Ant
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Meeting with officials from the Ministry of Educat, Vocational Training and Sport

Interview with Ms Anne Brasseur, Minister of NatarEducation, Vocational Training and
Sport

Afternoon:
Meeting with officials from the National Committégainst Doping in Sport

Meeting with officials from the Luxembourg Olympiand Sports Committee and the
Luxembourg Sport Arbitration Court

Meeting with federation officials

8 October 2003

Morning:

Meeting with officials from the Ministry of Health

Meeting with athletes
Meeting with coaches

Conclusions of the experts
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C. Comments from Luxembourg

The Luxembourg authorities expressed their satisfa@t the report of the evaluation visit
and did not wish to make any comments.



T-DO (2003) 5

41



42

T-DO (2003) 5



