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1. Introduction

This consultative visit was organised at the retjagthe Turkish Doping Control Centre and
the General Directorate of Youth and Sport (GDYS)rking under the State Ministry
responsible for Youth and Sport in Turkey. Thatviscused on assessing the Turkish anti-
doping policy and programme, the national anti-dgpstructure, doping control system, the
laboratory and the Turkish Doping Control Centig'scedures and looked at legal issues.

The programme of the visit appears in the Appendix.

The consultative team was composed of Prof. Klaud MER, Dr Karlheinz DEMEL, Mr
Rune ANDERSEN and Mr Mesut OZYAVUZ.

The visit mainly took place in Ankara from 22 to BXttober. The team also met with
authorities from the Turkish National Olympic Conti@e in Istanbul on 24 October in the
afternoon. Mr Rune ANDERSEN was not able to attdnd meeting in Istanbul and left
Turkey from Ankara.

2. General description

In Turkey, the State Ministry responsible for Yowthd Sport is the highest authority for
sport policy and for its implementation. The Mimisintroduces all laws relating to sport to
the National Assembly and liaises with other mamnston sports-related subjects. The
General Directorate of Youth and Sport (GDYS), wiogk under the State Ministry
responsible for Youth and Sport, is the second mm@gbrtant authority.

The constitutive law of the General DirectorateYafuth and Sport also provides the legal
basis for the anti-doping initiatives in Turkey (lLano. 3289, dated 21 May 1986). Article 2
of this law defines the tasks of the GDYS. Accogdito Article 2.g, it has to take all
necessary actions to protect health of sportsmdmamen.
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Turkey ratified the Anti-Doping Convention in 1988 the Law no. 3885 (entry into force of
the ratification from T January 1994). This law provides a further legabi® for the
implementation of the anti-doping activities.

3. National anti-doping system

The Turkish Doping Control Centre was founded iB&8nder a protocol between Hacettepe
University in Ankara and the GDYS, working undee tBtate Ministry responsible for Youth
and Sport. At that time a laboratory was inaugdatt the Faculty of Pharmacy.

On the basis of the Law no. 3289 dated 21 May X86the Law no. 3885 of 1993 (above
mentioned), the GDYS adopted a set of national-doping regulations in 1993. The
regulations define the aim, scope and basis ohtitedoping system. They also set out the
duties of independent sampling officials (callespthg controls officers” in this report to
avoid confusion with ISO terminology) and samplprgcedures.

The regulations also set out the responsibilititsmort federations, the organisation of
educational programmes and activities and the amopmif the list of classes of prohibited
substances and methods. According to Article Shefregulations, the doping control tests
are requested by the GDYS. The sports federatiomsezned cover the costs of tests.

With regard the list of classes of prohibited sabses and methods, adopted by the
Monitoring Group of the Convention and the Inteimadl Olympic Committee, the latest
version is circulated annually by the GDYS to tleéevant institutions (Article 14 of the
regulations) after translation by the Turkish Dgp@ontrol Centre.

A national doping control programme was introduéed1995 and independent doping
control officers have been trained. The Foundafmnthe Fight Against Doping is the
umbrella structure under which the Anti-Doping leddory and the independent doping
control officers (DCO) work. The laboratory is ant@l point of the Turkish Doping Control
Centre. The Foundation Board has 44 members fronY &MNOC, the university and the
federations. The Executive Committee of the Foundas composed of 7 members.

The national anti-doping regulations are now beamgsed. As the new edition of the draft
regulations will be issued very soon, the analyaesl the recommendations of the
consultative team are mainly focused on them.

The draft regulations are also based on the twm haas mentioned earlier. It is planned to
create a high level committee for the fight agachgping, as a national coordinating body.
The draft regulations have the title “Regulatioekated to the creation, tasks, competences
and duties of the High Committee for the fight agaidoping”. They make provision for
three sub-committees — which already exist in pract namely, tasks and their execution,
anti-doping education and doping control officensl @efine in detail the role, competences,
tasks and duties of each body.

With respect to sanctions, the draft regulation&ken@ference to another text “the GDYS’s
regulations on sanctions in amateur sports” (seeus).

In the draft regulations, Article 4 defines themier In this Article, the definition of doping is
linked to the prohibited list appended to the Olyenidovement’s Anti-Doping Code, while
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the regulations are based on the law ratifying @mavention. This law, made the Anti-
Doping Convention part of the national legislati®he new regulations should also refer to
the list adopted by the Monitoring Group and in fue by the World Anti-Doping Agency
(WADA).

It is planned that the high level Committee shaldr23 memberdhis number is certainly
too many to enable the Committee to work efficigntNine or elevermembers would be
sufficient. Most of the members are either from or else notethéy state and governmental
bodies or semi-public organisations. This will goarantee the independence of the national
anti-doping body. In the current situation of thaftiregulationsthe high level Committee
seems very close to the GDYS, which is in chargespbrt in general, including the
promotion of high-level sport. The high level Comitgie should include more
representatives from sport organisations, includirige National Olympic Committee and
the Turkish Football Federation. Also the professial qualifications of the members
should be well balanced. It would be prudent, fotagnple, to have one-third from medical
field, one-third with legal competence and one tthiwith competence and experience in the
sports world.

In Article 9d of the draft regulations, it is stdtéhat the high level Committee will be in
charge of the realisation of the tests requestedthH®y competent international sport
organisations.This limits the power of control of the Committedt should have full
authority for the planning, coordinating, carryingput and monitoring of doping controls.

In several places, the draft regulations refeth® rules of international sport organisations.
But there are no provisions if the latter do notreg out the doping controls efficiently and
respect the anti-doping rules and sanctions.

The consultative team recommends that Turkish auities should consider reviewing the
draft regulations in the light of this report forite composition, tasks and responsibilities of the
high level Committee in the fight against doping.

4. Doping control process

The Directorate of the Doping Control Officers (DOTis in charge of taking samples both
in competition and out-of-competition sport. The @Lare trained every two years. 120
DCOs have been trained, but only about 60 of thesoperational. There is no accreditation
system for the DCOs yet. The DDCO is planning tolyafor accreditation soon.

There seems to be the lack of a systematic apptoagiplanned structure on how to organise
the planning of doping controls. This is carried aacording to direct orders from National
Sports Federations (NF) and not in accordance antloverall plan for all sports in Turkey.
The number of tests in 2000 was 267, for all spextsept for football and 103 others samples
realised abroad. For the year 2001 the number seemmsve increased a lot to around 600.
The consultative team was told that the numbeesistwould be increased, following the full
accreditation of the laboratory in Ankara.

With respect to the selection and notification tfletes for doping controls there does not
seem to be a system in place that systematicalllatep the contact information on elite
athletes.
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There is a system in place for the preparation@mtluct of doping controls. The team did
not have the possibility of seeing the actual pdoce for sample collection, but were told
that it is done according to international standard

A system has also been established for handlinglesmA positive result is sent by the Head
of Laboratory to the Director General of the GDYBonsends it to the President of the sports
federation concerned. The latter informs the aghlétthe athlete requests it, the B sample is
analysed. However, there is no review panel overgabe analytical results and procedures
being carried out, in order to ascertain whethé@oging infraction has occurred.

The consultative team recommends that:
- apolicy be established on planning test distriian for overall testing in Turkey;

- a certification system for DCOs be set up. Theidglines for DCOs should also be
improved to conform to the latest standards (foraexple, declarations on medications
taken by sportsmen/women regarding the last 7 dagsead of 3 days);

- the number of tests be increased to between 28000, for example in 2002;

- asystem be set up for the continuous updatingatfletes’ contact information and event
details;

- the standards in the International Standard fordping Control (ISDC) on follow up on
handling of samples, etc. should be followed clgselTurkey is invited to apply to the
World Anti Doping Agency (WADA) for inclusion in ta IPT team for having the
ISO/PAS 18873 (see the Declaration adopted by thenltbring Group at its 11" meeting
in March 2000);

- a panel of juridical and medical expertise be @slished to oversee a positive analytical
finding and/or a failure to comply.

5. Legal issues

The draft regulations also refer to another texhely “the GDYS’s Regulations on sanctions

in amateur sports”. These regulations deal not arlly the doping sanctions, but also with

all disciplinary matters in sport. So the differéigciplinary bodies are in charge of the whole
disciplinary field in sport. There are two levels ganels for doping cases: a first instance
disciplinary panel and then an appeal body. The beesof these panels are nominated from
independent lawyers and experts. However, thefisandidates is proposed by the Director
General of the GDYS and approved by the Ministdrer&fore the distinction between the

judicial and executive power is not totally resjeeict

As all disciplinary questions are dealt with togatrand by the same regulations, the
distinction with respect to doping sanctions doaisseem to be clear enough. Moreover there
are no clear provisions for penalties to punishahtourage of the athlete, nor any specific
provisions in the case of a minor, involved in @idg case.
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The same lack of legislative measures is obsereederning the traffic of doping agents,
save for the provisions of the Penal Code concgrtire use and trafficking of drugs in
general.

It is suggested that the disciplinary system beigexed in such a way that it ensures optimal
respect for the principles of fair and impartial gtice, particularly by making a clear

separation between the judicial and the executivemer and prosecuting authority, and

hence the independence of bodies concerned (seéAttiele 7.2.d of the Convention and

the Recommendation No. 2/98 of the Monitoring Group

Appropriate sanctions should also be provided tongn the members of the athlete’s
entourage involved in doping offences, such as aéils, doctors, veterinary surgeons,
coaches, physiotherapists and other officials orcassories associated with infringing the
anti-doping regulations (see Recommendation No.7Léh disciplinary measures to be taken
with regard to members of the athlete’s entouragedgrotection of minors, in application of

Article 7.2.e of the Convention).

The consultative team recommends that the Turkishtteorities should, in the future,
consider the adoption of an anti-doping law to gigestronger and broader legal basis for the
fight against doping. Such a law should include gtlossible aspects of the fight against
doping from the creation and responsibility of theational anti-doping body and national
sport governing bodies to the description of thesalplinary processes and instances,
including the appeal system.

With regard to the supply, administration and trafking of doping substances and methods,
new legislative/regulatory measures should be imlwoed in the light of the recommendation
No. 2/94 of the Monitoring Group and the Recommetigda (2000)16 of the Committee of
Ministers of the Council of Europe.

6. Laboratory

The Anti-Doping Centre laboratory of Turkey is sited on the campus of the Pharmaceutical
Faculty of Hacettepe University in the centre ofkAra. Headed by Prof. Dr. Aytekin
TEMIZER, an analytical Chemist, and with a staff2f, the laboratory is already equipped
according to the specifications for accreditati@manded by the IOC Medical Commission.
In October 2001, the laboratory expected IOC Adtaéidn in the near future, after having
successfully performed the first pre-accreditatiest series. It has also successfully carried
out the final accreditation test series in the @nes of the delegate, Dr. Moutian Wu (Beijing
Anti-Doping Laboratory) of the IOC Medical Commigsi [In December 2001 before this
report was finalised the Turkish authorities confirmed that the laboratory had received
accreditation fromthe |IOC.]

The deputy head of the laboratory, Ms Assoc. Prafrsabah E. BASCI is the Quality
Management Officer of the laboratory and has coratéd procedures for the additional
accreditation according to ISO 17025. Since 208, s a precondition for obtaining the
IOC (in the future WADA) laboratory accreditation.

The laboratory already uses all the analytical neqpires and possesses the machinery
necessary for the current routine (urine) analyse®ping controls. Additional instruments —
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for example, the Isotope Ratio Mass Spectrometot, yet compulsory for accredited
laboratories — planned to be ordered in 2002.

In addition, the laboratory performs toxicologicahalyses, other than doping control
procedures for the Medical Faculty (e.g. suspegeonings of unconscious patients,
guestionable exposures to heavy metals like leadgumy).

The Centre will soon be moved to a new multi stdvejiding with about 1000 fnspace,
including optimal conditions for staff and equiprhamd the necessary security precautions.
These facilities will be superior to those in mesisting laboratories. The move will take
place as soon as the financial means are available.

This will mean, an even greater analytical capafotythe laboratory to the extent of more
than 5000 samples per yeBut even now, the capacity of the lab is greateamhneeded, as
only some 500 urine samples were expected forngsin 2001.However, the Head of the
laboratory expects 5000 samples annually for arsalydter gaining the full 10C
accreditation.

The consultative team supports the ongoing work erntdken for the accreditation of the
Ankara laboratory according to ISO 17025. It encages the Turkish authorities to seek
cooperation with relevant laboratories for introdugy the new detection methods for
erythropoietin (EPO).

7. Conclusion

Until now the Turkish authorities have focused teses and attention on the accreditation of
the laboratory. A lot of effort and money has bepant for this objective.

It was understood that, following the accreditatafrthe laboratory, more attention will be
paid to other aspects and processes of dopingat@mtd that more financial resources should
also be available for this. These concerns cowegtiestions addressed in this report, on the
preventive measures, education and informationtegfies, the research programme on
aspects other than scientific and detection methotiee laboratory. There are also the social
aspects and consequences of doping and the mepresvehtion of doping in sportspeople to
be explored.

The consultative team thought that Turkey coul@d @lgy an active role in the regional and
international cooperation in the fight against agpiThe team noted with satisfaction the
initiatives and cooperation developed by the Turki3oping Centre with some Balkan,
Caucasian and Arab countries, particularly in fregrdoping experts.

The consultative team was very encouraged by hgasinand observing the political
willingness and commitment to eradicate doping pors shown by the senior authorities,
particularly Mr Fikret UNLU, the State Minister mansible for Youth and Sport, Mr Kemal
MUTLU, the Director General of GDYS and Mr Sinan BRM, the president of the Turkish
NOC.

The consultative team thanks their Turkish hostdHe fine organisation of this visit and for
the very warm hospitality shown to them.
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Appendix

Programme of thevisit to Turkey
Ankara, Istanbul, 22-24 October 2001

Monday, 22 October 2001

. Welcome and introductions in Ankara

Tuesday, 23 October 2001

. Meeting with the Turkish Doping Control Centredarational governing bodies of the
Sport

. Meeting with the Health Department of the GenBia¢ctorate of Youth and Sport
. Meeting with the Director of the General Directiar of Youth and Sport

. Meeting with the State Minister responsible fauth and Sport

Wednesday, 24 October 2001

. Meeting with the Health Department of the GenBia¢ctorate of Youth and Sport and
the Turkish Doping Control Centre, to evaluatewisé to Ankara

. Press conference in Ankara
. Transfer to Istanbul by airplane

. Meeting with the Turkish National Olympic Comrettin Istanbul

Useful Internet addresses:

GDYS :www.sporum.gov.tr
Turkish Doping Control Centregvww.tdkm.hacettepe.edu.tr




