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of Bruyneel, Celaya and Marti in the USPS doping conspiracy. 

Nmv, the parties, and in some ,veys the sport itself, turn this matter over to the Panel to 
write the final chapter in the histmy of the USPS/Discove1y Channel team. It is an 
important chapter which needs to be written to confirm cycling has the capacity and 
resolve to find the truth and to proportionally and fairly apply firm and just penalties 
that will both protect cycling and help it experience a true break J,-om its troubled past. 
T71e ADOs respectfitlly submit that Respondents' anti-doping rule violations have been 
clearly established by substantial evidence and each should receive lifetime ineligibility. 

641. The Panel recalls that the AAA panel imposed suspensions of 10 years on Mr. Bruyneel and
8 years on Dr. Celaya and Mr. Marti.

642. For the purpose of determining the appropriate length of sanctions for Messrs Bruyneel,
Maiif and Celaya, the Panel agrees with WADA that it may consider the totality of the
evidence, including the evidence of their conduct which occurred outside of the limitations
period. There is no provision in the Code or UCI ADR which suggests that the Panel may
not consider all misconduct by athlete suppmi personnel in the penalty phase of the
proceedings.

643. Accordingly, the Panel, having determined that anti-doping rule violations were committed
by Messrs Bruyneel, Matif and Celaya, in the exercise of its discretionary determination of
the appropriate sanction from the minimum of four years to a lifetime ban, will consider all
of the evidence in the record relating to Messrs Bruyneel's, Matif's and Celaya'sparticipation

in the decade-long doping scheme.

A. MR. BRUYNEEL

644. The AAA panel after having concluded that "the evidence establishes conclusively that Mr.
Bruyneel was at the apex of a conspiracy to commit widespread doping on the USPS and
Discove,y Channel teams spanning many years and many riders" went on to conclude,
without providing any additional reasons, that "For those violations, the Panel finds ten (1 OJ

years to be appropriate".

645. With respect, the Panel disagrees. If a lifetime ban is a possible sanction, as it is, the Panel
sees no reason why it should not be imposed in this case for Mr. Bruyneel 's active
involvement in widespread, systemic doping in the spo1i of cycling spanning many years.

646. As reviewed above, there is persuasive evidence before the Panel that Mr. Bruyneel was at
the heart of this system, which was highly organized and procured significant financial and
other advantages to him.

64 7. An emerging body of arbitral precedent in anti-doping cases suggests that a period of lifetime 
ineligibility may properly be imposed on athlete support personnel who use their authority to 
orchestrate or cover up doping programs among the athletes in their charge. These decisions 
recognize the special role played by coaches and team managers who act as trusted advisors 
to impressionable athletes, and make clear that athlete suppmi personnel in these roles owe 
an especially high duty to maintain the integrity of the anti-doping system. This is especially 
true for athlete support personnel at the top of a team's hierarchical structure because such 
persons have the power either to continue and expand the team's doping activity or to end 
and prevent it, and because such persons are the face of the sport and stand to benefit the 
most from doping activity that results in team success. 
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171e Panel concludes that the aggravating factors in this case are ve1y similar to, and 
equal or exceed, those in Stewart, in which a sanction of lifetime ineligibility was 
imposed on a coach. As the chief team physician and a member of the board of directors 
for the Rabobank cycling team, Dr. Leinders occupied even higher positions of trust and 
responsibility and was "at the apex of a conspiracy to commit widespread doping 
.. . spanning many years and many riders. " Therefore, he should receive a sanction no 
less severe than the coach in Stetvart. 

654. The rationale from these five decisions points ineluctably to a period of lifetime ineligibility
for Mr. Bruyneel. Like the athlete support personnel in Melnikov, Portugalov and Skafidas,
Mr. Bruyneel orchestrated a doping program and encouraged athletes to use prohibited
substances based on his belief that it was a necessary step to team success. As the coach in
Stewart, Mr. Bruyneel serially abused his trusted advisor role as team director to initiate
young cyclists into the team's doping program, and then worked tirelessly to conceal the
teams' prohibited conduct from anti-doping authorities. Mr. Bruyneel, even more so than the
doctor in Leinders, held the highest position of trust and responsibility and operated at the
"apex of a conspiracy to commit widespread doping."

655. In the circumstances, the Panel concludes without hesitation that a lifetime ineligibility is an
appropriate sanction for Mr. Bruyneel and it so finds.

656. Prior to closing in respect of Mr. Bruyneel's sanction, the Panel recalls that Mr. Bruyneel
assetied two mitigating factors for purposes of mitigating his sanction: that he acknowledged
his misconduct and accepted responsibility for it.

657. The Panel does not accept that there is any mitigating factor which can be applied in the case
of Mr. Bruyneel.

658. Having regard to the totality of the evidence, the Panel agrees with WADA that Mr.
Bruyneel's claimed acceptance of responsibility was "entirely strategic" and cannot be
considered as a mitigating factor.

659. In addition, the Panel notes that Mr. Bruyneel's acceptance of responsibility ("knowledge"
but no "involvement") was made prior to the Dr. de! Moral's testimony and the introduction
in the record of the emails exchanged in 2003 between Mr. Bruyneel and Dr. de! Moral.

660. As noted earlier, Mr. Bruyneel, on the day after these emails were admitted in the record
chose (as was his right) not to be re-examined. As a consequence, the Panel never heard Mr.
Bruyneel 's rebuttal of the evidence gleaned from these emails of his pivotal role in
orchestrating the complicated logistics necessary to ensure that the riders, doctors and
"equipment" were in the right place at the right time for the teams' doping activities.

661. In this connection, the Panel recalls the candid (but highly professional) submission of Mr.
Bruyneel's counsel in his closing submission that: "the emails that were produced after [Mr.
Bruyneel] testified and provided to the [P}anel reflect his involvement during 2003 in
scheduling some of the doping activities, that's clear. So, his evidence isn't pe1fect for you.
But he was here. He was questioned."

B. DR. CELAYA

662. Because Dr. Celaya was "a mere instrument" as opposed to "the organizer of the doping
conspiracy or scheme" and because "[he} was found to have committed fewer offences than
Mr Bruyneel", the AAA panel concluded that the total penalty for his multiple violations of
the WADA Code would be eight (8) years.
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663. Again, with respect, the Panel disagrees with the AAA panel. Dr. Celaya may not have been
at the hemi of the system but, as a medical doctor, he was a willing and indispensable
pmiicipant in the implementation of a system which required medical supervision. In the
words of Dr. del Moral, "doping ,vi th out medical control can be dangerous." In the view of
the Panel, a medical practitioner has a special role as a guardian of the anti-doping rules.

664. When he testified before the Panel, Dr. Celaya did not appear the least bit contrite. Quite the
contrary, he continued to maintain his innocence. As far as the Panel is aware, he is the only
remaining member of the corrupt world of cycling during those many years to respect the
"omerta". His attitude offers a serious threat to a future of clean cycling and sport generally.

665. His testimony which was found not credible by the Panel (and indeed by the AAA panel)
confirms his unfitness to ever patiicipate again in any spoti as an athlete support person.

666. In the circumstances, the Panel concludes, without hesitation, that a lifetime ineligibility is
an appropriate sanction for Dr. Celaya and it so finds.

C. MR.MARTI

667. The AAA panel imposed a suspension of eight (8) years on Mr. Marti because he was "a
mere instrument" in the vortex of the doping conspiracy in the sport of cycling.

668. The Panel accepts that it is appropriate to differentiate between Mr. Marti on the one hand
and Mr. Bruyneel and Dr. Celaya on the other hand when it comes to the matter of a sanction.

669. Mr. Mmii, the "runner", was very busy as an active patiicipant in this doping program during
many years. The riders depended on Mr. Mmii for their paraphernalia, including their
refrigerator and their doping products. Unfotiunately, for the reasons explained by his
lawyer, Mr. Marti chose not to testify but the Panel, as it was invited to do, will not draw any
adverse inference against Mr. Mmii because of his failure to testify.

670. At the same time, there is not one iota of evidence on the record from which the Panel can
infer contrition or any change of hemi on the part of Mr. Marti.

671. Having deliberated, the Panel considers that a suspension of fifteen (15) years would be
appropriate for Mr. Mmii.

672. With respect to the applicable stmi date for Mr. Mmii's fifteen years of ineligibility, the
Panel sees no reason to disagree with the AAA panel's conclusion that the most appropriate
stmi date is the date on which USADA notified Mr. Mmif that he was being charged, to wit
12 June 2012.

XI. COSTS

673. As agreed by the patiies, submissions on costs shall be filed after the receipt of the present
Pmiial Award.

674. The Panel shall then rule on the parties' requests in this respect in its Final Award.






