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BEFORE THE AMERICAN ARBITRATION ASSOCIATION

North American Court of Arbitration for Sport Panel

United States Anti-Doping Agency, )
o)
Claimant, )
v. ) :
) AAA No. 30 190 00847 06
Floyd Landis, ) - :
| )
Respondent ) -
)

A

DECLARATION OF CORINNE BUISSON

I, Corinne Buisson, declare :

1. I'make this declaration based on my personal knowledge, and if called as a
witness, I could and would testify competently to the matters set forth herein.

2. I'have a doctoral degree in analytical chemistry and a specialty in IRMS analysis.

3. I am an employée of the Laboratoire National de Dépistage du Dopage (LNDD).
I am LNDD’s IRMS supervisor. | : |

4. I am fluent reading and wntmg English and senﬁ-fiﬁent speaking English.

5. I have reviewed the declaration of Paul Scott submitted in this case. It contains a
number of inaccurate statements. It also does not mention important facts that bear on the
matters described.

6. I was present at LNDD for my normal work schedule on 16 April 2007. Ihad
earlier been made aware thati several individﬁéls would be present during the week to observe

athlete B sample analysis.




7. These individuals were Paul Scott and Dr. Simon ﬁav1s whom I understood had
come on behalf of Mr. Landis. I also understood that Dr Rodrlgo Aguilera and USADA’s
counsel, Dan Dunn, were present on behalf of USADA.

8. During the course of my employmenf at LNDD, I have participated in one other B
sample conﬁrmatlon test. I am familiar w1th LNDD’s general pollcy regardmg the scope and
nature of the athlete tepresenta’uve s nghts at the B sample test.

9. As a scientist, I beheve it is important to prévent interference with the tesﬁng
process by outside observers The IRMS testing that I oversee is complex and requlres careful

| 'attentlon to detail. Athlete represent;;l;/es must not distract the lab staff during sample analys1s

10.  During the six days that Mr. Scott and Dr. Davis were in the lab, I observed them
on several occasions attempt to engage laboratpljy em_ployees eqngacting -analysis on the B
samples in conversation, asking them' quesﬁods and,'On. qccasion,i:rowding their personal space.

11.  USADA representatives did not request or direct LNDD to prevent or limit the
ability of Dr. Davis or Mr. Scott to view IRMS data reduction or processing. Mr. Scott’s
assertion in paragrapﬁ 5.c.i. on page 4 of his deélaratipn that he _aslged te “dmess the o;aeratiori of
the IRMS as well as the data prpces_sing bdt was denied access in eaeh instance, is inaccurate or
misleading. So too is his statendent iri paragraI;il 5'.c;xi_. on page 5 that he was never permitted to
observe data processing for any sample Mr. Scott or Dr. Dav1s were 1nv1ted to observe the
IRMS analysis for all samples but sometimes they decided not to come and other tldles they had
already decided to leave for the day when the processmg occurred One or both of them
observed the data processmg for samples 825423 825426 and 825428 Mr Scott was given the

" opportunity to view the data reductlen or processmg in the IRMS r.;_oom for a_nother sample, but

chose instead to observe the sample preparation activities occurring in another room.




12, Mr. Scott and Dr Davis were penmtted into the sample r)reparatron room and the
IRMS room on dozens of occasions throughout the week Dunng ‘that time, Mr Scott and Mr.
Davis were able to and d1d in fact view SOPs contamed ina bmder in each room. His
description paragraph 5.b. on pages 3 and 4 of his declaration creates the misimpression that his
and Dr. Davis’ review and access to SOPs regarding the sample preparation and IRMS analyses
were improperly limited. On the contrary, the SOPs regardirlg sample preparation were in the
documentation packages that Mr. Landis had a‘lready been prOVid‘ed and that Dr. Davis or Mr,
Scott had with them. In addltlon the SOP for the IRMS analysis was available for Dr. Davis to
) view in the IRMS room. R

13.  Inparagraph 5.b.i. on page S’Of his declaration, Mr. Scott states that he asked me
about the SOPs in the laboratory documentation package and that I told‘_him they were
incomplete. This is incorrect and itself ‘an iucorriulete _description:iof what occurred. On Tuesday
morning, April 17, Mr. Scott observed‘rne revrewmg our Quality érssurance (QA) Manual
regarding that day’s tests. He asked what I was reviewing. I told him I was looking at the
standard laboratory documentation package that we always send to athletes which had already
been produced to Mr. Landis, mcludmg the operatmg procedure for GC/C/IRMS (M—EX -24) At
that point, Mr. Scott asked if there were other documents In response Ms Mongongu —not ], as
asserted by Mr. Scott — explamed that LNDD had quahty assurance documents called Document
Qualzte. At that point, Mr. Scott asked for copies of docurnents from a different part of the QA
Manual. Mr. Dunn objected because they were beyond the scope of what had already been

prov1ded to Mr. Landis or allowed in the arbltratlon Mr Scott replled that he thought he would

ask “just in case” he could get them or words to that effcct _

i




14.  Mr. Scott’s statemcr__fc:_in éafégfapii 7 on page 6 of hlS declaraiﬁon that Mr, Dunn
and Dr. Aguilera had “unfettered” acées_s to labofator}; employges ié incorrept. As with all
outside parties who are allowed to have access to the laboratory area, Mr, Dunn and Dr. Aguilera
were accompanied by an LN_DD employee at a_ll times When they were in the laboratory area. I
do not recall conveying any substantive i#lfgrmétigyn to either of the'USADA representatives -
regarding the B sample aﬁalyses thaf;{;va'é ndt;‘al'sq. givén} to Mr Landls’ represéﬁtaﬁves.

15. M. Scott states in baragrapﬁ 5 bv1 on pétgé 4 of h1s declafation that, on Tuesday
April 17, I instructed him that he could review only materials approved by Mr, Dunn and that

| any other documents were off~1imits"'.: "71'{&; not recall ever making this statement. .I do recall,
however, telling Mr. Scott that the documéﬁtation package he already had in his possession
contained SOPs that were in the biﬁder he was_re_viewing_ ‘in the lab and that he should limit Hs
review to those. R |

16.  On Friday 20 April I was presént whjle the parties discussed the remaining
schedule of results reporting, Because all th;a saiﬁples would be prcﬁared by Saturday, both tﬁe
USADA representatives and Mr. Landis’ rc.:preéqntativesv agreed that none of themv‘ would stéy
after Saturday. They also agreed that‘. nelther partywould rc%c{;eive%l:le.: ;‘emair_xiné test results
without the other having the sarné and simqltz;;llec;ﬁs oppoﬁuﬁity. They agreed that the exclusive
means by which they woul& obtain the safnple results would be by. way of an email to be sent

~ simultaneously by LNDD to each side on Sundayi and Monday when the results becamé
available. | | |

17. Mr. Scott’s statement at p&égaph 8d 0;1' page 7 of ms declaration - -thatat 11
a.m. on Saturday 21 April, he iﬁforrﬁed rﬁe, Dr de Ceaufréz, and br. Aguiléra that he wanted to

be present, if possible, on Sunday - - is not accurate. Mr. Scott did not make a statement




regarding the possibility that he might be presc;nt on Sunday until Saturday afternoon, not in the
moming. I know this because Mr. Dunn had already left on Saturdé.y when Mr. Scott said this,
and [ rémember that Mr. Dunn left in the early afternoon. I found Mr. Scott’s statemeﬁts unclear
at that point on his intentions to return. .

18.  When I arrived at the 'labora£0ry' for work on Sunday 23 April at approximately
12:00 p.m., I observed Mr. Scott and his interpreter sitting on a bench outside of the laboratory.
Mr. Scott was knitting what appeared to be a sweater, and I made a joke to him about knitting on
such a warm day. Ihad not observed Mr. Scott with knitting on any other day of the week.

19.  Neither on Monday 1_6“1;p;'11 nor any other ddy durmg which I obs‘ervéd Mr. Scott
or Dr. Davis at the lab did any person jz;ts;o.c.ia.t.ied with Mr Landisji;oice an objection to
proceeding with the analysis of thé sa@ples in the absence of an e;cpert appointed by the
arbitration panel. |

20.  Neither on Monday 16 April nor any other day during which I observed Mr. Scott

or Dr. Davis at the lab did any person associated with Mr. Landis make any request that the

remaining B samples should be split or divided in some way to preserve them for other testing.







